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  THE TELL


  INTRODUCTION


  Every day is fraught with questions, some trivial, others monumental: Where should I go for dinner tonight? Who should I vote for to lead my city, state, and country? Is the person I want to ask out on a date interested in men or women? How will I choose my future spouse? How bright is the person I’m interviewing for a job? Is the person I see in an alley likely to assault me or help me if I trip and fall? Did my spouse just work late last night, or am I being deceived? Is my infant going to develop autism?


  Unfortunately, we must often answer these questions without all the information we’d like. Our interactions with others are sometimes ephemeral, like the path of a leaf falling to the ground. As a result, we base our decisions on brief, often barely perceptible glimpses of behavior that occur in a snap of the fingers.


  At its very heart, The Tell is about the power of prediction based on observations of brief samples of others’ behavior. Anyone familiar with the game of poker, whether at the novice or professional level, knows the concept of the “tell,” a mannerism that can yield clues about an opponent’s cards. Does he hold a flush or a dog hand? Ask professional poker players to evaluate another player’s hand, and more often than not, they can give you an accurate assessment—based simply on how an opponent stares, the speed with which he lays down cards, or how quickly he is breathing.


  Learning to read other people’s tells—to pick up on nonverbal clues that reveal something about them—isn’t just a strategy for playing cards, as high as the stakes may be. Small clues, like those that can give away a person’s poker hand, can also indicate a number of important outcomes—and not the easy stuff, like whether a guy with a scowl and a clenched fist is about to punch you in the face. Here we’re talking about hard predictions—like the outcomes of national elections, the profits of Fortune 500 companies, the likelihood of marital success or failure, and the chances of a child developing autism—all made counterintuitively based on the tells people reveal unwittingly. If you want to know who’s going to win the next political election, you should probably ask a roomful of kids. If you want to know whether that company you’re thinking of investing in is going to make good money, you’ll find the answer written on its CEO’s face. If you want to know whether the salesperson you are interviewing will succeed, pay attention not to what she says to you but rather to what she shows you. You’ll form some of these impressions nearly instantaneously, whereas you’ll make others with deliberation. Either way, a person’s tells reveal more about what’s behind the curtain than we might realize.


  The idea that our brains can make reliably good predictions across many spheres of life runs counter to the recent spate of books that highlight our minds’ fallibility. In Stumbling on Happiness, for example, Dan Gilbert teaches that we’re inept at predicting what will make us happy in life; in Predictably Irrational, Dan Ariely lets us know just how regularly we get things wrong. Books of this ilk have sold like gangbusters in the last decade, so it might seem risky to write a book focusing not on where we fall short but on where we succeed—or at least where we’re capable of succeeding. Nevertheless, that is the message of The Tell.


  The key to making accurate predictions, of course, is knowing what tells to look for. In some cases, you may already know, although you may not realize it. You interpret tells, for example, when inferring someone’s sexual orientation. In other cases, you may think you know what to look for, but you really don’t. This is often the case when we’re evaluating others’ personalities. And, finally, I’ll discuss other cases in which researchers have devised ingenious methods for making good predictions about subjects as wide-ranging as what sort of adult a shy child will become or who your next congressperson will be.


  This isn’t palm reading or fortune-telling. Instead, by helping you develop and hone your own powers of observation, and by equipping you with findings based on rigorous research in the behavioral and brain sciences, I will show you how to increase your predictive capacities. I hope that after finishing this book, no reader will ever ask for someone’s phone number, talk to children, interview a job candidate, enter a boardroom meeting, or vote for candidates in the same way again. This isn’t a self-help book promising you a future of entirely accurate predictions. But, by the time we’re done, you’ll at least be able to see your interactions with others in a much more nuanced and sophisticated way. Perhaps Sherlock Holmes said it best: “I have trained myself to notice what I see.”


  I hope you’ll consider the impressive perceptual and predictive capacities of our minds. Of course, the little clues I discuss in this book don’t tell us everything there is to know about other individuals; rather they give us hints about specific, major aspects of who we are. I hope that you will wrestle intellectually with the studies and stories I discuss, as I mean to present none as irrefutable; I aim to begin a dialogue—whether between you and a friend or within the confines of your own mind. If I accomplish that, I will have succeeded in some measure.


  Origins of The Tell


  At this point many authors like to describe how they became interested in the topic of their book. In keeping with that practice, I shall describe a few seminal experiences in my own life that laid the foundation for this writing. But guess what. My story isn’t true; nor is any other author’s. If the field of psychology has taught us one thing, it’s that we confabulate our own reasons for our actions. I think I know the origins of this book, but in reality, what follows is my mind’s best attempt to construct a causal narrative for why I chose to write it. The same thing can be said for any of our choices in life; we have confidence that we know our reasons for doing something, but we really don’t understand our motivations for sure.


  With this caveat in mind, I trace the beginnings of this book back to a party I went to years ago when I first arrived in California for graduate school. When I told another guest I was there to study psychology, she quipped, “Matt, why do you want to dedicate yourself to psychology when the entire field is just common sense?” Her remark gnawed at my insecurities; an awful lot of psychology does seem to be common sense. For example, did you know that children whose parents read to them early in life grow up to be better readers? Or that the greater our social network, the happier we are generally? Even if you didn’t, I imagine you aren’t surprised to learn that these things are true.


  A while later, I shared an apartment with a friend who was studying the neural underpinnings of vision in flies for his PhD in biology. Although he never claimed his research was more important than mine, I always felt somewhat inferior: I was studying a discipline that was, according to some, on the fringe of science. These experiences and others gave me a condition Freud might have described as physics envy. Many consider physics the most privileged science, with rich historical roots, primary laws that make it cohere, and a practicality that enables us to apply its laws to make accurate predictions. I longed for my field to be more like physics and other “real” sciences.


  Then I had my first physical encounter with a human brain. Although largely a lump of fat, the brain is more powerful than virtually any computer, capable of both making the precise predictions of physics and also becoming upset at the suggestion that one’s lifework is just common sense. How does this piece of matter, this organ, do all that? And, given that prediction is a sine qua non of any science, how can the study of the ways the brain makes those predictions not be a worthy science?


  Those experiences form the backdrop for The Tell, but the immediate catalyst for the book was the birth of my son Isaac. As a research psychologist whose expertise lies in development and nonverbal communication, I observed almost his every move, analyzing his behavior over the course of his early years. My inclination for analysis enriches my experience of him, but it also sometimes detracts from being “in the moment” with him—a challenge I describe later in the book. Nevertheless, watching him grow has only stoked my interest in prediction. What kind of young man will he become?


  Our brains—comprised of 170 billion cells—are capable of making some very surprising predictions about others. I hope that the findings and stories I discuss will surprise you, rather than confirm any suspicions that psychology is commonsensical, and that instead you’ll see it as an awe-inspiring science with much to teach us about our futures, others’ futures, and ourselves.


  And in case you do find yourself in a conversation like I did at that grad school party in which someone suggests psychology is merely common sense, I’ve taken the liberty of highlighting three of the more “party-worthy” and counterintuitive findings in the book at the end of every chapter.


  



  I.


  In the Beginning


  1


  PRIMITIVE PREDICTIONS


  “Prediction is very difficult, especially about the future.”


  —NIELS BOHR


  On December 23, 2004, twenty-nine-year-old Sergeant Henry A. Watt of the US Marine Corps woke to a beautiful sunny day at Base Camp Al-Assad, an Iraqi airbase controlled by the US armed forces. He would go to bed that night a different man.


  Watt had served in Iraq for about seven months, leading numerous convoys across the dry Iraqi desert into and out of enemy territory. It was a dangerous job, but Watt and his fellow marines understood the vital function they served.


  On this day, Watt’s battalion had been assigned to lead a convoy to Al-Qa’im, a town near the Syrian border, to deliver medicine, weapons, and fuel to troops stationed there. Watt rode in a Humvee at the head of the convoy for the five-hour journey. They arrived at their destination around noon, delivered the supplies, and then began the trek back to the base. On the outskirts of Al-Qa’im, Watt spotted an early 1990s Chevy Caprice, painted orange and white, parked on the shoulder.


  There was nothing unusual about a car parked beside the road, but Watt became nervous when he locked eyes with the man sitting in the driver’s seat. He was in his mid-fifties with a bushy mustache, graying hair, and long vertical folds in his cheeks; his eyes appeared glassy, his cheek muscles clenched. “He looked as though he had pure adrenaline coursing through his veins and had an ‘Oh shit’ look written on his face,” recalls Watt. “I had never seen anything like it in my life.”


  Sergeant Watt immediately contacted his superior. “There’s a bomb in the Caprice I just drove by. We need to stop the convoy!”


  “Don’t worry about it,” his superior said.


  Watt was furious. If he was right, soldiers would likely be injured and even killed.


  A few minutes later, Watt heard pandemonium on his radio. “It’s a bomb!!! It’s a f*&^%#$ bomb.”


  According to Watt, eight combat engineers were maimed because his commander had disregarded his words of warning. To this day, he replays the image of the bomber’s face in his mind and wonders how, if heeded, his prediction might have altered fate. Most of us will never have to make a life-and-death prediction based on another person’s tells like Sergeant Watt did that day. Still, “prediction is indispensable to our lives,” writes Nate Silver in The Signal and the Noise. “Every time we choose a route to work, decide whether to go on a second date, or set money aside for a rainy day, we are making a forecast about how the future will proceed—and how our plans will affect the odds for a favorable outcome.” The good news is that we humans have an uncanny ability to accurately predict a variety of outcomes based on fleeting nonverbal cues, much like Watt did. The famous physicist Niels Bohr was right: it is tough to make predictions. But it’s certainly possible to make good predictions, as we’ll discuss in this book.


  Caveman Prediction


  Pick up a thesaurus, and you’ll find an impressive number of synonyms for the word “prediction”: foreshadow, foretell, foresee, forecast, prognosticate, envision, and so on down the page. The sheer volume of terms suggests that prediction and its various nuances are fundamental to the human experience. Forecasting future events—whether it’s an upcoming flood or the next eclipse—has long fascinated human beings.


  The means of foretelling events across the centuries are almost as diverse and plentiful as the words we have to describe prediction. In The Future of Everything, David Orrell lists some of these methods:


  •Aeromancy: atmospheric conditions


  •Astrology: stars and planets


  •Bibliomancy: passages of sacred texts


  •Cartomancy: tarot cards


  •Ceraunoscopy: lightning and thunder


  •Chiromancy: palm reading


  •Cleromancy: rolling dice/drawing lots


  •Crystallomancy: crystal balls


  •Haruspicy: animal entrails


  •Hippomancy: neighing of horses


  •Mathematical models: astronomy, biology, economics


  •Moleosophy: moles on the body


  •Numerology: numbers


  •Oneiromancy: dreams


  •Ornithomancy: flight of birds


  •Phrenology: shape of head


  •Pyromancy: smoke and fire


  •Tasseomancy: tea leaves or coffee grounds


  I don’t know anyone who relies on the neighing of horses or the aroma of coffee grounds to make predictions anymore, but you and I both know plenty of people who rely upon other means, such as the alignment of the stars or tarot cards, to foresee outcomes. And scientists have used mathematical models to forecast a host of phenomena, from the coordinates of celestial bodies to the position of electrons spinning around an atom. Thanks to the early insights of classical philosophers, especially Pythagoras, Plato, and Aristotle, as well as modern-day science and statistics, we can test most of the methods listed above. Predictions derived from quantum theory in physics have proved incredibly accurate, whereas astrology, palm reading, and dreams have not fared well under scrutiny. One reason I love science is that it allows us to test predictions systematically—let the chips fall where they may.


  Foibles of the Mind


  As I mentioned in the introduction, a slew of articles and books published in the last decade popularize discussion of where our judgments and predictions go awry. Furthermore, pick up just about any cognitive, social, or introductory psychology textbook used by college students across the country, and you’ll find a long list of our foibles when it comes to making decisions and predictions. Here are just a few:


  •Actor-observer effect


  •Anchoring heuristic


  •Availability heuristic


  •Base rate fallacy


  •Belief perseverance


  •Change blindness


  •Confirmatory bias


  •Conjunction fallacy


  •False-consensus effect


  •Functional fixedness


  •Fundamental attribution error


  •Halo effect


  •Hindsight bias


  •Illusion of control


  •Illusory correlation


  •In-group bias


  •Inattentional blindness


  •Insufficient justification effect


  •Just-world phenomenon


  •Loss aversion


  •Memory bias


  •Mere-exposure effect


  •Misinformation effect


  •Omission bias


  •Optimistic bias


  •Peak-end rule


  •Planning fallacy


  •Primacy effect 


  •Proactive interference


  •Recency effect


  •Representativeness heuristic


  •Retroactive interference


  •Self-fulfilling prophecy


  •Self-reference effect


  •Self-serving bias


  •Source amnesia


  •Sunk-cost fallacy


  These biases of the mind and others lead to a whole host of botched predictions in our lives. Consider these:


  HAPPINESS: We think we know what makes us happy, but often we don’t. For instance, many predict that having children will be a source of happiness, but the data show otherwise. If you ask mothers how happy they are engaging in different activities during the day, taking care of their children rates lower than socializing, relaxing, eating, exercising, watching TV, and preparing food. Married couples are near the zenith of their satisfaction together before they have kids; almost immediately upon having children, they become significantly less happy. The trend continues until the kids leave home, when, thankfully, marital happiness increases. So, we may think that we’re having kids to make ourselves happy, but it just isn’t so. We’re having kids for other reasons.


  THE PLANNING FALLACY: We are miserable at predicting how quickly we can accomplish something or how much money a project will cost. Take the renovation of a kitchen. One study showed that Americans thought turning their dark and dreary kitchens into the bright and cheery ones you see on HGTV would cost $18,658. But, on average, the project actually cost $38,769. In another study, researchers asked college students to estimate how many days they would need to finish their senior theses, giving their most realistic, optimistic, and pessimistic predictions. In their realistic predictions, they estimated needing about thirty-four days, but they actually took about fifty-six days. Only a few students finished by their most optimistic predictions. Moreover, less than half the students finished by their most pessimistic predictions, the number of days they’d need “if everything went as poorly as it possibly could.” Plainly stated, we are awful at predicting how expensive projects will be or how long they’ll take to complete. Just ask the people who planned the Big Dig in Boston: they originally estimated the project would cost $2.6 billion, but the bill actually ended up being $14.8 billion. The economic cost of war is difficult to predict as well. Case in point: installing a new government in Iraq was estimated to cost $40 billion to $60 billion; it actually cost over $600 billion.


  ECONOMICS: Predicting the ups and downs in stock prices is a multibillion-dollar industry; countless magazines, newsletters, television shows, and online articles attempt to foretell which direction specific stocks will take. Jim Cramer, the loud and provocative host of Mad Money on cable television, predicts which stocks are good and bad bets on every show. He has two degrees from Harvard University as well as years of practical experience as a stock analyst. You’d think a person with his credentials and experience, coupled with the fact that a major television network chose him to host such a show, would be able to predict the movement of stocks with greater accuracy than pure chance, right? It turns out that, by and large, the stocks he selects perform like the rest of the stock market. Despite his analytical acumen, Cramer’s predictive skills are merely average. And he is in good company, as the vast majority of people whose job it is to beat market averages simply do not. In fact, one recent study showed that professional prognosticators correctly predict the direction of stocks only about 47 percent of the time. As I learned in high school when reading economist Burton Malkiel’s influential A Random Walk Down Wall Street, “A blindfolded chimpanzee throwing darts at the Wall Street Journal can select a portfolio that performs as well as those managed by the experts.”


  POLITICS: On a scale of one to ten, with one representing complete disinterest in politics and ten the fervor of a political junkie, I would rate myself about a six. I enjoy reading about politics and watch the Sunday morning talk shows peopled by the usual onslaught of pundits speculating about who will win the next election. Most of these pundits would rank a ten on my scale, devouring new political information as voraciously as a dog given raw meat. One would expect their political prowess—ostensibly the reason they’ve been invited to write their columns or appear on news programs—to confer some sort of predictive accuracy. In reality, however, most self-proclaimed political prognosticators are no better than chance at predicting the outcomes of elections. They may as well flip a coin to help them decide.


  My impression—and it really is just an impression, as I haven’t taken a systematic poll—is that the general public, and perhaps even some students of psychology, believe the mind is largely flawed and unable to make predictions with accuracy. And given the evidence, it’s a fair assessment—except when it’s not.


  The Predictive Mind


  Scientists are increasingly coming to the conclusion that the mind is a “prediction machine.” Our brains don’t merely register the world as we engage in it; rather, they predict, both consciously and unconsciously, what’s going to transpire before events unfold. As Jeff Hawkins writes in On Intelligence, “Prediction is not just one of the things your brain does. It is the primary function of the neocortex, and the foundation of intelligence.”


  On a daily basis, encounters with numerous people, different visual scenes, and a wide variety of experiences bombard our psyches. From all of this noise, our brains work to identify patterns. If x happens, y is likely to follow. Most of the time, these associations occur completely below our mental radar, as handling them consciously would overload our minds. Nonetheless, our brains are constantly computing the likelihood of events unfolding in a certain way based on our past experiences.


  The origins of our predictive brains lie in our evolutionary heritage. The ability to make accurate predictions about others based on small samples of behavior is advantageous for passing on one’s genes. For example, being able to detect swiftly whether someone is likely to attack me or cheat me is very adaptive from an evolutionary perspective, as is quickly assessing the personalities of those around us. Natural selection in part explains why we’re so good at making predictions about people. Operating over multiple generations, this process has provided us with a finely tuned and sensitive brain capable of sussing people out even from the subtlest tells. And although we are only beginning to understand the neural mechanisms of the predictive brain, we are well under way.


  But the credit for our predictive capacities does not reside solely in our evolutionary heritage. We also owe a lot to our remarkable ability to learn across our lifetimes, a capacity itself based in our evolution, of course. Our infant brains are approximately one-fourth to one-third the size of our adult brains. By maturity, our brains weigh about three pounds and contain approximately 86 billion neurons, each one of which connects with hundreds and thousands of others. Day by day, little by little, interaction by interaction, our brains respond to the environments we inhabit, continually updating themselves with new information, constantly making new associations between environmental events, all of which ultimately results in changes within the brain. Developmental psychologists sometimes refer to this type of learning as “Bayesian learning,” referring to the eighteenth-century theologian, philosopher, and mathematician Thomas Bayes. Our predictions are never perfect, but our brains are always calculating the probability of future events transpiring.


  Virtually all of us are sophisticated statistical whizzes making millions of calculations over our lives; we just don’t know it.


  Remaining Humble


  I’m obliged to discuss three important caveats. First, as any local meteorologist will attest, it’s important to maintain humility in your predictions and avoid forecasting the future on a single-case basis. When projecting the path of a given thunderstorm, a meteorologist is making a public proclamation. We often become frustrated with meteorologists when they’re wrong, which happens more often the farther out a given prediction is made in time. We often fail to remember, however, that their predictions are probabilistic.


  The job of science is to study empirical generalizations—how things usually are—not certainties. Nearly all sciences make probabilistic predictions. Some are highly accurate, such as quantum theory, which can accurately predict specific properties of electrons “to within about one part in 1010.” Other sciences, like meteorology, seismology, medicine, and population genetics, are less accurate. In the behavioral sciences, virtually all relationships between variables are probabilistically associated. Given this, I implore the reader to be cautious when making a prediction about a specific case or example in his or her life based on tells, be it about another’s personality, possible deception, or any other inference.


  Likewise, it’s important to remember that just because you know a person who contradicts a specific statistical trend, that doesn’t render the statistical trend invalid. In my introductory psychology class, I tell students about the consistent statistical relation between longevity and conscientiousness. You know who these highly conscientious people are: they’re reliable; they plan ahead, cross their t’s and dot their i’s, and focus on the task at hand. It turns out that, on average, such people live significantly longer than their disorganized, careless, and late counterparts. Almost inevitably, a dubious student raises his hand: “I know someone who lived until he was ninety-five years old, and he was the least conscientious person I’ve ever met.” Or another student says, “I know someone who died when she was forty-five years old, and she was an incredibly conscientious person.”


  Exceptions like this are not unusual; indeed, psychology is sometimes discredited because “there are always exceptions.” These same people would never question the scientific status of medicine, since everyone knows that a certain type of treatment might work for some people but not for others. Numerous scientific disciplines accept the fact that the relationship between variables is probabilistic.


  The last caveat I’ll leave you with is often overlooked, especially by some journalists who report scientific findings: correlation does not imply causation. Simply put, it’s a logical fallacy to assume that just because two variables correlate means that one causes the other. Let’s take the finding I described above about conscientious people being likelier to live longer than those who are not very conscientious. These two variables reliably correlate, and if you know the value of one variable, you can predict the likely value of the other. So, if we know that people are highly conscientious, it’s a decent bet that they will live longer than folks who are very low in conscientiousness. However, it’s impossible to say anything about whether conscientiousness actually causes differences in longevity. It may, but it’s very possible that other variables—like the fact that conscientious people have better health habits—are playing a causal role.


  Many studies I discuss in The Tell involve researchers systematically observing the world as it is and identifying reliable links between variables. This allows us to make predictions, but we need to exercise caution when trying to determine which variables are causal. I could remind you of this point throughout the entire book, but because, as Shakespeare reminds us, “brevity is the soul of wit,” I’ll try to say it only once here.


  As mentioned, entire fields of science make predictions based on correlational data. Perhaps the most famous scientist to focus on prediction rather than explanation was Isaac Newton. In his Principia Mathematica, he worked out one of the most important predictive models ever devised: when masses are attracted to each other. When Newton published his theory of gravity, his critics faulted him for not describing the mechanism that attracted two objects together and focusing instead on predicting when they would be pulled together. Newton resisted calls to explain his theory by stating, “Hypotheses non fingo,” or “I do not feign [propose] hypotheses.” Newton refused to provide a causal explanation, content with the predictive power of his insights. Thanks to Albert Einstein and his general theory of relativity, we eventually worked out the mechanism of gravity; the lesson here is that sometimes in the evolution of science, it’s important to understand first how variables correlate and to make predictions based on these associations.


  With these points in mind, let us begin at the beginning: childhood.


  2


  THE GENES IN ALL OF US


  “We can work with our givens, but we cannot totally escape them. We carry to our graves the essence of the zygote that was first us.”


  —MARY PIPHER


  Before I had a child of my own, I found it difficult to understand how a couple having a baby could find the event so special when it has happened approximately 108 billion times in human history. After my wife gave birth, however, I finally understood the magic of the occasion.


  Isaac was born shortly after 9 p.m. one evening and released from the hospital a few days later after recuperating from jaundice. We spent the ensuing weeks in much the same way as most who have a newborn in the home—sleeping only intermittently, reading books on how to care for our infant, and changing poop-filled diapers. Like most new parents, my wife and I were amazed that we had created such a beautiful human being (cliché, I know, but statements like this become cliché because they’re often true).


  Before Isaac’s birth, I promised myself that for the first few weeks of his life I would enjoy him like any other dad and resist the temptation to “experiment” on him. Eventually, however, my curiosity got the better of me, and I began to look at him from the perspective of not only a father but as an expert in development.


  Isaac’s first few months felt like a marriage of my personal and professional lives. I would stroke both of his palms, for example, and watch his mouth open, eyes close, and neck bend forward in a reflexive response to my touch. When we laid him down on his back, he would almost immediately demonstrate a reflex that caused him to assume a “fencer” position, extending his right leg and both arms simultaneously, as though jousting with a mighty sword in hand. Sheer joy filled those first few months on both a personal and a professional level.


  Delight and elation soon turned into concern, followed by alarm. Over the first year and a half of Isaac’s life, he developed unusually in a number of ways. He rarely—if ever—gazed into our eyes when we interacted with him. Whereas most kids smiled brightly when tickled or playing peekaboo, his expressions remained muted and joyless. He barely babbled during that first year. Babbling might seem a pointless behavior, but it provides the foundation for language. By his first birthday, Isaac seldom pointed to objects around him to share them with us, as a child that age normally does. He did not crawl until he was about fourteen months old, about twice the age of typically developing kids. Sometimes, he rocked back and forth repetitively, seemingly in his own world.


  Isaac’s development caused anxiety like I had never experienced; I suspected that he might fall on the autism spectrum, a group of neurodevelopmental disorders characterized by problems in social communication and interaction, as well as by inflexible and repetitive behaviors. The degree of severity varies widely, so children with autism spectrum disorders (ASD) may appear very different from one another, with some of them functioning at relatively high levels and others suffering from severe impairments. Today, 1 in every 110 children falls on the autism spectrum, with a likelihood four times higher in boys than girls. Research has shown ASD to be largely genetic. If one identical twin has autism, the other twin will have the condition 60 to 90 percent of the time. In contrast, if a fraternal twin has autism, the other twin will have it only 0 to 10 percent of the time. Clearly, genes play a pivotal, though not exclusive, role in the development of ASD.


  I worried about the genetic hand Isaac may have been dealt and what that portended for his future. Would he joke and laugh with us while playing childhood games? Would he have the social skills to play team sports like soccer or baseball? Would he have close friends? Would he be capable of finding a job? Would we be caring for our child for the rest of our lives? These questions and many others plagued me. I couldn’t help but imagine all of the possible outcomes for him, none of them particularly good.


  I don’t want to overstate the anxiety I felt, as I also experienced many moments of joy with my son, but the fact that some of my research and teaching centered on infants made it impossible for me to stop analyzing his development, compounding my worry. By the time Isaac was born, observing infants analytically had become ingrained in me.


  When I expressed concern to my friends and Isaac’s physicians that he was showing some red flags for autism, they often said, “Wait and see. He’s so young.” I didn’t like hearing this at the time, but it made sense, considering that most children don’t ultimately get diagnosed until age four, and sometimes even later. The problem is that waiting to diagnose a child until age four or five may significantly reduce the effectiveness of subsequent treatment.


  A dynamic interaction between genes and the environment shapes specific neural pathways, building the brain over time from the bottom up. Thus, the environmental interventions that take place in a child’s life literally change the neural connections that a brain makes; much as Michelangelo sculpted David and the Pietà, the environment molds the brain. Moreover, we know that brain plasticity—the degree to which experience can shape the brain —decreases with age. So intervening early and often, as opposed to “waiting to see,” is key to an attempt to change the developmental course of a child’s life.


  A growing body of evidence demonstrates the power of early intervention in treating potential autism. “What you ultimately might be doing,” according to one expert, “is preventing a certain proportion of autism from ever emerging. . . . I’m not saying you’re curing these kids, but you may be changing their developmental trajectory enough by intervening early enough that they never go on to meet criteria for the disorder. And you can’t do that if you keep waiting for the full disorder to emerge.”


  This approach is akin to conducting computed tomography (CT) scans on people to determine if they are suffering from heart disease prior to their having a potentially life-ending heart attack. We don’t wait for a person to have a heart attack; we try to catch the condition in its earliest stages and prevent its progression by modifying diet and exercise. Of course, just as we wouldn’t be able to save all people from heart attacks, it’s unlikely that we’ll be able to completely prevent the onset of autism, but it’s worth trying.


  The good news is that researchers have begun to identify early and reliable markers that predict the diagnosis of autism earlier than age four, when most children are diagnosed. The bad news is that none of these “baby tells” are biological, so a simple blood test or brain scan can’t tell us which children will fall on the autism spectrum. If only it were this easy. Instead, a host of behavioral tells, or nonverbal cues, which happen briefly but intermittently throughout the first year and a half of life, enable us to reliably predict who will develop autism and who will not.


  The way researchers uncovered these warning behaviors is an excellent lesson in how good science is done. At first, they relied on case studies in the literature as well as parental histories and reports, methods that suffer from numerous pitfalls (e.g., finding that a particular behavior predicts autism for one child doesn’t necessarily mean that you will find the same behavior predicting autism for another child). Finally, in the early 1990s, a team of researchers in France analyzed home movies of children who eventually developed ASD. These retrospective studies represented the first direct evidence of the behavioral markers they were looking for. But this method also had its problems, as parents don’t always video-record their children in a variety of settings performing a variety of tasks.


  What was really needed were studies in which researchers could assess many different developmental domains—cognitive, social, physical—in infants before they developed ASD. But there was one major problem: only 5 in 10,000 children received ASD diagnoses in the 1990s. Researchers would have to bring a staggering number of kids into the lab to find enough who would eventually develop ASD. However, teams in the United States, England, Sweden, and Israel employed a very clever design to work around this issue. They identified children with ASD and studied their younger siblings, a group at twenty times greater risk for developing the condition. This allowed investigators to conduct prospective studies comparing high-risk infants to low-risk infants from families without a history of autism, which was crucial to understanding which behavioral cues actually predict ASD.


  The table on page 18 includes a list of the major domains of development in which delays or atypical progress are harbingers for an ASD diagnosis.


  When I talk to others about the diversity of symptoms that actually predict autism, they are usually surprised. People sometimes consider autism a purely communicative disorder, but ASD affects multiple areas of children’s lives. I witnessed this in Isaac, when his smiling behavior, his language, and many aspects of his motor development—sitting up, crawling, and walking—were delayed by months. Also, he often wouldn’t respond to the call of his name.


  Pediatric specialists confirmed my concerns as legitimate red flags, and a brain scan showed some abnormalities, suggesting something might be awry. As Isaac was only six to nine months old, the doctors did not diagnose him with autism, as that’s not formally possible until the age of two to three years. Still, we provided aggressive early intervention for him in the hopes of rewiring his brain and changing his developmental trajectory. We spent hundreds of hours with Isaac implementing empirically supported behavioral therapies to help him.


  I’m forever grateful to the researchers whose work I relied on to help me identify Isaac’s potential ASD. Today, he is a healthy boy who shows no symptoms of autism. Did the therapy really wire his brain differently than it would have wired itself had we done nothing? I’ll never know the answer definitively. As a scientist, I know that a case study gives one little, if any, ability to infer causation. However, when it came to my son, I thought it was better to provide potentially life-altering intervention as early as possible rather than to wait and see. I suspect that most other parents would have done the same thing if they knew which early signs predicted autism.


  I Was Just Born That Way


  Can we predict other developmental outcomes with predominantly genetic origins from behavior early in life?


  I began to ponder this question during the summer after I graduated from college in Iowa. As I would be heading to graduate school on the West Coast to study child development, I thought it prudent to spend the summer observing children in a naturalistic setting, as I knew I’d spend most of my graduate education inside a laboratory. (I was right.)


  [image: ]


  I landed a job at a camp in Illinois, about twenty miles from my parents’ Wisconsin home. Located in the middle of a forest on 150 acres, the camp aimed to promote leadership and life skills in campers who ranged in age from early elementary through junior high school grades.


  One particular child made an impression on me like few others. When I first met William, I stuck out my right hand, introduced myself, and asked him his name. (I like to shake hands with kids because I think it’s beneficial for them to learn how to interact with adults if they don’t already know.) William, who had just finished kindergarten, physically recoiled.


  As every child reacts differently when meeting a new person, I didn’t give his response much thought at first. But the consistency of his behavior was striking. On numerous occasions over the summer, he was extremely timid and reticent, especially when encouraged to explore a new activity. I introduced a game called “Flinch” to the kids in his group. This simple game requires the kids to stand in a circle with one person—me to start—in the middle. The person in the middle tosses a ball to the people in the circle, and it is their job to catch it, but they must resist moving their hands up to catch the ball—i.e., flinching—if the person in the center feigns a toss to them.


  After some coaxing, William joined the circle. At first, I softly tossed the ball to a few children, and they caught the ball each time. I then faked a toss to a few kids; about three-fourths of them flinched, and the rest successfully resisted the temptation. When I faked a toss to William, he cried and fell to the ground. William had a long day.


  William did not fall on the autism spectrum, but he was one of the most restrained and anxious children I had ever observed to that point. Some kids approached new games and other novel activities with verve, but William approached them with extreme caution—if he approached them at all.


  What contributes to the variability in children’s reactions to unfamiliar and unexpected events? Was it the genes William inherited from his parents, or the way they raised him, or perhaps a combination of the two? I began to wonder what William had been like as an infant. Did he chronically cry and become upset, or was he like most infants who cry less after the first two months of life? Finally, I wondered what life was going to be like for William. Would he grow up happy and fulfilled, or was he destined to live an anxiety-ridden existence?


  At the end of the summer, I packed my few belongings and headed to graduate school. There, I tested numerous infants in the laboratory, and immediately I noticed stark differences in how they behaved. When we applied equipment to infants to measure their heart rates, some kicked and arched their backs, screaming at the top of their lungs. Others were incredibly docile, cooperative, and calm.


  During that first year, I immersed myself in the work of Jerome Kagan at Harvard University; for much of his long career, he had been studying high-strung children like William and some of the more spastic infants I encountered in the lab. One of his main foci has been following children who show high degrees of behavioral inhibition, that is, kids who exhibit vigilance, wariness, and anxiety in the face of new situations, new people, or new objects. Researchers attribute this behavioral orientation, like autism, largely to genetic factors.


  Kagan’s pioneering research shows the sometimes long-term effects of behavioral inhibition early in life. His and other research finally answered many of the questions I had about William.


  One of Kagan’s most famous studies focused on full-term Caucasian infants in the Boston area, many of whom he and his team followed until their mid- to late teens. Imagine that investigators have invited you and your sixteen-week-old baby to Kagan’s lab, just as they have about five hundred other infants and parents. At the experimenter’s request, you place your child in a comfortable baby seat with a video camera aimed directly at his body. A forty-five-minute battery of tests ensues in which the experimenter presents many different, odd, and novel stimuli: he or she plays recorded sentences and nonsense sounds in the baby’s ears, shakes mobiles full of colorful dangling objects back and forth in front of his face, and places a pungent smelling cotton swab below his nostrils. Kagan and his colleagues were interested in motor behaviors such as back arching and limb movements, as well as emotional displays such as crying and smiling. Essentially, Kagan orchestrated a situation in which numerous infant tells would be on display for systematic examination.


  About one in every five babies, according to Kagan, “extend their arms and legs in momentary spasticity, display bursts of vigorous limb activity, and, on occasion, arch their backs to the presentation of the stimulus events. Further . . . these infants fret or cry.” Kagan called these infants “high-reactives.” Two in every five infants, in contrast, were cool as cucumbers; they didn’t cry or move much in response to the stimuli. Kagan called these infants “low-reactives.” The remainder of the sample fell somewhere between these two groups in terms of their behavior.


  Kagan invited many of these same infants to his lab repeatedly when they were toddlers, children, adolescents, and young adults. Like others who study behavioral inhibition, Kagan found remarkable stability in the behavioral and physiological profiles of the children going into adulthood. So a four-month-old’s behavior in a simple lab procedure predicts his subsequent development through childhood and into adulthood; we can predict which individuals will become the Williams of the world from their behavior in infancy.


  In his book Galen’s Prophecy, Kagan recounts the experience of a child named Laura, a high-reactive baby and later an inhibited child. Laura’s parent brought her as a four-month-old into Kagan’s lab for the forty-five-minute series of tests. From the outset, Laura squirmed and thrashed her legs. When the experimenter dangled the mobiles in front of her face, she soon began to arch her back and cry intensely. Kagan had to bring the session to a halt because Laura was too distressed to finish. When Laura visited Kagan’s lab again at nine months old, she cried when her mother unveiled a toy dinosaur before finally turning away from it and shrinking back in a chair. At fourteen months, Laura cried when placed on the floor in the warm-up period before the tests began, something less than 5 percent of the kids in the study did. Her distress only seemed to increase during her visit; she cried and fretted when a stranger came into the room and when the experimenters applied heart-rate monitors and a blood pressure cuff. She refused to insert her hands into cups full of liquid and would not allow the experimenter to put liquid into her mouth. When Laura was twenty-one months old, the trend continued. She ran to her mother when a stranger entered the room and did the same thing later when a clown entered, crying and saying, “No, no, no.”


  Low-reactive infants were significantly more likely to be sociable with the experimenters and approach the laboratory tasks enthusiastically. Kagan describes a subject named Anna who, in contrast to Laura, showed little motor movement and distress at four months of age. As a toddler and young child, Anna was fearless; she enthusiastically placed her hands into cups of liquid, happily allowed the experimenters to place heart-rate monitors and blood pressure cuffs on her, and eagerly approached strangers, clowns, and toys.


  The behavioral trends differentiating high- and low-reactives continued into adolescence. When experimenters interviewed the fifteen-year-old adolescents, high-reactives smiled infrequently and were tense, whereas low-reactives commonly smiled and were relaxed, just as when they were infants. Kagan and his team also assessed how “sanguine” and “dour” the adolescents were. The adolescents who had been high-reactive infants, compared to their counterparts, thought of themselves as serious people who thought too much before deciding what to do. They wished they were more relaxed and didn’t consider themselves as easygoing as the low-reactives. High-reactives also reported serious worry in response to unfamiliar situations relative to low-reactives.


  Kagan describes one fifteen-year-old adolescent boy who had been diagnosed with social anxiety disorder. When he came to the lab as a four-month-old, like other high-reactives he arched his back and maintained a sullen expression throughout the tests. Later, in childhood, he would shriek at the top of his lungs when a stranger entered the room or when the experimenter tried to place equipment on him. According to Kagan, the boy felt “panicky” in crowds and thus spent a lot of time alone in his bedroom playing video games. As a teen, the boy missed numerous days of high school because of his anxiety. “This boy’s longitudinal record,” says Kagan, “invites the conclusion that his high-reactive temperament made a substantial contribution to his current mood and personality profile.”


  The Physiology of Temperament


  Are there physiological differences between high- and low-reactive children? The answer is unequivocally yes. Kagan and others have uncovered a multitude of physiological correlates that differentiate them. When the infants in Kagan’s studies were eleven and fifteen years old, more than five times as many high-reactives as low-reactives showed more right-frontal electroencephalogram activation, associated with negative emotionality and the stress response. The cardiovascular systems of high- and low-reactives also differ, the former showing increased sympathetic nervous system activation (i.e., fight-or-flight response). Finally, adults who were high-reactive infants go on to develop a thicker right ventromedial prefrontal cortex, whereas low-reactive infants develop a thicker left orbitofrontal cortex. Just think: the tells elicited by an infant in a simple forty-five-minute procedure can predict her brain circuitry eighteen years later.


  These physiological differences led Kagan and his colleagues to examine one brain structure that influences these biological correlates: the amygdala. Located within the base of the temporal lobe of the brain, the amygdala—the name derives from the Greek word for “almond” and describes the shape of the structure—helps us detect and respond to alarming stimuli in the environment. In a landmark study published in Science, Kagan and his colleagues followed up with individuals who were then in their early twenties, thirteen of whom were categorized as inhibited as young children and nine as uninhibited. Kagan placed his subjects into a functional magnetic resonance imaging, or fMRI, machine, which measures the activity of the brain. He first showed the subjects pictures of several people’s faces to obtain a baseline measure of activity in the brain. He then showed them another set of faces, some of which had appeared in the first set and some of which had not.


  Were the amygdalae of the adults who had been inhibited as toddlers more reactive to unfamiliar faces compared to those of the adults who had been uninhibited as children? I would have loved to be sitting next to Kagan when he learned the results of this study. For decades, he had found indirect evidence that the amygdala held the key to the difference between timid and bold children. Now, for the first time, he had direct support; the amygdalae of adults who had been timid when young were significantly more responsive to novel faces than those of their counterparts. “Our findings,” remarked one of Kagan’s colleagues, “both support the theory that differences in temperament are related to differences in amygdala function, something earlier technology could not prove, and show that the footprint of temperamental differences observed when people are younger persist and can be measured when they get older.”


  Shy and cautious kids develop amygdalae similar to overly sensitive car alarms; they respond at full volume to the slightest perturbation. Kagan and his colleagues think that unfamiliar events, especially those that are unexpected, activate the amygdala and other brain structures, creating a heightened internal state in high-reactive children. That high-reactives experience this more strongly than low-reactives helps explain the former’s subsequent cautiousness and anxiety in unfamiliar situations. At present, this is a provisional explanation, but it’s the best guess as to what’s happening in the brains of high-reactives.


  Just as genetics does not necessarily doom a child to developing autism, Kagan’s data show us that biology is not destiny when it comes to inhibition, a point parents would do well to keep in mind if they have a high-reactive child. Due to heredity, children have neural presets in the brain, but the brain shows incredible plasticity. Not all high-reactives remained shy at eleven or fifteen years of age in Kagan’s studies. By these ages, kids can control their displays and behaviors toward others. Some of the cautious behavior observed in preadolescence and adolescence among the high-reactive infants had dissipated; biology did not impair their ability to cope with strangers and unfamiliar situations. However, high-reactives rarely turned into the bubbly, effervescent children that low-reactives were more likely to become. Just as some people lack the cognitive machinery to become theoretical physicists, no matter how hard they might try, most high-reactives lack the biological underpinnings to become outgoing and spontaneous with low physiological arousal. Likewise, low-reactives rarely became reticent introverts and physiologically reactive. By age eleven, according to Kagan, fewer than 5 percent of the children in the high- and low-reactive groups had “switched” behavioral and physiological profiles; it’s highly unlikely that a high-reactive infant will turn into a laid-back kid or a low-reactive infant will become a bundle of nerves. Both groups tended to maintain their respective behavioral profiles or drift toward the middle.


  If our biological predispositions are malleable, what environmental inputs might influence the biological bias of high-reactives? Kagan proposes several possibilities.


  •Mothers who gently encourage their high-reactive infants and toddlers to explore their environments, rather than trying to protect them from unfamiliar situations tend to have less timid children later on.


  •Excessive parental criticism may generate high amounts of anxiety in high-reactive children, thereby exacerbating their already anxious nature. 


  •Parental role models likely influence the expression of biology. If a high-reactive infant grows up observing an anxiety-ridden mother or father, she may perceive her own anxiety and cautiousness as inherited and play the part. In contrast, a high-reactive who observes an assertive parent may come to believe that she too is bold and behave accordingly.


  •Kagan believes that the broader environment in which a high-reactive is raised may influence her subsequent development. An extremely shy child among a sea of bold children leads to a contrast effect, both for the child and parents. The dissimilarity may itself exacerbate shyness.


  The early detection of autism and Kagan’s research on early temperament have at least two things to teach us.


  First, it’s possible to make some fairly accurate predictions about what people will be like based on relatively fleeting behaviors in infancy. In the case of autism, these behaviors happen intermittently in the first year or so of life and beyond, whereas Kagan’s work shows that infant behavior, demonstrated within a single forty-five-minute laboratory procedure, contains some predictability. Chances are that investigators would have classified William as a high-reactive infant had he participated in one of Kagan’s studies. He’ll likely remain a cautious person to some degree throughout his life. Next time you interact with a socially anxious person in the workplace or elsewhere, keep in mind that he was quite possibly born with a physiological profile that pushed him in this direction.


  Second, both autism and temperament research indicates that genes play a significant role in who we become, but they don’t determine who we are. As one psychologist once remarked, “Heredity deals the cards; environment plays the hand.” The brain is much more malleable than once thought, and intervening to prevent the onset of autism or socializing an anxious child to handle the world more adaptively may have a powerful effect on how an individual turns out. I’ll never know if my son would have been on the autistic spectrum had I not intervened, but what’s the harm in trying to prevent it? It’s incumbent on caregivers and educators to realize the power of their influence to reshape the brains of children.


  
    
      

    

  


  
    
      Party-Worthy Findings

    


    1.Prediction of autism: Even though children do not usually receive an autism diagnosis until they are about four years old, we can observe the tells of autism in the first year and a half of life.


    2.Prevention of autism: There’s growing evidence that early environmental interventions may actually prevent the onset of autism. Early intervention may rewire the brain to alter the course of potential ASD.


    3.Stability of temperament: From a single forty-five-minute lab procedure in infancy, researchers can predict who will likely be the most cautious and anxious among us.
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  STRANGE SITUATIONS: GROWING UP IN A THIN-SLICED WORLD


  “What is learned in the cradle lasts to the grave.”


  —FRENCH PROVERB


  My town has a wonderful fenced-in playground with several slides, swings, teeter-totters, and swinging bridges. Over the last couple of years, I’ve taken my son there to play numerous times. My wife thinks I go because it makes him happy, but I’m there just as much for myself. There’s nothing like watching children swirl around on a tire swing at blazing speeds until they’re laughing in hysterics.


  Some of the most interesting interactions I observe transpire between the children and their parents. One visit I saw a three-year-old child who was deathly afraid to leave his mother’s side. This boy wanted nothing to do with exploring and clung to his mom’s knee for comfort throughout their visit. Some time later, another child of similar age came to the park with his mom. Although cautious on the equipment, this little boy was more than willing to run far away from his mother, making eye contact with her only occasionally. He showed no signs of distress when she left to use the restroom, asking me to watch him momentarily. Her absence seemed of little consequence.


  Both boys were emotionally connected to their parents, but their styles were very different. Developmental psychologists have been interested in these differences for decades, as well as in how young children become attached to their caregivers in the first place. Can we predict the behavioral styles of the boys described above? What causes differences in how children become emotionally tied to their caregivers? Will the first boy eventually develop an anxiety disorder while the second takes life in stride? Will the second boy have the self-confidence to become class president, while the first stays in the social shadows? Questions like these have occupied developmental psychologists’ attention for decades, and their findings have shed light on the predictive power of childhood tells.


  Supplanting Old Theories with a New One


  For much of the twentieth century, the dominant view in psychology was that infants formed emotional attachments to their caregivers because mothers provided nourishment. Theorists from the psychoanalytic camp held that mothers provide oral gratification during breast feeding and therefore become associated with reduction of the hunger drive. Learning theorists, such as B. F. Skinner, explained the child’s tie to her mother by arguing that mothers become associated with the food they provide. For both camps, provision of food to the infants resulted in subsequent attachment.


  Yet, there was a problem: the data did not support these explanations. Nobel Prize–winning biologist Konrad Lorenz accidentally discovered that baby geese, shortly upon hatching, follow the first object—animate or otherwise—they see moving in their environment, irrespective of whether or not that object provides them with food. Another set of ingenious studies conducted by Harry Harlow and his colleagues at the University of Wisconsin showed that monkeys reared in isolation from their mothers became attached to objects that provided them with the physical touch they craved instead of food.


  Pulling from Lorenz, Harlow, and others, English psychologist John Bowlby advanced a theory that radically changed our conception of the child’s tie to her caregiver. Bowlby’s “attachment theory” proposed that all infant humans and other ground-dwelling primates possess a biologically based “attachment behavioral system” that evolved through natural selection to promote survival. By genetically prewiring into our brains the impulse to keep our caregivers close by, this system maximizes our survival in potentially dangerous or stressful situations.


  We’ve all witnessed the activation of this system in the child who cries and crawls to her mother when she is left at day care or an infant who coos, gurgles, and smiles to coax a caregiver closer. Unlike many other animals that flee to a burrow or den for protection, young primates depend on their caregivers for protection from starvation, predation, exposure to the elements, and other dangers, so the attachment behavioral system kept our Pleistocene ancestors safe.


  To Be Secure or Insecure? That Is the Question


  While formulating his theory, Bowlby placed an advertisement in the London Times seeking a researcher to help study early childhood and personality development. Mary Salter Ainsworth answered; she, her collaborators, and students would go on to conduct some of the most important research in psychology allowing us to predict so many fascinating life outcomes based on the nonverbal tells of infants.


  In her most well-known study, Ainsworth and her colleagues observed twenty-six infants and their mothers interacting in their homes every three weeks during the infants’ first year of life. She noted how infants emitted attachment behaviors like crying and crawling and how their mothers responded to these signals. At the end of the year, Ainsworth invited the babies and their mothers to her laboratory and had them participate in a procedure called the “strange situation,” now one of the most famous controlled laboratory paradigms in psychology.


  The procedure, which lasts approximately twenty minutes, comprises eight episodes, all of which take place in an unfamiliar toy-filled room at a researcher’s lab. In the strange situation, Ainsworth asked a mother to enter and leave the room a couple of times, once leaving the infant with an experimenter and another time leaving the infant alone. The procedure was meant to be stressful enough to activate the child’s attachment behavioral system, akin to going to the doctor’s office or being dropped off at day care for the first time. Of interest was how the infants reacted when mom left and returned to the room.


  Ainsworth identified three primary categories based on the degree to which the strange situation activated her subjects’ attachment behavioral system (e.g., eliciting crying, crawling, outstretched arms) and the degree to which the infants explored their environment. Mary Main and her colleagues added a fourth classification about two decades later.


  I had the good fortune to take a class taught by Mary Main in my first year of graduate school. As one of Ainsworth’s former graduate students, Main is one of the world’s leading authorities on attachment as well as one of the most kindhearted and sophisticated thinkers you will ever meet. As part of this course, she showed us several video recordings of strange situations; watching how differently these one-year-old children reacted when their mothers left and returned to the room was eye opening.
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  I observed films of kids who fell into four different categories, as listed in the table above. The first category I describe includes infants considered to be “securely attached” in the strange situation, whereas those in the last three categories I describe fall under the umbrella of “insecure attachment” styles.


  The four categories are as follows:


  SECURE ATTACHMENT: I remember one child in the strange situation who cried intensely when his mother walked out of the room, leaving him alone with the stranger. When she returned, he crawled quickly to her, stretched his arms toward her, and clung to her body, while she confidently caressed the child on the back. Touch is the ultimate signal of safety and security, just as Harlow taught us with his monkeys. After his mother had soothed him, the boy happily cruised over to the toys in the room and began exploring his environment.


  The majority of US children are deemed “secure” in the strange situation, like this boy: he showed signs of missing his mother when separated and was glad to see her upon reunion but was subsequently able to explore his environment. Children with secure histories have caregivers who are sensitive and responsive to their emotional cues. These parents respond promptly when their infants cry, provide appropriate stimulation during interactions, and are generally available and warm.


  INSECURE AVOIDANT ATTACHMENT: Another boy I observed in the strange situation didn’t seem to care when his mother left; he continued to play with the toys, barely detecting her departure from the room. Upon her return, he ignored her and continued playing as though nothing had happened. Children like this boy, who show little concern for the parent’s departure and avoid the parent upon reunion, are deemed “avoidant.” These children often have attachment figures who are insensitive or unresponsive to their baby’s emotional signals; they tend not to respond to the infant’s cries, to overstimulate the infant, and to reject physical contact.


  INSECURE AMBIVALENT-RESISTANT ATTACHMENT: One child I observed outstretched her arms for the mother to pick her up upon reunion; yet when the mother did so, the infant began to slap her mother’s face with one hand and tug on her hair with the other. She was clearly angry and couldn’t settle down enough to explore the environment. Children like this are categorized as “ambivalent-resistant.” They show distress both when the mother leaves the room and when she returns, and they are often inconsolable and sometimes angry toward their parent. Unlike securely attached children, they are unable to gather their emotions and venture out into the room again. Infants like this tend to have caregivers who are inconsistently responsive to their emotional signals; sometimes they’ll pick up their infant’s emotional signals and do something about them; sometimes they will not. From the infant’s perspective, it’s somewhat of a crapshoot.


  DISORGANIZED-DISORIENTED ATTACHMENT: One child crawled to his mother when she entered the room, just as a securely attached child would, but then a few feet away from her, he froze like a statue. He stayed frozen on all fours for about twenty seconds in a trancelike state. Another child approached his parent upon reunion, but did so with his head turned away from her, as if to protect himself. A third child began to rock back and forth on his hands and knees for several seconds. Strikingly bizarre behaviors like these are evident in about 15 percent of kids in low-risk samples. Researchers deem these children “disorganized-disoriented.” Infants who behave oddly, like these three, often don’t have sensitive and emotionally responsive parents. Rather, the parents are usually frightening to or demonstrate abnormal interactions with their children.


  The most egregious cases of frightening behavior occur when parents abuse children physically. On identifying their attachment status, researchers categorize the majority of abused children as disorganized-disoriented. In one study, for example, investigators categorized 82 percent of maltreated infants as disorganized-disoriented, whereas only 19 percent in a control group fell into this category.
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  Average percentage of infants deemed disorganized-disoriented in typical families, maltreatment samples, and institutions.


  Kids raised in orphanages and similar institutional settings don’t fare any better; about three of every four are classified as disorganized-disoriented. Kids reared in an institution rarely have their attachment needs met; no consistent caregiver is around to be sensitive and responsive to their emotional cues. The figure above illustrates the average elevated risk for disorganized-disoriented attachment insecurity in maltreated children and those raised in institutions compared to those living in typical families. If an infant is raised in an institution or maltreating family, the odds are significantly greater that the infant will be classified as disorganized-disoriented.


  Frightening and abnormal behaviors do not occur exclusively in abusive or institutional settings. Once, I was waiting in the lobby of my son’s dentist’s office, when a woman entered with her two children. The mother removed her infant’s winter coat, and the baby boy promptly crawled over to the play area across the room. He picked up a toy and began to bang it on the floor; in response, the mother jumped up from her seat, walked quickly to the infant, pulled him up abruptly by the wrist, and removed the toy. As she did this, she made a strange sound three or four times—“psstt, psstt, psstt”—only inches away from his ears. The child was visibly alarmed. After this incident, the baby played for awhile quite happily, but when he tripped and fell, the mother responded by giggling and remaining in her seat. The baby just looked at her. Several studies suggest the outcome of the mother’s unusual behavior: when parental emotional communication with infants is consistently abnormal, like the mother’s above, infants are significantly more likely to be deemed disorganized-disoriented.


  Researchers theorize that unlike infants in the first three categories, infants deemed disorganized-disoriented do not have a coherent strategy to deal with the stress they endure in life. Children classified as secure and ambivalent-resistant go to the mother during times of stress in the strange situation. Children deemed avoidant play with their toys when mom leaves them alone. In all cases, the children employ adaptive strategies that help them cope with the events at hand. It’s as if, in the children’s minds, they are saying to themselves, Okay, I’m really scared and anxious, but I can deal with this. In contrast, theorists think there is a breakdown in the behavioral strategies of children classified as disorganized-disoriented. For these kids, their caregivers are simultaneously the source of comfort (like other kids) and of fear (unlike other kids). The paradox causes them to shut down in times of stress, akin to a running car engine locking up if it runs out of oil.


  What Can We Predict from Differences in Attachment?


  These studies reveal a larger, long-range issue: the strange situation represents one of the most predictive snapshots of infant tells ever devised.


  A mountain of research shows that secure attachment signifies a host of beneficial consequences compared to the alternative attachment styles. Children deemed secure are significantly more self-reliant and confident in life. I see this when I observe my wife’s classroom (she teaches first grade). Some kids independently do their work, occasionally asking the teacher for help appropriately; others constantly seek the teacher’s help, even when it’s unnecessary. Secure attachments engender self-confidence; these children know that they can influence their world and achieve their goals through their efforts. Children deemed insecure have a history in which their efforts have often fallen on deaf ears, preventing them from developing the confidence to achieve in the world.


  The emotional lives of children also differ as a function of their attachment history. Again, it only takes a few hours in any elementary school classroom to see differences in how kids display their emotions. When I volunteer in my son’s kindergarten class, the teacher asks that I take three kids at a time into a room and read them a story. Afterward, each of the students sits at a computer to take a comprehension quiz on the book. Those who pass receive as a reward a bead for a special necklace given to them by the teacher at the beginning of the year to track progress; those who fail must watch as others obtain their beads. (I always find this uncomfortable.) Some take their failure in stride and comment that they’ll try to pass the quiz the next time. Others, however, become very upset and angry; one child once picked up the computer keyboard and slammed it on the table. Kids who behave angrily and aggressively like this are significantly more likely to be deemed avoidant or disorganized-disoriented, perhaps as a response to chronic rejection from, odd emotional communication with, or frightening behaviors on the part of the caregiver.


  Even more revealing are the kids’ reactions to a child who has just failed the quiz. Some of the kids are indifferent to the failing child, but others show a heartening degree of empathy. One student named John reached over to a girl who had just failed and patted her on the shoulder, remarking, “Don’t worry. You can get a bead next time. I know you can do it.” Children like John are more likely to be securely attached.


  In one of my favorite studies examining emotions and peer interaction (albeit one I find disheartening), researchers at the University of Minnesota assessed infants’ attachment in the strange situation. When these same kids were preschoolers, the researchers invited them, two of the same gender at a time, to play in a room together. They videotaped the preschoolers and later had expert judges examine the tapes to determine who among the children were the victimizers and the victims. Victimizers were those kids who verbally or physically assaulted their peers. In one interaction, a child deemed avoidant began calling another child “bugger nose,” “bugger face,” and “hey poop.” After a few minutes of verbally antagonizing his victim, the victimizer began taking the victim’s toys and throwing them. Other victimizers went further, punching their victims or physically assaulting them in other ways.


  The researchers had identified all of the victimizers in these interactions as avoidant in the strange situation a few years earlier, whereas they had classified none of the victims as secure in the strange situation; victims were always children they had deemed avoidant or ambivalent-resistant. Next time you see a child badgering another kid on a preschool playground, it’s a good bet that the bully is avoidantly attached and the victim is insecurely attached.


  Children deemed secure are more socially competent as well. Through-out childhood and into adulthood, those with secure histories more actively participate in peer groups, have more and closer relationships, maneuver more adeptly in a variety of social situations, demonstrate more leadership qualities, and are less isolated than their insecure counterparts. The data are clear: if you want to maximize the likelihood that a child will lead a socially competent life, provide him or her with a secure attachment in infancy.


  The predictive power of infant attachment extends beyond the emotional life of children. A team led by Jay Belsky made a prediction grounded in evolutionary theory: because individuals with histories of insecure attachment suspect that they may not live long enough to have offspring, given the inconsistent or rejecting parental care they receive, girls’ reproductive systems may develop earlier to improve their reproductive odds. As Belsky stated in a Time magazine interview, “An evolutionary biology perspective says, ‘look, the thing that nature most cares about—with respect to all living things, humans included—is dispersing genes in future generations[.]’ Thus, under those conditions in which the future appears precarious, where I might not even survive long enough to breed tomorrow, then I should mature earlier so I can mate earlier before that precarious future might get me.”


  To test their hypothesis, Belsky and his colleagues followed girls from birth to age fifteen. Researchers assessed the attachment status of the girls as infants in the strange situation; then starting when the subjects were around ten years old, nurses and physicians assessed their pubertal development, including growth of breasts and pubic hair. As predicted, girls with insecure attachment histories began and finished puberty earlier and had their first menstrual cycle earlier. Insecure girls’ bodies were prepared to have offspring—at least biologically—before those of their secure counterparts.


  Girls who go through puberty early are more sexually active than their late-blooming counterparts. Therefore, not only are teens judged insecure as infants more biologically ready for children, but their behavior increases the likelihood of reproductive “success.” Early-maturing girls are also at risk for a number of other issues, including substance abuse, social isolation, and psychiatric problems. Of course genes and other factors likely play a role in pubertal development, but the idea that one’s attachment relationship “predicts and perhaps programs the timing of pubertal development in humans” is extraordinary.


  Attachment and Psychopathology


  When I discuss these findings with my students, they are often surprised that tells in infancy can predict these outcomes. But I almost always have at least one student who is underwhelmed by the findings because they don’t predict anything about psychopathology. The student often wants to know if one’s attachment history has anything to say about the potential for developing mental disorders such as depression or anxiety disorders.


  The answer is yes and no. There are a number of potential pathways for developing psychopathology. Moreover, few, if any, psychiatric disorders have a specific cause that is both necessary and sufficient. Thus, it’s unlikely that one’s attachment status alone would cause a form of mental disorder.


  Studies show that having a secure attachment does not immunize one from psychopathology, but it does reduce the probability of developing a disorder. Think about being securely attached as akin to having an air bag available if you crash your car; for life’s collisions, the air bag significantly reduces your chances of getting injured, but it doesn’t guarantee that you won’t be.


  Individuals classified as avoidant or ambivalent-resistant as infants are at a greater risk for developing psychopathology later. Infants deemed ambivalent-resistant, for example, are more likely to exhibit anxiety disorders in late adolescence, while infants classified as avoidant are more likely to be aggressive and develop externalizing problems, such as hitting peers, behaving disobediently, and arguing with others.


  I don’t want to overstate the link between these attachment styles and psychopathology. The majority of these individuals don’t have a mental disorder. But the disorganized attachment style is a “strong predictor of later disturbance.” According to one leading researcher, the link between this attachment style and psychiatric symptoms “is far stronger than for any other measure from the infancy period.” Infants deemed disorganized-disoriented are more likely to develop externalizing problems such as those exhibited by children with attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder, oppositional defiant disorder, and conduct disorder.


  The truly alarming link is between the disorganized-disoriented attachment classification and later dissociative experiences. Dissociation, which falls into three broad categories, occurs when we have disruptions in cognitive processing. The first, memory, occurs when you have just done something but have no recollection of it. The second, absorption, occurs when you become so completely involved in an activity that you lose all sense of your environment. The last, depersonalization, occurs when you behave a certain way, but it’s as if you are watching yourself; you feel somehow disconnected from your feelings and body. Dissociative symptoms run the continuum from minor disruptions in memory (e.g., driving to work from your home and, upon arriving, having no recollection whatsoever of the entire drive) to full-blown disorders such as dissociative identity disorder, where one person manifests multiple personalities with each unaware of the others.


  In perhaps one of the most impressive predictions possible arising out of infant attachment classification based on the strange situation, researchers have consistently linked a history of infant disorganized attachment to dissociative symptoms from middle childhood to nineteen years of age, even when statistically controlling for whether or not the children were physically abused. Importantly, one’s infant attachment status becomes more—not less—predictive of dissociative symptoms over time. Hands down, the best early predictor we have of dissociative disorders is the disorganized-disoriented classification in the strange situation.


  You might argue that a baby would not encounter the strange situation experience in “real life.” This is a valid point, but as one researcher remarked, the strange situation “may be artificial, but so is a treadmill test for the heart. That’s a physical stress test—this is an emotional stress test. They’re both artificial, but they’re both diagnostic too.”


  The Road from Insecurity to Security


  If we know that insensitive parenting correlates to insecure attachments in infancy, wouldn’t it make sense to train caregivers in how to respond to their infants’ emotional signals? Thankfully, researchers have developed a number of successful programs designed to do just that. In one study, the researcher randomly assigned temperamentally irritable infants to a treatment condition or a control condition. In the former, an experimenter came to infants’ homes three times when they were between six and nine months of age, each visit lasting about two hours. The experimenter trained the parents to better perceive the infants’ emotional signals, interpret the signals correctly, and implement appropriate responses. For example, the experimenters helped parents recognize infant fussiness and instructed them in how best to respond and soothe a baby. This sort of behavior is natural for many parents, but not all.


  When assessed at nine months of age, the infants in the intervention group were more sociable, explored their environments more, and cried less compared to infants whose mothers received no intervention. Experimenters then assessed the infants in the strange situation at age one, three months after the intervention ended. The researchers categorized a whopping 78 percent of the infants whose parents received no intervention training as insecurely attached (i.e., avoidant, ambivalent-resistant, or disorganized), leaving only 22 percent securely attached. Contrast these statistics with the group of infants whose parents received the training: a majority, 62 percent, were securely attached. Just think: a simple six-hour intervention for a child can tip the scale of security in her favor.


  Adults and Attachment


  Let’s switch gears for a moment to discuss attachment in adulthood. Imagine that a researcher has invited you to participate in a study in which she asks you questions about your family. She asks you to describe the relationship you had with each of your parents as far back as you can remember. The interviewer then asks you to provide five adjectives to describe your relationship with your father and five to describe your relationship with your mother. She then asks you to provide concrete memories to support each adjective. Numerous other questions about your childhood experiences with your parents follow, such as, To which parent did you feel closest? What did you do when you were upset? Did you feel rejected as a child? Were your parents ever threatening toward you? Have you lost a parent? What is your current relationship with your parents?


  How would you answer these questions? Would it take a lot of time for you to construct your answers, or would they come rapid-fire? Would you be able to list five adjectives describing your relationship with your mother? Your father? Could you provide examples of experiences that would support the adjectives?


  In the mid-1980s, Mary Main and her colleagues designed a semi-structured interview called the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) asking questions like those above. The interview aims to assess how people understand and remember their attachment experiences. Researchers worldwide have given over 10,000 people the AAI, which allows them to assess individual differences in adult attachment, much like Ainsworth’s strange situation allows us to assess infant attachment. If someone administered the AAI to you, a verbatim transcription of the conversation would include every speech error and hesitation. Then a highly trained coder would assess the coherence of your responses. The more internally consistent, clear, and relevant the answers are to the questions at hand—regardless of whether the memories are positive or negative—the more coherent the coder judges the speech. In other words, it’s not what you remember but how you understand and think about your recollections.


  Based on how people describe their attachment experiences in the AAI, researchers place them into four primary adult attachment classifications (see the table on page 40).
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  SECURE-AUTONOMOUS: These adults are able to reflect on positive and negative (even traumatic) memories completely but not excessively. Their speech is coherent, consistent, and relevant to the questions posed. These individuals tend to report that their attachment experiences have influenced their lives.


  When asked to supply one of the five adjectives to describe the relationship between her and her mother, a speaker deemed secure-autonomous might say,


  Troublesome. Well, she was troublesome for me when I was young, no question. She yelled a lot of the time, I remember that, and she also—she could spank really hard, and she got angry a lot. But like I said, my father left when I was four, and she was trying to make enough of an income to support us, and trying hard to keep us on the straight and narrow at the same time that she was away such long hours. I didn’t like it, what she did—like one time she slapped me in the face over something my sister had done, but she never apologized. I hated the yelling when my report card wasn’t up to par. Yes, troublesome, or maybe I should have said it was a troubled relationship. But while I wish it had been different, it wasn’t.


  This interviewee provided a well-reasoned explanation to support the adjective of her choice. She stayed on topic and was neither excessively loquacious nor unduly brief. Even though describing a less-than-optimal experience, she did so in a coherent and rational manner.


  INSECURE-DISMISSING: These adults tend to describe themselves as independent and strong, with little, if any, dependence on others in childhood or currently. They often report either no memory of childhood events or argue that rejection from their parents has actually made them stronger. They may also describe their parents in glowing terms but be unable to support such statements. They tend to have significantly briefer interviews as their responses are often terse.


  A person deemed insecure-dismissing might say the following to support the adjective “troublesome”:


  Sobbed through her aunt’s funeral. Embarrassing. Couldn’t wait to get away from her. Next question?


  This person’s response brusquely dismissed the attachment relationship she had with her mother. She derogated her mother and tried to turn attention away from this question by moving forward with the interview.


  INSECURE-PREOCCUPIED: These adults focus intensely on their attachment relationships, both past and present, and are unable to discuss them coherently. They are often indecisive; a speaker may say, “Great mother. Well, not really, actually pretty awful. No, I mean actually, a really good mother, except when she . . . ” Their interviews are often long and filled with irrelevant details, digressions, and expressions of current anger toward their attachment figures.


  Here is an excerpt of what a person deemed insecure-preoccupied might say to support the adjective “troublesome”:


  That was an understatement. It was yell, yell, yell—“Why didn’t you this, why didn’t you that?” Well, Mom, it was because you were just at me all the time, like last week you start yelling at the only grandkid you’ve got when we had you over to dinner. And angry? She’s angry at me, she’s angry at her latest husband—that’s the latest in a series—now she’s angry at her neighbor about a tree that’s supposed to be blocking her view, and so on and so on. She’s more than troublesome; she stirs up little things, like I was saying last week at dinner, and . . . [Continues]


  Here, the interviewer requested that the subject discuss her childhood relationship; yet, she answered by discussing their current relationship. In addition, her focus was relatively inflexible, centering persistently on the mother’s pervasive impact on her life.


  UNRESOLVED/DISORGANIZED: Adults classified as “unresolved/disorganized” show lapses in their thoughts and language when recounting past loss or abuse in their lives. For example, some speakers recall and seem to believe, even if momentarily, that a deceased person is both alive and dead at the same time. One might comment, “It was almost better when she died, because then she could get on with being dead and I could get on with raising my family.” Speakers may also remark, “She died because I forgot to think of her,” demonstrating a lapse of reasoning and a misunderstanding of causality; in this case the speaker blames her thoughts for killing the loved one.


  Other speakers may begin to eulogize a loved one.


  She was young, she was lovely, and she was torn from us by that most dreaded of diseases, tuberculosis. And then, I remember, time and time again, the sounds of the weeping, the smell of flowers, the mother torn from where she lay weeping upon her daughter’s coffin . . .


  Overall, people who are unable to speak coherently about their attachment relationships and instead demonstrate lapses in their thoughts and speech are likely to fall into the unresolved/disorganized category.


  What Does the AAI Predict?


  I have always been fascinated by the degree to which my description of my attachment relationships with my mom and dad would connect to my own son’s attachment. If I took the AAI as an adult, would it predict anything about my son’s behavior in the strange situation?


  Main and her colleagues interviewed men and women to grapple with this question. Five years prior, researchers had observed the subjects’ children in the strange situation with their mothers and fathers separately. Adults who could talk coherently about their attachment experiences (i.e., were categorized as secure-autonomous) in the AAI were likely to have children deemed secure in the strange situation five years before. In contrast, adults not deemed autonomous-secure in the AAI were significantly more likely to have children judged insecure in the strange situation. Others drawing upon samples in other cultures have corroborated these findings.


  Researchers have also given the AAI to pregnant mothers whose infants they subsequently observed in the strange situation. As expected, the views on attachment expressed by the pregnant mother predicted whether her infant would be securely or insecurely attached. Among pregnant mothers deemed secure-autonomous in the AAI in one study, 83 percent of their infants fell into the secure category, and only 17 percent were insecure in the strange situation. Among pregnant mothers deemed unresolved-disorganized, only one-third of their infants fell into the secure category, while two-thirds were insecure in the strange situation. Among those in the latter group, researchers classified fourteen of the sixteen children as disorganized, showing odd and sometimes bizarre behaviors in the strange situation. How remarkable that we can predict an infant’s attachment to her mother before she is even born!


  [image: Pregnant mothers’ AAI classifications (secure versus insecure) predict their infants’ behavior in the strange situation later in time (secure versus insecure).]


  Pregnant mothers’ AAI classifications (secure versus insecure) predict their infants’ behavior in the strange situation later in time (secure versus insecure).


  But how? The explanation largely resides in how sensitive and responsive the parents are to their infants. Adults judged secure-autonomous are more sensitive and responsive to their infants’ emotional signals relative to their insecure counterparts. Parents deemed unresolved/disorganized in the AAI show more frightening behaviors to their infants, as well as other atypical emotional communication. Thus, the parents’ actual behavior toward the child and the parents’ state of mind regarding their own attachment experiences predict infant attachment in the strange situation.


  Does a person’s attachment status in the strange situation predict how he will discuss his attachment relationships two decades later in the AAI?


  [image: Infants’ strange situation classifications (secure versus insecure) predict their AAI classifications years later (secure versus insecure).]


  Infants’ strange situation classifications (secure versus insecure) predict their AAI classifications years later (secure versus insecure).


  At least four studies show significant links between infant strange situation behavior and eventual AAI attachment status. For most low-risk and nonclinical samples, infants deemed secure in the strange situation speak coherently about their attachment relationships in adulthood. Infants judged insecure are significantly more likely to fall into the insecure category in the AAI years later. Main and her colleagues reported that not one of the twenty-six infants in her sample deemed insecure in the strange situation received secure-autonomous classification in the AAI at nineteen years old. Of course circumstances derail some individuals from the track of security in infancy, leading them to become insecure in adulthood; trauma, such as the death of an attachment figure or a chronic and debilitating health issue, can have adverse effects on one’s attachment style. However, barring major life trauma, our attachment styles are generally stable from infancy into adulthood.


  This is good news for infants who are securely attached to their caregivers; they can count on consistent and responsive care, which predicts a multitude of positive outcomes. It’s bad news for insecurely attached infants, especially those deemed disorganized-disoriented. Unless their circumstances change significantly, they will likely remain insecurely attached and suffer less-than-optimal outcomes.


  On first blush, it appears that if you experienced abuse or rejection from your caregiver, your (likely) insecure attachment will continue throughout your life, and you may even pass it on to your child. After all, you cannot change the negative experiences you may have had with attachment figures during childhood. However, there is hope. It’s not what happened to you that matters the most. Instead, it’s how you mentally understand and discuss your relationships with caregivers that’s really important. “In theory, then,” writes Mary Main and her colleagues, “an adult with all attachment figures deceased and no close relationships available could still be secure-autonomous and raise secure offspring.” Individuals with difficult and even abusive upbringings can be deemed secure-autonomous in the AAI if they learn how to reason about and discuss their attachment experiences coherently and value attachment relationships in their adult lives. Learning how to reprocess experiences and come to terms with the past is key.


  Whether you observe kids at a playground, at school, or in your own home, realize that not only the genes they are born with but also the interactions they have with their caregivers influence their orientation to life and the people around them. Thanks to the efforts of numerous behavioral researchers, we’re able to predict much about who we will become later in life by examining early tells. In turn, how we conceptualize our own attachment relationships influences how we raise our own children.


  
    
      

    

  


  
    
      Party-Worthy Findings

    


    1.Early puberty: Girls identified as insecurely attached in infancy go through puberty earlier than their secure counterparts.


    2.Prediction of psychopathology: Infants deemed disorganized-disoriented as infants are more likely than securely attached children to develop a form of psychopathology years later.


    3.Prediction of attachment: Pregnant mothers’ attachment status in the AAI predicts their unborn children’s attachment behavior over a year later.
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  WHO ARE YOU ANYWAY?


  “It is only shallow people who do not judge by appearances. The true mystery of the world is the visible, not the invisible.”


  —OSCAR WILDE


  On a beautiful autumn day, I walked down Telegraph Avenue in Berkeley, California—the street that probably best represents the city’s “let it all hang out” reputation. While negotiating the throng of street vendors hawking tie-dyed T-shirts, bongs, and hemp clothing, I came across a man and woman offering “face readings.” Intrigued, I proceeded to observe their setup as inconspicuously as possible. Two customers plopped down $5 bills and eagerly sat in anticipation of their “readings.” The clairvoyant couple carefully examined the customers’ visage, occasionally prodding them in order to assess their facial structures. The parties exchanged few words during the one-to-two minute examinations. At the end, the clairvoyants articulately described to the customers what kind of people they were, how their spiritual lives were progressing, and what joys and trials they would face in the coming weeks and months. The customers listened intently and nodded their heads, seemingly satisfied with the readings.


  Although dumbstruck by the spectacle, I soon realized that we do something similar in our own lives every day: we size people up based on first impressions. Virtually all of us feel compelled to assess others’ character based on the tells we perceive during the first moments of our interaction with them. Is the person I just interviewed for the managerial job competent, intelligent, and reliable? Was that person interested in me romantically or just being friendly? Do I trust the jeweler selling me an expensive gem? Were my in-laws sincerely happy to see me? Is the sales clerk I just met the type of person I’d want to ask out on a date? Regardless of whether we are accurate, we give these assessments the good old college try.


  The study of how physical appearance relates to character has a checkered history. The scientific investigation of physiognomy, or the study of how appearance reveals personality, dates back to the Greeks. Aristotle wrote that by looking at someone’s face, “we shall then be able to infer character from features.” Since then, physiognomy has waxed and waned in legitimacy, rising to a well-respected practice in the days of Charles Darwin and falling into the realm of pseudoscience shortly thereafter. In recent decades its validity has seen a resurgence among scientists, who now use state-of-the-art methods to explore the links between our exteriors and our inner workings.


  We make snap judgments about personality from people’s faces and other tells in fractions of a second, usually showing remarkable consensus in judgment. If you and I see the same face, we’re both likely to perceive it as honest and trustworthy to about the same degree. The real question is whether we can correctly predict someone’s personality traits and future behavior from facial characteristics or behavioral cues. Some of the latest scientific discoveries suggest that the resounding answer is yes, at least in some areas of life. Our faces and actions reveal who we are in numerous ways, providing clues about our personalities, our intelligence, and even our proclivities toward altruism and aggression.


  At the same time, people can sometimes completely misjudge others—occasionally with serious consequences. Judicial courts, for example, are more likely to exonerate baby-faced people than mature-looking individuals for crimes they are charged with. There is even evidence indicating that juries are more likely to impose the death penalty for criminals with certain facial characteristics.


  A Photographic Personality


  In the summer of 2008, I spent a week island hopping in the Galapagos, imagining what it must have been like almost 175 years earlier for the islands’ most famous visitor, Charles Darwin. The English naturalist was there for only five weeks on his famous voyage aboard the HMS Beagle, and yet the data he collected would help form the foundation of his theory of natural selection.


  But history very nearly took a different turn. The captain of the HMS Beagle was a devotee of Swiss poet Johann Lavater, whose book on physiognomy had widespread influence in the Victorian society of Darwin’s day. Lavater argued that


  an exact relationship exists between the soul and the body, between the internal and the external of man, that the infinite variety of the souls or the internal nature of man creates an infinite variety in his body or externality. . . . If such differences exist then they must be recognizable; they must also be the basis for an exact science.


  The captain of the Beagle nearly passed over Darwin for the naturalist position because he thought the young man’s nose portended sluggishness, like that of a sloth that spends its days lounging in the treetops. Darwin wrote about the captain in his autobiography, “He was an ardent disciple of Lavater, & was convinced that he could judge a man’s character by the outline of his features; & he doubted whether anyone with my nose could possess sufficient energy & determination for the voyage. But I think he was afterwards well-satisfied that my nose had spoken falsely.”


  We have come a long way since Lavater, relying not just on appearance but also examining how small fragments of behavior influence our impressions of others. Whether we’re observing someone from across the room at the library or assessing how kind and positive a person is from an incidental action, we’re constantly trying to figure out others’ personalities. A seminal study done at the University of Michigan in the 1960s showed that we can get a pretty good read on people from observing them briefly, even if we don’t interact with them. Others have followed up on this research.


  Investigators in Germany videotaped subjects walking into a room, sitting down at a table, reading a weather report, and then exiting a room. The researchers then showed these ninety-second video clips to a different group of subjects, asking them to assess the videotaped targets’ personalities. Subjects who viewed the video clips gauged the targets’ personalities in much the same way as the targets perceived themselves, especially in terms of self-reported levels of conscientiousness and extraversion. Subjects generally identify the latter trait most accurately in other studies.


  Photos also reveal clues about who we are. In the era of social media, our photographs surface all over the Internet, appearing everywhere from Instagram to dating websites, where people use them to decide whom they want to go out with. In the work sphere, employers are increasingly evaluating potential and current employees by checking out their Facebook photos to decide their employment fate.


  In one study at the University of Texas, Austin, researchers photographed more than one hundred students twice. For the first image, researchers photographed the students’ entire bodies, allowing them to pose any way they wished (i.e., spontaneous photos). For the second, the students stood with their arms at their sides, assumed an expressionless face, and looked directly into the camera (i.e., standardized photos).


  The researchers asked the students to assess their own personalities but also included character evaluations from friends and family who knew them well. They then averaged these ratings, creating a personality profile for each student. Subsequently, the researchers showed the spontaneous and standardized photos of the students to observers, asking them to rate the subjects’ personalities based on appearance.


  As the table on the following page shows, observers accurately gauged the students’ levels of extraversion, self-esteem, and religiosity from the standardized photos. The spontaneous photos revealed even more of their personality traits: observers accurately assessed extraversion, agreeableness, openness to experience, likability, self-esteem, loneliness, and religiosity. Although the findings were not as robust when researchers assessed the accuracy of individual observers versus the entire group, the results were generally the same. People who had never laid eyes on the targets until glimpsing the photographs assessed them in much the same way as people who knew them well.


  [image: The “+” signs indicate the degree of correlation between aggregated observers’ ratings and the personalities of the students who appeared in the photos. The more plus signs in each cell, the more accurate the observers’ assessments of the students’ actual personalities. Blank cells were not statistically significant.]


  The “+” signs indicate the degree of correlation between aggregated observers’ ratings and the personalities of the students who appeared in the photos. The more plus signs in each cell, the more accurate the observers’ assessments of the students’ actual personalities. Blank cells were not statistically significant.


  So, what cues did people actually use to assess students’ personalities, and what cues should they have used? On page 54, I’ve indicated the cues that observers relied on and those that were actually valid indicators of personality among the spontaneous photos. Extraverts stood energetically, were relaxed, smiled with their arms unfolded, and looked healthy, stylish, and neat in appearance. Introverts, on the other hand, had a tenser, more tired stance, smiled less, folded their arms, and looked less healthy and messier. Conscientious people dressed more plainly, but observers failed to pick up on this. Subjects more open to new experiences tended to look away from the camera, appeared less healthy and neat, and wore more distinctive clothing.


  


  


  [image: Bold italicized cues were both valid and relied on by observers.]


  Bold italicized cues were both valid and relied on by observers.


  These findings may be a conservative estimate of how well we can assess personality from appearance. All of the photos in this study were of undergraduate students enrolled in an introductory psychology course. Though there is nothing wrong with this sample, the findings may be limited as most university students tend to dress relatively similarly—T-shirts, jeans, sweatpants, and so forth—compared to the rest of society. Observers may be able to judge more accurately people whose appearances vary more in relation to typical college students.


  This study has another implication that shouldn’t surprise you: we can systematically manipulate our appearance in photos to accord with how we wish others to perceive us. Say you want to send the signal that you are conscientious and outgoing with high self-esteem. Post photos of yourself in which you’re smiling, standing in a relaxed, energetic stance, folding your arms behind your back, and looking healthy, stylish, and neat. If you wish to come across as the shy, introverted type, display photos of yourself looking disheveled, not smiling much, and standing tensely. A photo of you in a church, mosque, or synagogue directory, on the company website, or on your Facebook page may reveal who you are to people before they ever meet you—something to keep in mind before your next potential employer or romantic partner takes a peek at it.


  Even when we examine only head shots of expressionless individuals—devoid of clothing, jewelry, and bodily posture—we still accurately judge personality to some degree. We need view a photograph for only fifty milliseconds to detect how extraverted a person is, the personality trait most accurately assessed from a photograph. Curiously, we’re also adept at judging how extraverted chimpanzees are from pictures of their expressionless faces. Who knew?


  Although we should never “judge a book by its cover,” the fact of the matter is that we evaluate people by their looks all the time and do it quite well in some cases. We’ll never achieve 100 percent accuracy, but it appears there is a kernel of truth to our first impressions of others.


  Clues to Cognition


  We sometimes assess people’s intelligence—either consciously or unconsciously—from our interactions with them. Perhaps a handyperson just showed up to your house to wire your new basement light, and you wonder how competent he is. Maybe you’re interviewing someone for a high-level job and wonder if she has the requisite smarts for the position.


  We’ve all been on the other side of the table as well when others are assessing us. I recall my father’s employer interviewing me as an eighteen-year-old for a very generous college scholarship. I had a whopping ten minutes to impress upon a committee that I was a deserving candidate. They fired one question at me after another, and I answered to the best of my ability, attempting to demonstrate that I was intelligent, competent, and capable. I came up short that day and sometimes wondered over the years if I could have manipulated my behavior to come across as more intelligent and competent.


  Is intelligence on display for everybody to see via our tells? Several researchers have investigated this question using a variety of techniques. One team videotaped people from Germany performing various standardized tasks in the laboratory. They then showed the videotapes to independent judges, whom they asked to assess the subjects’ intelligence. It turns out that one of these laboratory tasks was a particularly good predictor: reading newspaper headlines and subtitles aloud. From just three minutes of watching and listening, judges could accurately predict the participants’ intelligence. So, if you want to get a bead on someone’s mental horsepower, simply have her read a copy of the New York Times aloud.


  Nonverbal cues are also diagnostic of intelligence. On a daily basis, the people we encounter, whether in a casual interaction or a formal job interview, “interview” us. Researchers at Northeastern University videotaped several conversations between two unacquainted college students asked to get to know each other during the meeting. The researchers then obtained the students’ IQ scores, grade point averages (GPAs), and SAT test scores, all of which correlated positively with one another.


  The researchers selected the second minute of each conversation and showed these one-minute clips to a set of judges, some of whom watched them with sound, some without sound. A third group merely read transcripts of the conversations. Investigators gave the judges the averages and ranges of the students’ IQs, GPAs, and SAT scores to use as a reference, then asked them to assess each score specifically for each student. Regardless of whether the videos contained sound, subjects could accurately assess the test scores. However, they were unable to predict those scores when reading only the transcripts, which suggests that the students’ nonverbal behaviors, not the content of their speech, drove the findings.


  Most of us hope to come across as bright when we interview for jobs, apply for scholarships, and meet our future in-laws, right? I know I wanted to when I interviewed for that college scholarship. Three cues not only drive people’s perceptions of intelligence but provide clues to our actual mental chops: eye gaze, vocal qualities, and level of attractiveness.


  People who look others in the eyes, especially when speaking, appear to be, and actually are, more intelligent than their gaze-averting counterparts. Some evidence indicates that those who speak clearly, quickly, and loudly (although not too loudly) are more intellectually astute. Finally, the perceived attractiveness of individuals is predictive of intelligence, but only for subjects with “faces in the lower half of the attractiveness distribution,” that is, for low levels of attractiveness. Of course, these findings are based on averages; plenty of attractive, eye-gazing, and fast-talking people are dim, while plenty of unattractive, gaze-averting, and slow-talking people are indeed bright.


  We’re quite capable of fooling others into thinking that we’re more intelligent than we really are simply by “appearing smart.” The good news is that if you make a conscious decision to look bright the next time you want to display your cognitive chops, you will probably succeed, assuming you only need to make a brief impression on your audience. The bad news is that other people can readily fool you into thinking they are bright when they may not be.


  Seeing Goodness In(side) Others


  Equally relevant to our lives is the ability to predict who is friend and who is foe. Consider Paul Rusesabagina.


  I attended college at a small liberal arts institution in the middle of cornfields, reading Plato and having intellectual discussions with my friends into the late hours of the night. The setting was idyllic, and I was enjoying college life. Then something happened in April of my first year that disturbed millions of people around the world, including me: the Rwandan genocides. For about one hundred days, Rwandan Hutus massacred hundreds of thousands of Tutsis while most of the world sat back and watched. By the end of the bloodshed, more than 800,000 people had died.
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  Paul Rusesabagina in an interview.


  In the face of such brutality and slaughter, one man demonstrated incredible bravery and selflessness. Paul Rusesabagina, the manager of a high-end hotel in Rwanda, sheltered more than 1,000 people during the massacres to save them from almost certain death, despite the risk to his own life. People have called Rusesabagina “the Oskar Schindler of Africa.” In 2005, he came to my current university to tell his story. During his visit he remarked, “There was no other solution, and there was nothing else to be done. I had to listen to my own conscience, and what my conscience dictated is what I have done.”


  Let’s face it: most of us will never need—thankfully—to behave like Paul Rusesabagina, jeopardizing our own welfare to help others. However, we do have opportunities on a daily basis to do good, even if it means making small sacrifices. A teacher may spend extra time helping a young student learn how to read after school, even though he will miss time at home with his own children. A woman may donate money to a local family whose house has just burned down, despite the fact that she is having difficulties making her own ends meet. In such cases, people behave prosocially—giving, helping, and sharing to assist others, sometimes expecting nothing in return.


  We all know people who are quick to lend a helping hand and others who aren’t. The question is whether we can identify prosociality from tells, even before a person has the opportunity to demonstrate them.


  Although the data are still rolling in, the answer seems to be yes, at least in a lab setting. One group of researchers in Germany and the Netherlands videotaped subjects sitting behind a desk and simply asked them to look into the camera and introduce themselves. Subsequently, the subjects played a simple, well-validated game commonly used to assess levels of prosociality. Subjects were given €60 (about US$94) and told that they could distribute the money to another anonymous person; the recipient would never know the donor’s identity and would have no power to veto the offer. The subjects could give €30, €20, €10, or €0 to the recipient and keep the rest of the money for themselves.


  The researchers then recruited a different set of subjects and explained the logic of the game. They showed these subjects twenty-second video clips of the first group introducing themselves with the sound turned off, then asked them to predict whether people gave €30, €20, €10, or €0 to the recipient. Though the subjects couldn’t predict the exact amount given, the vast majority could readily distinguish between the scrooges who gave nothing and their benevolent counterparts who gave something. Only about 9 percent of the subjects could not distinguish between the skinflints and the charitable subjects. Although we need to remember that this was a tightly controlled lab study, the average Joe and Jane may very well be able to identify the prosocial individuals among us from scraps of nonverbal behavior.


  A remarkable study took these findings even further. A group of researchers led by Aleksandr Kogan showed judges films of one person at a time listening to their romantic partners retell a time in their lives when they experienced suffering. From the twenty-second silent video clips of these interactions, outside observers rated how trustworthy, compassionate, and kind the listeners were (the judges could not see the listeners’ partners). Astonishingly, Kogan and his team found that listeners judged the most trustworthy, compassionate, and kind were significantly more likely than other listeners to possess a specific gene variant that helped them take advantage of oxytocin. This neuropeptide, as well as the specific gene variant more common among highly empathic listeners, has been identified in numerous studies as facilitating prosocial behaviors like trust and giving to others.


  Obviously, “people can’t see genes,” said Kogan, “so there has to be something going on that is signaling these genetic differences to the strangers.” It turns out that people with the gene variant optimized for oxytocin nodded their heads, gazed, and smiled more at their partners; they also had a more open body posture than their counterparts. Judges likely detected these tells in the clips. As the study authors acknowledge, genetics represents only one of the many influences on whether a person is likely to have a prosocial disposition. Nonetheless, I sometimes wonder if the Paul Rusesabaginas of the world are more likely to carry this specific gene variant. Perhaps such gene variants contributed to that inner voice he talked about: “I had to listen to my own conscience, and what my conscience dictated is what I have done.” Given that the studies discussed above are correlational, it’s difficult to tell, but they are provocative. The next time you have a serious conversation with a romantic partner, consider how trustworthy, compassionate, and kind he or she appears to be; your assessment may very well synch with that person’s biological makeup.


  Aggression


  We’re also capable of predicting the other side of the coin: aggression. The livelihood of one of my friends depends daily on this ability. He is a private detective, and part of his job requires him to knock on people’s doors and serve them official court papers.


  Over the course of his career, he has served papers to more than 30,000 people, informing them that a spouse wants a divorce or that they must show up to court for criminal sentencing. Though most recipients take it in stride when handed the dreaded information, some do not. One three-hundred-pound man in his fifties opened the door of his home, puffed up his chest, clenched his jaw muscles, leaned into my friend’s face, and began screaming, “Get the fuck out of here, now! I said, get the fuck off my property!” The man then came after him like a bulldozer. But my friend knew what was going to happen before the man even opened his mouth; he had served papers for so many years that he quickly read the situation before it unfolded and readied himself for imminent danger. He escaped unscathed.
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  These faces differ in their width-to-height ratios.


  Before we dive into what predicts behavioral aggression, take a look at the faces above for a second or two. Between these two men, who is most likely to become aggressive if provoked? If you answered that the man on the right is likely the more aggressive of the two, you probably already know where I’m going with this.


  Justin Carré and his colleagues showed judges thirty-seven pictures of men’s faces like those above (without the superimposed lines) and asked them to rate on a scale of one to seven, “How aggressive would this person be if provoked?” Prior to asking this question, the researchers assessed how aggressive the targets in the photos actually were using a well-validated laboratory procedure. The judges could accurately assess how aggressive the men in the photos were merely by observing their photographs. Moreover, the judges could accurately predict the men’s aggression whether they saw their pictures for two seconds or a mere thirty-nine milliseconds.


  From observing the photos in the figure, you’ve probably already figured out which cue the judges likely employed to help make their predictions: the structural dimensions of the men’s faces. Specifically, the judges’ assessments correlated to the ratio between the men’s facial width and height, a measure independent of body size and thought to be linked to genetics and testosterone levels. Wide-faced men were deemed more aggressive. Interestingly, these facial ratios have no relation to aggressive behavior in women.


  To rule out other possible facial cues, Carré and his team manipulated numerous features on the thirty-seven faces, making them blurry or cropping them in various ways, but as long as judges could observe the facial width-to-height ratios, they could accurately predict the men’s aggressive tendencies.


  The link between wide faces and aggression supports my private detective friend’s anecdotal evidence that it’s rare for a narrow-faced male to come after him; he once told me that men who violently confront him almost always have “beefy” faces. Of course, take this with a grain of cautionary salt; plenty of beefy-faced men are giant teddy bears, and some slim-faced men are violent. Remember that these are merely averages.


  Researchers have uncovered a number of other fascinating links related to men’s facial width-to-height ratio. Consider the following:


  LYING AND CHEATING: In carefully controlled studies, men with wider faces were three times more willing to lie to gain an advantage over a competitor compared to slim-faced men. In another study, investigators asked participants to roll a pair of dice to determine how many times they’d be entered into a lottery to win a $50 gift card. Wide-faced men were about nine times more likely than slim-faced men to overstate their results—i.e., cheat—saying they rolled a higher number than they actually did. Indeed, the researchers found that wide-faced men perceived themselves as powerful, and this contributed to their unethical behavior. One of the study’s researchers stated, “Our findings suggest that some men are simply predisposed to act unethically in order to achieve their goals.”


  EXPLOITATION OF OTHERS: In a different study, subjects came to the lab in pairs, where experimenters gave each £3 (about US$5). Subjects did not meet their partners and instead saw a facial photograph only. Researchers told Person A that he could keep his money or entrust it to Person B. If he chose the latter, they added £2 to the pot of money, resulting in £8 total (US$13). They then allowed Person B to split the pot fairly, resulting in £4 per subject, or unfairly, with Person B keeping £6 and Person A receiving only £2. Wide-faced males entrusted with money by Person A (male or female) were significantly less likely than slim-faced men to split the money fairly.


  DEATH OF SLIM-FACED MALES AT THE HANDS OF WIDE-FACED MEN: In an intriguing study, researchers hypothesized that given wide-faced men’s penchant for aggression and dominance, one might expect them to be more likely to survive direct physical fights with slim-faced men. To examine this prediction, researchers measured the width-to-height ratios of hundreds of skulls found across the United States, with over two hundred coming from murdered people. For those skulls belonging to victims of homicide, the researchers coded the cause of death as “contact violence” or “other.” Contact violence meant there was evidence that the victims had been strangled, stabbed, or beaten to death, whereas the other category indicated that the victim had endured a gunshot or was poisoned or that the researchers didn’t know the cause of death. Narrow-faced men were significantly more likely to die from contact violence than wide-faced men (facial ratios were not related to death for women). Even though wide-faced men are probably more likely get into physical fights, thin-faced men die more often in such altercations.


  A slew of other variables correlate with the likelihood that men will behave aggressively and dominantly. Nonetheless, these studies demonstrate that the width of a man’s face relative to its height is a reliable visual cue of aggressive behavior, which people home in on to accurately assess men’s proclivity for violence. It’s unclear if our evolutionary heritage has tweaked our perceptual systems to automatically tune into men’s facial ratio, given the obvious adaptive advantage of being able to do so, or if we somehow learn the association over the course of our lives. It’s probably a combination of the two.


  The Guiltless (Looking) and the Guilty (Looking) Among Us


  To this point, I’ve discussed how most of us are surprisingly adept at inferring various qualities of people—personality, intelligence, goodness, and aggression—from their appearance and behavior. But sometimes our conscious and unconscious perceptions of others are wrong, occasionally with serious consequences.


  People perceive some men—think Zac Efron, Justin Bieber, Tom Bosley, or Babe Ruth—as relatively warm and not very dominant. Research shows that this is sometimes the case because their facial features resemble those of babies: they have large eyes, rounded faces, a higher forehead, and a small chin. According to Leslie Zebrowitz at Brandeis University, the leading expert on baby faces, people overgeneralize their stereotypes of real babies and attribute their qualities to adults with baby faces. This leads people to perceive men and women with baby-faced features as “more naive, submissive, physically weak, warm, and honest.” Some studies confirm these stereotypes; others do not. Here, I want to address the potential consequences of these perceptions and the kinds of predictions we can make from them.
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  The typical features of a baby’s face: large eyes, a round face, a big forehead, and a diminutive chin.


  Consider the following thought experiment: you and a same-sex friend with virtually identical work experience have just applied for two entry-level jobs at a local bank. You both submit your resumes and include your photos with them because you think that this may help you land one of the jobs. Both of you are relatively attractive and are about the same age, but you have a baby face, whereas your friend’s face appears more mature. The two positions available are for a loan counselor and a loan officer. The bank president tells the committee making the decision that the loan counselor position requires a warm individual who can understand the needs of clients, yet will occasionally submit to the decisions of the loan officer. The loan officer position requires leadership qualities such as dominance, financial shrewdness, and low warmth. After all, the loan officer must deny an applicant for a loan occasionally; business is business.


  Assuming for a moment that you are the only two applicants and you’re both equally qualified for either job, guess who will likely be offered which position. According to the study on which this thought experiment is based, you will get the loan counselor position, and your more mature-looking friend will become the new loan officer. Also, in this study, men were preferred over women for the loan officer position, even when they had equal qualifications. Interestingly, the study indicates that having a baby face would have impeded a man’s ability to land the loan officer position as much as being a woman.


  Other work shows that women with baby faces are more likely to work in the “helping professions,” such as nursing and teaching, compared to their mature-faced counterparts. There’s even evidence that baby-faced men do not rise to the highest ranks of the military as often as mature-faced men. It’s impossible to say with any degree of confidence whether such findings reflect discrimination, or if there truly are behavioral differences between baby-faced and mature-faced individuals.


  Having a baby face does have a powerful upside though. If you ever find yourself in small-claims court trying to recover money from a baby-faced individual who has intentionally wronged you, odds are you will lose, according to one study. In over five hundred cases, researchers carefully coded the degree to which male and female plaintiffs and defendants had baby faces in Boston courtrooms, along with a host of other relevant variables. Here, I’ll focus on the approximately three hundred cases that involved defendants accused of intentionally harming plaintiffs or withholding payment from them. The researchers predicted that judges would misattribute childlike characteristics, such as honesty, to baby-faced defendants, thereby finding them guilty less often than mature-faced individuals.


  The findings were downright unsettling: when defendants denied wrongdoing, Boston judges found the vast majority of the most mature-faced among them—92 percent—guilty, whereas they deemed less than half—45 percent—of the most baby-faced defendants guilty. These astonishing results held even when investigators took into account the attractiveness and age of the litigants, as well as the evidence presented. “The effect of the defendants’ babyfaceness,” wrote one of the researchers, “was comparable in magnitude to the effect of evidence to support their case.” When defendants admitted wrongdoing, judges ordered more mature-faced culprits to pay plaintiffs significantly more money—but only if the plaintiff had a baby face. It’s almost as if the judges wanted to make sure dominant, mature-faced offenders paid baby-faced plaintiffs well. Whether you’re a defendant or a plaintiff in small-claims court, the odds certainly are in your favor if you have a baby face.


  Predicting who is going to win a small-claims court case is one thing, but accurately predicting who will go to jail or die for an alleged crime is quite another. Here is another case in which our inaccurate perceptions can have potentially devastating consequences for both individuals and society as a whole.


  Warning: The following may disturb you.


  Researchers at the University of Colorado examined the criminal histories and facial features of convicted male felons in Florida. After controlling for the severity of the crime and criminal history, they found that judges sentenced whites and African Americans to equal prison terms. Florida has taken explicit steps to ensure race-blind sentencing. The researchers then showed head shots of the criminals to subjects and asked them to assess “the degree to which each face had features that are typical of African Americans.” The researchers refer to these features as “Afrocentric features.”


  Their findings are incredibly unsettling: regardless of race, the perceived Afrocentric facial features of the inmates—broad nose, full lips, and dark skin—predicted the length of their sentence, even when researchers controlled for criminal history and the severity of crime. That is, if two people of the same racial category with the same history of crime committed the same offense, the one possessing more pronounced Afrocentric facial features went to jail for longer than the person without these features. Despite the fact that the judges were capable of maintaining racial neutrality in sentencing, they appeared unable to do so when it came to facial features.


  Other researchers examined perceived Afrocentric features of African Americans convicted of murder in Philadelphia. Controlling for a host of factors, such as the severity of the crime, the courts condemned the defendants with more stereotypical Afrocentric features to death more frequently, but only if the murder victim was white; 24 percent of the men with the least stereotypical Afrocentric features received death sentences, as opposed to 58 percent of the men with the most stereotypical features. That is more than double.


  Some think that when people are considering the culpability of offenders, they associate Afrocentric facial features with stereotypic traits such as danger and blameworthiness. This faulty linkage of traits to facial features results in judges and juries erroneously taking facial features into account rather than ignoring them. Face discrimination is just as serious as any other type. The problem is that people do not even realize they’re committing this injustice. Having a face with stereotypical Afrocentric features may literally mean the end of your life if you’re a convicted murderer in some states.


  I highly doubt we’re capable, as the clairvoyants I observed on the street claimed, of forecasting people’s futures, but tells enable us to make some surprisingly accurate predictions about others’ personalities and intelligence, as well as their altruistic and aggressive proclivities. Sometimes, however, facial features with no link to actual personality or behavior dupe us. How we perceive others, then, is serious business. 


  
    
      

    

  


  
    
      Party-Worthy Findings

    


    1.Prediction of intelligence: A silent one-minute video of a person interacting with another accurately reveals his or her IQ, GPA, and SAT scores.


    2.Prediction of genes: Peoples’ ratings of trustworthiness, compassion, and kindness of people listening to others during twenty-second silent video clips predict the type of genes they have.


    3.Linkage of severity of prison sentences with stereotypical facial features: Both whites and blacks with more stereotypical Afrocentric facial features receive longer sentences compared to those who do not have these facial features.
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  THE TARGETS OF OUR ATTRACTION


  “I must be giving off one of those vibes again. That’s what we do . . . we give off vibrations and then we pick up the vibrations from our gaydar . . . so I’ve heard.”


  —ELLEN DEGENERES


  Growing up, I became acquainted with a kid named Joe who would eventually become a close friend. We went to movies, played sports, and spent time at each other’s homes. As I became closer with Joe, some people began asking me, “Does Joe like girls?” I shrugged it off. Friends of mine labeled him “gay” and began teasing me about the amount of time Joe and I spent together. I ignored it when my friends made these “accusations.” Eventually Joe and I grew apart naturally, making other friends and occupying different social niches. I learned later from someone else that he was indeed gay.


  What tells did my family and friends see in their brief interactions with Joe that I missed during the countless hours he and I spent together? One can make a pretty good guess about another person’s sexual orientation by reading the “Damn straight I’m gay!” button on his or her bag, but can people accurately and consistently infer sexual orientation—gay or straight—when such obvious cues are unavailable? Although one’s age, gender, and ethnicity are often evident, one’s sexual orientation may not be readily apparent. To me, Joe’s sexual orientation was “invisible in plain sight.”


  People sometimes refer to the ability to infer if a person is gay, based on indirect cues such as the way one looks, talks, and walks, as “gaydar” (“gay” + “radar”). If there is, in fact, such a thing as gaydar, then “straightdar” must necessarily exist as well. We must acknowledge that discerning sexual orientation is not so much about identifying people with a same-sex preference as it is about inferring sexual orientation for all people.


  When I’ve discussed this topic over the years with friends, family, and colleagues, their reactions have varied markedly. Many people ask, “Is gaydar actually real?” Others say, “Duh! Everyone knows that gaydar exists.” Some think gaydar is an ability held exclusively by people with a same-sex preference, while others think that everyone has the capacity to discern a straight person from a gay one. In most discussions I’ve had about gaydar and straightdar, people usually want to know what cues to look for to distinguish people who are straight from those who are gay. People who think they have gaydar often refer to it as a sort of sixth sense; they’re not sure how to describe it, but they know it’s real. As you’ll see, however, science has largely demystified gaydar.


  Science and Sexual Orientation


  Over the years, I’ve also encountered people who believe scientists should not study gaydar, either because science merely confirms what we already supposedly know (even though people disagree on the validity of the phenomenon) or because it’s unimportant. Some also think gaydar is resistant to scientific analysis. The latter group commonly argues that we can’t possibly measure another’s sexual orientation objectively or that language imperfectly captures the multidimensional nature of sexual orientation. In addition, they sometimes contend that we can’t possibly translate lab results into real-world phenomena.


  I’m sympathetic to some of these critiques. It’s simplistic to think that sexual identification is categorical (i.e., one is straight, gay, or bisexual). In reality, sexual identification and behavior belong to multiple dimensions, but the studies I’m going to discuss tend to categorize sexual orientations nonetheless. I acknowledge such limitations when it comes to the scientific analysis of inferring sexual orientation, but I still think there’s value in attempting to better understand the phenomena of interest, even if they are complex in nature.


  The perception of sexual orientation is a real issue in our lives and makes a difference in the world, just as money, ethnicity, and learning style do. We can study all of these empirically, albeit with limitations. Noticing potential mates for potential reproductive success is part of the bedrock that constitutes evolutionary biology broadly and sexual selection specifically. Top-rate researchers have published many of the studies that form the basis for this chapter in the very best journals in the field. Moreover, I remain unconvinced that “having gaydar” makes someone homophobic. As op-ed contributors to the New York Times recently wrote, “Adults with normal perceptual abilities can differentiate the faces of men and women, and of black and white people, but such abilities do not make us sexist or racist.”


  The Perception of Sexual Orientation and Society


  Throughout modern history, the belief that people are capable of inferring sexual orientation has had incredibly deleterious consequences. In the McCarthy era, President Dwight D. Eisenhower issued Executive Order 10450 three months after his inauguration in 1953, making dismissal of gay people from all government jobs official US policy. In The Other Side of Silence, John Loughery details how the US government historically thought gay people posed a threat to national security. “With the Soviets on the lookout for new agents,” writes Loughery, “the ‘lack of emotional stability’ that homosexuals were known for, as well as the ‘weakness of their moral fiber,’ made them obvious targets or suspects.” Given this threat, government employees were on the lookout for telltale signs of these “sexual deviants” who might succumb to Soviet influence. Ironically, this “purge of the perverts,” as some called it, resulted in more dismissals from the government than the total number of those accused or found guilty of sympathy with the Soviet cause. Such absurd policies are unconscionable.


  The US government’s assumptions about the validity of gaydar have not always been consistent. Whereas US policy during McCarthyism rested on the belief that behavior could tip people off to others’ sexual orientation, the government has also implemented policies that deny the legitimacy of this view. One of the most infamous examples was the military’s Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell policy in place from 1993 through 2011, which disallowed the military to inquire about a person’s sexual orientation and prohibited gay people from disclosing their sexual preferences. The policy assumed “that sexual orientation is evident only when there is a conscious decision to reveal it.” In 10 U. S. C. § 654, the government held that the presence of gay people “in the armed forces would create an unacceptable risk to the armed forces’ high standards of morale, good order and discipline, and unit cohesion that are the essence of military capability.” Again, such a policy strikes me as ridiculous. And a recent study actually shows no adverse consequences from the repeal of Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.


  Although the underlying assumption of this policy was that one’s sexual orientation is undetectable unless voluntarily revealed, many soldiers lived in fear that their identity would be detected. And that fear was legitimate, as the US military discharged more than 13,000 members for being gay. “I constantly was always thinking ‘life would be better if I was not here,’” said Marcus Prince, a soldier in the Oklahoma Army National Guard. The repeal of Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell in 2011 changed that, and Prince later came out on the Web as a result: “I’m not hiding who I am anymore,” he said.


  Gaydar and straightdar play a role in other societal institutions. One of the most notable is professional sports—more specifically, male team sports such as baseball, basketball, and football. To my knowledge no professional athlete in baseball or football has come out while in uniform for fear of the possible repercussions to their relations with teammates, management, and fans. Still, people often “accuse” players, as well as soldiers, athletes, politicians, and others within larger institutions, of being gay based in part on their appearance and nonverbal signals.


  The Perception of People and Sexual Orientation


  The implications of gaydar and straightdar extend beyond such societal institutions as the military and professional athletics. We consciously and unconsciously size up the people we encounter on a daily basis based on how they look and act. We may treat people of one race or age differently than we would people of a different race or age purely due to our own interpretation of these categories. These initial perceptions frame our subsequent interactions and can drive how we behave toward others. For instance, an elderly man recently asked me if I knew where the restroom was in an office building. Instead of merely giving him the directions, I opted to escort him to the restroom because I suspected he might become confused. If the man asking me had been in his fifties or sixties, I would not have thought twice about telling him where to go and letting him find his own way, but he looked like he was in his eighties. This is a relatively benign example, but like it or not, humans do not perceive and treat others equally, no matter how much we think we do or wish we did.


  Our perceptions of sexual orientation have profound and sometimes dire consequences. Gay people are the US minority group most targeted by hate crimes—at a rate 2.5 times that of African Americans and about 4.5 times that of Muslims. And the trend is growing.


  Negative evaluations of people with a same-sex preference show up in the lab as well. Researchers at the University of Toronto examined people’s perceptions of others who were gay and straight as a function of their ethnicity. They showed study subjects numerous head shots of men taken from Internet dating sites but gave no information about their sexual orientation. The pictures fell into four categories:


  1.Straight white men


  2.Gay white men


  3.Straight black men


  4.Gay black men


  After showing each picture, the researchers asked subjects, “To the average Canadian, how likable would this person seem?”


  Straight white men were significantly more likable than straight black men. The results are even more interesting when we consider how sexual orientation interacted with ethnicity. Subjects perceived straight whites as significantly more likeable than gay whites. They showed the exact opposite pattern with black targets: they perceived gay black men as more likeable than straight black men. Remember that the researchers did not tell these study subjects that the men in the photos varied in sexual orientation, and none of the subjects reported thinking that some of the men were gay. These findings fascinate me because they demonstrate that our unconscious perceptions of sexual orientation actually interact with consciously perceived variables—race, in this case—to influence our impressions of others.


  If We Can Tell, How Accurate Are We?


  Although the University of Toronto study suggests that our perceptions of others’ sexual orientation can influence us unconsciously, detecting sexual orientation is often a conscious process, if for no other reason than that we want to identify a viable mate. Estimates vary, but about 3 percent of men and 1 to 2 percent of women report being gay. Approximately 85 to 90 percent of the population reports desiring only partners of the opposite sex, and the rest are interested in partners of both sexes to varying degrees. No matter what our sexual orientation, it makes little sense to expend time and energy on potential mates who will show no interest in us. One self-identified lesbian described gaydar as “an essential survival strategy.” One straight woman remarked in the San Francisco Chronicle, “Women had to develop gaydar to prevent hours of heartbreak and dashed hopes. Life is too short and the dating scene is too hard; best to know whether you’ve got at least an outside shot.”


  Can we accurately infer sexual orientation? How much exposure to a person do we need to do so? And what tells lead to such a judgment?


  Several researchers have examined the accuracy of gaydar. In one study, they separately invited almost one hundred men and women who self-identified as gay or straight into the lab—four groups in all—and video- and audio-recorded interviews with each subject for about twenty minutes. After the interviews, the researchers created five different stimuli from their recordings to show different subjects:


  •First, they selected a tiny fraction—only six to ten seconds worth—of the twenty-minute interview.


  •Second, they removed sound from the clips and exaggerated the visual contrast, thereby reducing observable detail in the photos and emphasizing interviewees’ movements—gesture and posture—rather than their appearance.


  •Third, they created audio-only clips from the interviews.


  •Fourth, they photographed each of the interviewees standing up.


  •And, finally, they prepared written transcripts of the clips for subsequent subjects to read.


  Subjects accurately perceived the sexual orientation of interviewees based on their overall behavior in the brief clips, their movements, their speech, and their photograph alone. This study, among others, shows that it takes mere seconds for naive judges to detect sexual orientation. In fact, they correctly judged the interviewees’ sexual orientation 81 percent of the time from the six- to ten-second clips. As the authors reported, “Raters tended to be very accurate in assessing sexual orientation.” Importantly, subjects were unable to determine the interviewees’ sexual orientation by reading the written transcripts, indicating that they made their determinations based on tells from body language and speech quality.


  Many people with a same-sex preference have told me that they think they are more skilled at detecting gay people than their straight counterparts. One gay man told me, “I’ve never been wrong!”


  Do gay people have superior gaydar? After all, they may be more motivated to identify viable partners, and they are likely more familiar with gay people’s behavior. “We have learned antennae,” one lesbian told me, “to detect others like us.”


  It turns out that the data are mixed; some studies find that gay people are more accurate, and others find no difference. If gay people can detect the tells of sexual orientation more accurately than straight people, the difference is likely small.


  Concealment of Sexual Orientation?


  In an earlier chapter, I told you about a camp I worked at in northern Illinois. The camp provided a wonderful place for most of the children to learn about nature, sing camp songs, and play games in the hot and humid weather. The experience wasn’t so good for one boy named John, however. Though he had done nothing to provoke them, other campers were relentlessly cruel to him throughout the entire summer. Why? Because of his “girly” behaviors, according to the campers. John looked and behaved in exaggerated stereotypical feminine fashion—he walked, talked, and behaved differently from the rest of the boys. I saw him try to act in a more “gender-typical” manner to reduce the other children’s taunts, but this didn’t change their behavior toward him.


  Some adults also make efforts to conceal their sexual orientation to some degree. Many have told me that they must remain vigilant for situations in which it might be unsafe to reveal that they are gay. In one interview I conducted for this book, a man named James told me how he had consciously tried to conceal his sexual preference before coming out. Growing up in a devoutly Christian home in the Midwest and fearing that others would discover his sexual orientation, James learned how to disguise it. “After all,” he told me, “I had to have a place to live.” James walked in a masculine fashion—shoulders back and chest out. He straightened his wrists and curbed his hand gesturing. He deepened his voice. For years, he monitored the cues he might be emitting. According to James, he felt relief when he came out to his family and friends in high school because he no longer had to exert the mental and physical energy to try to deceive others.


  Were John’s and James’s efforts to conceal their sexual orientation in vain? Is it possible to do so successfully? (Whether they should feel the need to do so, of course, is a very different issue.)


  A stereotypically feminine gay man might adopt a more “manly” way of walking and talking and dress differently in an attempt to appear straight. Yet, people simply cannot modify some anatomical features, such as facial structure or body configuration, at least not by natural means. Since the face often reveals a host of information, such as gender, age, and ethnicity, does it also provide clues about sexual orientation?


  To find out, male and female subjects looked at photographs of men who self-identified as gay or straight. Some images included men’s hair and face, whereas others showed only specific facial features, such as the hair, eyes, or mouth. Three relevant findings deserve mention. First, subjects accurately identified the men’s sexual orientation from the photographs of their entire faces. Second, no specific component of the face was necessary to discern sexual orientation; when researchers removed specific components such as the hair, mouth, and eyes, subjects could still accurately identify the sexual orientation of the people in the photos. Finally, multiple features of the face—hair, mouth, and eyes—signal sexual orientation, not just one. Interestingly, judgments based on hairstyle—a controllable feature—drive accuracy more than judgments based on the mouth and eyes.


  Such studies suggest that at least some people—both gay and straight—would be hard pressed to conceal their sexual preference. Humans’ facial structures and features signal sexual orientation independently of the makeup we wear, the style of our hair, how we walk, and the vocal intonation we use. Other work indicates that body shape is also diagnostic of sexual orientation for some people, especially women. We will circle back to this a little later.


  Policies like Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell rest on the premise that people can successfully conceal their sexual orientation; thus, no discrimination is possible unless gays and lesbians intentionally signal who they are. Such policies are not only unjust but futile often times.


  The Tells of Sexual Orientation


  Aerosmith’s song “Dude Looks Like a Lady” depicts one man’s stereotypical feminine nature. Even though it has nothing to do with sexual orientation, the song does describe something that may be happening when it comes to homing in on someone’s sexual orientation: people identified as gay, both correctly and incorrectly, often have physical features and behaviors deemed atypical of their biological sex. That is, others sometimes judge as gay men perceived to have feminine qualities and women perceived to have masculine qualities.


  On average—and “average” is a key word to remember—women and men differ across a number of physical and behavioral attributes. Some obvious examples include the following: (1) women are shorter and less physically strong than men; (2) women’s bodies are shaped differently than men’s, with the former more often having an hourglass figure compared to men’s more tubular form; (3) women’s voices and vocal patterns differ from men’s; (4) women walk differently than men; and (5) men’s and women’s faces differ in structure and features. In relation to men’s faces, women’s faces are smoother and lighter in color, thanks to the lack of facial hair. Their eyebrows are narrower and arched, and they have larger eyes and fuller lips. Women also have rounder faces with smaller, less angular jawbones and higher eyebrows. There will always be exceptions to these empirical generalizations, but more often than not, they hold true. I’ll call these empirical generalizations “sex typical.”


  Researchers think the degree to which some people’s features are sex atypical may largely drive the ability to distinguish gay from straight individuals. The term “sex atypical” refers to traits that others perceive as atypical of a person’s biological sex. If my face were not angular with small eyes but rounder with arched eyebrows and larger eyes, it would be sex atypical. Men on average do not have faces with these features, but women do.


  So, what physical and behavioral traits help us distinguish between people who are straight and people who are gay? Obviously, some, like height and strength, are out of the running. But research suggests that others indicate sexual orientation, at least for some people. Take faces. Gay men have faces that people perceive as more feminine compared to straight men, and lesbians have faces that people perceive as more masculine compared to straight women. The more sex atypical someone’s face is, the more likely others are to be able to assess his or her sexual orientation.


  Sex-atypical body shape, walking style, and vocal qualities lead to accurate inferences of sexual orientation as well. People are more likely to accurately judge men perceived to have an hourglass figure as gay and women perceived to have a tubular figure as lesbians. Body type is diagnostic of sexual orientation for both sexes to some degree, but more so for women. Self-identified “butch” women tend to have bodies resembling men’s tubular shape, whereas self-identified “femme” lesbians tend to have the hourglass-shaped body characteristic of heterosexual women.


  Research has also linked walking style to sexual orientation. Females judged to be lesbians walk more like typical men, with a swagger, whereas males judged to be gay walk more like typical females, with a sway. This effect is most powerfully diagnostic for male sexual orientation. That said, plenty of men who are gay walk like straight men (i.e., sex typically) and vice versa.


  Of course, not all people who are gay have sex-atypical physical traits. Although the voice is diagnostic of sexual orientation to some degree, plenty of people with a same-sex preference talk in a sex-typical fashion. This leads to errors in inferring sexual orientation “mostly in the direction of misidentifying gay people as straight.” As one leading researcher stated, “Many gay men have ‘straight-sounding’ voices, but not many straight people have ‘gay-sounding’ voices.”


  This last point is worth emphasizing and expanding. Rock Hudson and Marlene Dietrich were paragons of masculinity and femininity, respectively; they looked and behaved like most people of their sex, even though Hudson, it was later discovered, was gay, and Dietrich famously had relationships with both men and women. Likewise, plenty of straight people are sex atypical in some ways; that is, they look and behave in ways more typical of the opposite sex. Therefore, even though having sex-atypical features is diagnostic of sexual orientation to some degree, basing judgments solely on this criterion can lead to mistakes. This teaches us that while humans are adept at inferring the sexual orientation of others based on brief interactions, we are undoubtedly wrong sometimes.


  The Nature and Nurture of Inferring Sexual Orientation


  What are the origins of gaydar and straightdar? We can take two approaches to address this question. One involves examining the origins of the sexual orientation of the observed individual, and the other involves examining the perceptual origins of the observer.


  Some researchers hold that the origins of the cues that hint at sexual orientation are unknown. The fact that a man swings his hips more than most men tells us nothing about the biological origins of this trait. He may be consciously or unconsciously imitating the other sex or other people who are gay. Or perhaps the behavior expresses an aspect of his genetic makeup. From this perspective, the findings regarding the efficacy of gaydar inform us little about the biological origins of sexual orientation. Others, however, think such cues elucidate the origins of sexual orientation. Given the complexity of these issues, I refer the reader to a provocative book by Simon LeVay titled Gay, Straight, and the Reason Why: The Science of Sexual Orientation.


  To what degree have we evolved to detect others’ sexual orientation and to what degree have we learned to do so? The answer to this question is unresolved and undoubtedly complex. The evidence gathered thus far is consistent with biological explanations, but, as we’ll see, environmental factors almost certainly also play a role.


  The most compelling evidence of a biological foundation for the detection of sexual orientation comes from a series of studies conducted at the University of Toronto and Tufts University. In one study, researchers asked heterosexual women not taking contraceptive medication to sit down at a computer that displayed eighty pictures of different men’s faces one at a time. The women pressed one key if they thought a man was gay and another if they thought he was straight. Unbeknownst to the subjects, half the men in the pictures self-reported as gay and the others as straight. After the women had pressed eighty keys, researchers asked them when they had had their last menses and how long their fertility cycle typically lasted. The figure below depicts the general pattern of findings obtained.


  [image: The women were more accurate at inferring men’s sexual orientation the closer in time they were to ovulating.]


  The women were more accurate at inferring men’s sexual orientation the closer in time they were to ovulating.


  Astonishingly, the closer women were to the peak of their ovulatory cycle—the time of the month when they were most likely to conceive—the more accurately they detected the sexual orientation of the men in the photos. The researchers suggested that women may be more sensitive to male sexual orientation during peak ovulation because being able to identify a potential mate is important in maximizing the likelihood of conception.


  You might be skeptical that the females were more sensitive specifically to male sexual orientation during peak ovulation; it’s possible, after all, that they picked up on nonverbal cues generally related to sexual orientation. To test this alternative explanation, the researchers conducted an identical study, but with one difference: female subjects examined photos of women who self-identified as lesbian or straight.


  The subjects could accurately distinguish between the straight and lesbian females in the photos, but their ability to do so did not correlate with their ovulatory cycles. These data support the hypothesis that women’s ovulatory cycles are linked to identification of male sexual orientation because of its association with reproduction. This hypothesis gained further support from a follow-up study in which women experimentally primed to think about romance and mating were more accurate than control subjects in discerning male, but not female, sexual orientation. During the time of the month when a woman is most likely to conceive, she is most capable of identifying the guy who might provide the other 50 percent of the genes for her offspring.


  The rapidity of our perceptual systems in distinguishing between gay and straight people also supports the biological underpinnings of the phenomenon. After seeing men’s and women’s faces flashed on a screen for merely one-twentieth of a second, people can detect their sexual orientation at above-chance levels. Clearly, our perceptual systems are finely and efficiently attuned to detect and interpret the subtle signals of sexual orientation.


  The ability to detect sexual preference appears to be universal, which is, again, consistent with an evolutionary explanation of the phenomenon. In one study, men and women from Japan, Spain, and the United States could accurately assess men’s sexual orientation. However, some differences between subjects from these countries suggest that our evolutionary history is not the whole story. American observers more quickly and accurately discerned sexual orientation than those from Japan and Spain. Moreover, the pattern of observers’ errors differed depending on their country of origin. People from Japan—where homosexuality is least accepted among the three countries—were significantly more likely than Americans and Spaniards to miscategorize gay men as straight. This finding, along with other data, indicates that cultural factors almost certainly play a role in the perception of sexual orientation.


  It is important to note that most of the studies I’ve discussed in this chapter have limitations. For starters, they were performed in the laboratory. How much these findings correlate with real-world phenomena is anyone’s guess. I have a hunch that the lab studies may actually underestimate our species’ ability to perceive sexual orientation. Such studies often strip away extraneous information that could provide clues to sexual orientation, but in the real world, these clues are often available.


  Also, most of the studies rely on people who self-identify as gay or straight in a public way; most often, these individuals have either responded to an advertisement to participate in a lab study or posted their photos on dating websites. Thus, the findings may apply only to those people who are public about their sexual orientation.


  Finally, sexual orientation is a multidimensional phenomenon that deals with thinking, identification, and behavior. As such, we can index sexual orientation in any number of ways, and we should keep that in mind when evaluating this work. Relatedly, it’s worthwhile noting that the studies I’ve discussed look at people who are gay or straight. Few examine people who are bisexual, so it’s difficult to say how others along the sexual orientation spectrums are represented.


  I opened this chapter with a quip from Ellen Degeneres: “I must be giving off one of those vibes again. That’s what we do . . . we give off vibrations and then we pick up the vibrations from our gaydar . . . so I’ve heard.” Some are understandably incredulous of the concept of gaydar. But the data seem to indicate that we are capable of inferring people’s sexual orientation. Just as you’ll occasionally be wrong when guessing others’ ethnicity by looking at them, however, you’ll undoubtedly be wrong sometimes when assessing their sexual orientation too.


  
    
      

    

  


  
    
      Party-Worthy Findings

    


    1.Facial structure: Facial structure alone, independent of hair and jewelry, is enough for others to predict sexual orientation at above-chance levels.


    2.Ovulation and detection of sexual orientation: The closer women are to the peak of their ovulatory cycle—the most likely time of the month to conceive—the more accurately they detect the sexual orientation of men.


    3.Blink-of-the-eye prediction of sexual orientation: When men’s and women’s faces are flashed on a screen for merely one-twentieth of a second, people can detect their sexual orientation at above-chance levels.
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  FROM DATING TO MATING


  “Who ever loved that loved not at first sight?”


  —SHAKESPEARE


  Millions of people are looking for a romantic partner. Some will develop a relationship with someone they’ve had a long time to get acquainted with. Many will have to decide whether to ask another person out on a date based on little more than a few minutes’ worth of information. Should I invite the guy I just met in the grocery store out to dinner? Should I accept if I’m asked? The answers to these questions could determine a person’s future.


  Thanks to eons of evolution, our brains come preprogrammed with specific preferences in prospective companions. In a nutshell, evolutionary theory suggests that the primary function of members of every species is to pass their genes on to the next generation. Therefore, it is vital that we choose our mates with care. We don’t view potential candidates impartially; rather we have preferences for specific mates. Why? Because these predilections lead to maximum reproductive success. In essence, we are dating in a modern world with Stone Age minds.


  The gender differences we observe in sexual behavior and preferences stem from the challenges faced by our Pleistocene ancestors. According to evolutionary theory, reproduction is incredibly costly to women in terms of energy and effort. Not only do they carry an infant for nine months before birth, enduring morning sickness, discomfort, and relative immobility during pregnancy, but they also remain the primary caregiver for a number of years, breast-feeding and nurturing offspring throughout childhood. Because of this, women could not procure the required calories and nutrition for their children, who took years to venture out on their own. On the evolutionary savannah, choosing a lazy, abusive, or unskilled mate would jeopardize a woman’s reproductive success, as he would be less likely to provide the necessary resources for her and her child. If she chose an industrious, skilled mate who successfully provided essential assets, both she and her baby would be more likely to flourish. These selection pressures, operating over thousands of years, have programmed women’s brains to desire mates able to provide the support and resources needed to raise children successfully.


  While women vary in their mate preferences, on average, the data support the evolutionary story. In a now famous study, David Buss asked more than 10,000 people on six continents and five islands what they wanted in a potential partner. Both men and women preferred long-term mates who were kind and intelligent, but women placed more than twice as much value on financial resources than men did, and this finding held across all racial groups, political systems, religious affiliations, and continents.


  In a different study, researchers sought to investigate what predicted women’s responses to personal ads. In line with evolutionary theory, the four most powerful predictors were men’s education level, height, age, and resources. Education, height, and age all correlate positively with economic resources. One study indicates that a six-foot-tall man will earn an estimated $166,000 more than a five-foot-five man over the course of a thirty-year career.


  In short, women carry the legacy of their maternal descendants’ preferences because these penchants tended to lead to success in the past. Of course, characteristics associated with financial success, such as ambition, industriousness, social status, and stability are not all it takes to court a lady. Women prefer men who demonstrate love, kindness, humor, and commitment, as well as those who profess a willingness and capacity to invest in future children. As New York Times columnist David Brooks points out, this is why we see so many young and childless couples playing so enthusiastically with their friends’ children; the men are signaling, albeit unconsciously, their delight in the prospect of fatherhood to woo their nubile dates. Women desire stick-around dads to likely cads, as they say. Finally, women favor mates with good, healthy genes. After all, why, from an evolutionary perspective, should a woman invest inordinate amounts of time and energy into offspring destined to lack the requisite genetic foundation for good health?


  Just because we have inherited preferential tendencies from our ancestors, this does not mean they are “good” or that we should necessarily adhere to them today. But evolutionary theorists and their research provide us with an explanation for why many of us have some of the predilections we do.


  Seeing Men


  When a heterosexual woman meets a man, several readily apparent qualities may influence whether she finds him attractive romantically, such as his ethnicity and age. But from an evolutionary perspective, women are interested in other, less obvious qualities as well, including potential economic resources, social status, kindness, and health. Are women able to predict any of these qualities based on tells when they first meet a man? As we’ll see, there is wisdom in what many parents have told their children: first impressions count.


  Imagine you’re looking at two virtually identical faces, but one is slightly more symmetrical than the other. If you’re like most people, you’ll deem the more symmetrical face more attractive than the other. This tendency holds true across races, ages, cultures, genders, and sexual orientations.


  If you look in the mirror, you’ll likely see asymmetries in your own face. As the figure on page 88 shows, my left eye is higher on my face and larger than my right eye; the two parallel lines across the photograph show how uneven they are relative to each other. Also notice that my teeth are not centered exactly beneath the middle of my nose. In contrast, many male models and actors, such as Bradley Cooper and Tom Cruise, have faces that look almost as symmetrical as a perfectly shaped football. Don’t feel bad if you are asymmetrical like me; most faces contain such misalignments.


  [image: Your author’s asymmetric face. The images are identical, other than the lines]


  Your author’s asymmetric face. The images are identical, other than the lines.


  Both men and women prefer symmetrical faces and bodies over their lopsided counterparts for two reasons: good genes and good health. During development, the cells on both the left and right sides of your body must grow and reproduce at exactly the same rate to be symmetrical. Any number of factors—including genetic anomalies and environmental stressors, such as disease or wounds—can generate asymmetries in the body. Thus, when we see someone like Bradley Cooper or Tom Cruise, we see men who have the physiological capacity to deal with all of these stresses better than others (like me). In essence, because of their genetics, Cooper and Cruise were better able to withstand challenges they faced during development that might have thrown off bodily symmetry. According to evolutionary psychology, we should prefer potential mates with greater genetic fitness and better health over those less genetically fortunate.


  When I first read about this a number of years ago, I thought, surely one’s perception of a man’s attractiveness would not predict the quality of his genes or the level of his health, especially when we can ascertain good looks in fractions of a second. However, a fair amount of evidence supports the notion that people with attractive and symmetrical faces really are healthier than their less-than-symmetrical counterparts. Men with symmetrical faces tend to have greater emotional, psychological, and physical health outcomes. These men also have sex earlier in life and have more sexual partners; women also choose them more often as affair partners. And physically attractive men are stronger, more socially dominant, and longer-lived than less attractive men. A woman’s preference for a man who will likely live longer, and therefore be around to invest in his children and grandchildren, makes evolutionary sense.


  However, does the attractiveness of a man’s face predict any immediate benefit to a woman concerning reproduction? A group of researchers photographed sixty-six undergraduate males’ faces and asked them to provide a sperm sample. Men whom women perceived as more attractive had higher-quality sperm compared to their less attractive counterparts. What does “higher quality” mean? Basically, the sperm possessed a better shape and were better swimmers.


  Among the most fascinating and best-known studies ever conducted demonstrating the power of symmetry linked this quality with smell. Researchers computed men’s symmetry levels by measuring their ears, elbows, ankles, and fingers. They then asked the men to wear a T-shirt to bed for a couple nights without applying deodorant or other fragrances. Subsequently, the researchers gave the shirts to women, who rated how good they smelled. Astonishingly, the men with the most symmetrical bodies produced the best-smelling T-shirts. The preference for T-shirts worn by symmetrical men was particularly evident among women at the peak of fertility during their menstrual cycle. Symmetrical men may also possess genes for heightened immune system functioning, and we know that they have fewer respiratory illnesses. I’m not sure if it’s based on science or not, but recently people in New York and Los Angeles have been putting T-shirts they’ve slept in into bags with a random number, then bringing them to singles’ parties so others can choose whom they want to date based on the odor of the shirt.


  Women may also be clueing into another facet revealed by men’s faces: their testosterone levels. We’ve all seen Clint Eastwood’s and Daniel Craig’s chiseled jaws, pronounced cheekbones, and prominent brows (in addition to their fine symmetry). These rugged masculine features undoubtedly place such men at the end of the bell curve for masculinity, as testosterone is responsible for many of their facial features. The hormone leads to greater cell growth in these areas, which becomes more apparent in some men than in their baby-faced counterparts. It turns out that heterosexual women prefer masculine-looking faces like Eastwood’s and Craig’s. Researchers are still investigating why, but they posit that masculine faces signal greater health and resistance to disease, as well as greater dominance, another quality preferred by women.


  Clearly, however, women do not always prefer men for their looks, particularly when looking for long-term partners. Remember that, all other things being equal, women across the evolutionary savannah benefitted from choosing men who could provide food, shelter, and other resources to support them and their children. According to David Buss, an “enormous” body of empirical evidence supports the contention that women across the world have evolved a powerful preference for men with resources, as mentioned above. In fact, according to one study, women looking for a marriage partner reported desiring men with an earning capacity in the seventieth percentile or greater (i.e., an earning capacity exceeding that of 70 percent of all other men). Most women do not want the average Joe when it comes to earning potential. Women also prefer men who hold high social status and educational achievement as these correlate with men’s capacity to control and acquire resources.


  Considering these preferences, we must wonder if certain tells don’t betray men’s socioeconomic status. Reflect on a couple scenarios:


  In the first, consider a man in his early thirties named Nate. (I’m opting to discuss a gay man in these examples to show that often times sexual orientation is irrelevant; the same information is equally available to gay and straight people.) He enters his local fitness center and hops onto the exercise bike, as he would on any normal day. After finishing his workout, he walks over to the water fountain and strikes up a conversation with a man who seems somewhat interested in him, at least enough so to engage him in a minute of conversation. After their brief chat, Nate dresses in the locker room and thinks about the man he just met.


  In the second scenario, John, a man in his mid-twenties, strikes up a brief conversation on a Sunday afternoon in a local grocery store parking lot with a casually dressed man who seems interested in him. When they are finished talking, John observes the man load his groceries into his five-year-old sedan and drive away.


  Because Nate met the first man in a gym and John met the second man on a weekend run to the grocery story, they have no way of knowing how these men dress from day to day. And their interactions with the men were brief, so they couldn’t really get to know them well. Do the men have white-collar or blue-collar jobs? Do they typically wear a well-tailored pin-stripe suit with a crimson symbol around their necks signaling power and status (i.e., a tie)? Are they well educated, or did they drop out of high school? Do they come from old-money families, or are they barely making ends meet?


  Sociologists and psychologists define social class as encompassing material wealth, occupational prestige, and educational attainment. Social class differentiates us in a number of fundamental ways, often influencing, for instance, the neighborhoods we live in, the schools we send our kids to, our health, our religious beliefs, and even the type of music we enjoy. Further, social class actually affects our thoughts about the world, our emotional reactions to events in our lives, and our behaviors. Those from lower-class backgrounds feel less in control of their lives but more accurately perceive other people’s emotions compared to their upper-class counterparts. Given that people of similar social class have somewhat similar worldviews, on average, individuals often seek potential mates who occupy the same social class.


  Nate and John can never be sure about the wealth, occupational status, or educational achievement of the men they met based on such brief interactions, but a cleverly designed study suggests that they are capable of discerning social class. Michael Kraus and Dacher Keltner invited about one hundred unacquainted subjects to the lab to talk to each other two at a time. Some of these subjects had well-educated parents earning large salaries, while others came from families with much more modest means. The researchers then examined one minute of the conversation between the subjects.


  Their study revealed two important findings. First, subjects from high-class backgrounds were more aloof and sometimes even rude during the conversation, whereas those who came from more modest families were more polite and attentive to their conversational partners. Second, observers of these conversations could predict the individuals’ educational and income backgrounds. Keep in mind that they based these predictions on merely one minute of interaction—about the same amount of time Nate and John spent with the men they met. As Kraus and Keltner wrote, “Nonverbal displays of the capacity to provide resources are likely to be important in mate selection.”


  Considered as a whole, men reveal information about themselves simply through their tells. Their facial attractiveness, symmetry, and masculinity hint at numerous outcomes, from their emotional and physical health to the quality of their sperm. Their behavioral cues also suggest their overall social class. Many potential mates deem this sort of information vital.


  These tells are not perfectly valid for every individual, and there is more to choosing a mate than evaluating economic resources and other relatively superficial qualities. But whether you are a man or a woman interested in meeting a potential male mate, will you ever look at men the same way again?


  Seeing Women


  On the evolutionary savannah, both sexes sought to pass on their genes, but they faced somewhat different issues. While reproduction demanded much of women in terms of time and energy, it incurred little cost for men: they need only have sex with women a few times, perhaps less, to have a son or daughter. So while women developed preferences for healthy men who would also provide them and their offspring with the required resources and support in the long-term, men sought to maximize their reproductive success by having sex with women—ideally, many—who appeared capable of bearing and raising children. Thus, when it came to reproductive strategies, women paired wisely, whereas men paired widely.


  From King Henry VIII to modern day philanderers, men have sought to spread their seed. Although evolutionary theory may shed light on their promiscuous behavior, it does not serve as an excuse, of course. Many men throughout history have made long-term commitments without straying. From an evolutionary perspective, however, why would a man commit to a woman in the first place if he need only inseminate her to pass on his genes?


  It turns out, males commit for a number of reasons. First, pledging his dedication may help a man secure a potential mate, as she may withhold sex until he has done so. Second, men who are willing and able to commit for the long term have a wider pool of women from which to choose; thus they may be able to attract a more desirable mate. Third, a man who marries a woman can be more confident that any babies she has will be his, rather than another man’s. From an evolutionary perspective, it makes no sense for a man to invest in another man’s offspring, as they do not carry his genes. Fourth, a man’s long-term presence increases the probability of his children surviving. And finally, in many cultures marriage confers status upon men, in turn enhancing the resources available to them and their families.


  Whether or not heterosexual men pursue short-term or long-term mates, men around the world prefer women who are attractive, youthful, and display signs of fertility. Our male ancestors had to mate with women capable of becoming pregnant to become reproductively successful. Evolution has conditioned men to prefer and respond in predictable ways to specific female cues that signal fecundity. After all, we are descendants of men who chose women who succeeded in reproducing. Again, this line of thinking provides no answer for what men should prefer; rather it explains why men, on average, prefer the things they do.


  I have several friends in their thirties, forties, and fifties who are currently seeking a long-term mate. One of them—I’ll call him Bill—is a gregarious, well-educated, and energetic forty-five-year-old. Bill has never been married and has been looking for years for “the one” to settle down and have kids with. From an evolutionary perspective, what are Bill’s likely female preferences? Do these reveal anything about the women he could potentially meet?


  One of the most salient cues is a woman’s age, which we can predict based on any number of obvious cues, like skin elasticity and hair texture. Consider men such as Dennis Kucinich, Rod Stewart, Mick Jagger, and Donald Trump. At one point, they all married women who were much younger and, most would argue, more attractive than themselves. Can you name three well-known couples in which an affluent woman of average attractiveness has married a handsome younger man with considerably less monetary cachet? My guess is that you probably can’t, at least not easily. There simply are too few examples of mature and powerful women marrying debonair young beaus. From an evolutionary view, a man should prefer younger women, who are more likely to bear children, enabling him to pass his genes to future generations. If Bill is anything like most men in their mid-forties, according to the data, he almost certainly would not prefer a mate older than himself; indeed, he would willingly be with a woman as young as thirty-one.


  My friend Bill could also examine a number of other signals that predict women’s genetic fitness, health, and fertility. He could look at the symmetry of women’s faces, since the more symmetrical her face, the better a woman will have withstood disease and other environmental insults during development. He could also observe the femininity of women’s faces; more than symmetry, the femininity of a woman’s face predicts how attractive people find her, and this is thought to be culturally universal. Women with feminine faces tend to have small chins, full lips, large eyes, high cheekbones, and thin jaws. Among the celebrities on the big screen, Angelina Jolie takes the cake for distinctly feminine facial qualities, with her large eyes, high cheekbones, and the fullest lips I’ve ever seen. (Of course, we don’t know the degree to which these features are truly hers versus the work of the world’s best plastic surgeons . . . more about this later.) These women also have significantly higher levels of the hormone estrogen, which research has linked to greater fertility. Thus, by inspecting a woman’s facial femininity, Bill can predict something about her physiological capacities.


  Bill might also assess potential mates by their weight, as it often signals women’s health status and propensity for disease. Interestingly though, men’s preferences for body weight differ between cultures. In societies where food is plentiful, like the United States and Europe, men prefer thin women. But in those where food is scarce and nutrition poor, men prefer heavier women.


  Does a specific region of women’s bodies reveal information? A ubiquitous topic in dorm rooms when I was in college was what female body part men prized most highly. There were the butt guys, the leg guys, and the breast guys. For the record, Bill, by his own admission, belongs firmly in the latter category. But there is scant evidence that breast size correlates with fertility, and it bears little relationship to women’s ability to breast-feed. In terms of prediction, Bill would do better to examine a different region of the female body.


  [image: Two different waist-to-hip ratios]


  Two different waist-to-hip ratios.


  Examine the photos above. Which do you prefer? If you are like most, you chose the photo on the left. Why? The answer lies in the woman’s midsection. If you look carefully, you’ll see that the ratio of the woman’s waist to her hips is greater in the right photo (0.7 and 0.8, left and right, respectively). Men worldwide prefer women with smaller waist-to-hip ratios (WHRs), that is, with narrower waists and broader hips, to females with larger WHRs. In fact, the “preferred” WHR ratio in most studies is about 0.7 or less in developed Western countries. All other things being equal, the more a woman’s WHR exceeds 0.7, the less likely men are to rate her as attractive. I’ve computed the WHRs of some famous celebrities from yesterday and today to give you a sense of their measurements. Of course there are exceptions, but many women widely deemed beautiful have waist-to-hip ratios hovering around 0.7 or less.
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  In one seminal study, a researcher examined how weight and WHR fluctuated among Miss America Pageant winners and Playboy models over several decades. Despite the growing emphasis on thinness over the same period, the pageant winners’ and playboy models’ waist-to-hip ratios remained relatively constant, at around 0.7, demonstrating a continuity in the features that Western society deems attractive.


  One of my undergraduate students has participated in beauty pageants throughout most of her young life, recently winning the swimsuit contest in her state. When I asked her if women in beauty pageants pay much attention to their WHR, she replied, “Absolutely.” She explained that achieving the perfect hourglass figure is, by and large, the key to winning the swimsuit contest. Further, she said that women make very conscious decisions regarding the swimsuits they wear, the specific workouts they endure, and even where they place shiny jewelry on their suits. “The goal,” she said, “is to entice the judges to look at the hips and make the waist appear as thin as possible.”


  Thousands of women across the country endure plastic surgery to manufacture this aesthetic, transplanting fat from their waists to their bottoms to accentuate their waist-to-hip ratios. This procedure presented a unique opportunity for researchers at the University of Texas, Austin, who wanted to study the neurobiological underpinnings of the preference for low WHRs. Men looked at women’s pre- and postoperative photos while a functional magnetic resonance imaging, or fMRI, machine scanned their brains. As compared to the preoperative pictures, the postop photos depicting the hourglass shapes highly activated the parts of men’s brains associated with rewards.


  Before puberty, men and women have similar WHRs, but after that the ratios differ dramatically, with men in the range of 0.85 to 0.95 and women in the range of 0.67 to 0.80. The WHR really measures how fat is distributed on our bodies. During puberty, men lose fat in their legs and buttocks, while women gain fat in their upper thighs and hips, due primarily to the hormone estrogen. A low WHR on a woman means that she carries her fat around her hips, whereas a high WHR indicates that she carries it around her waist.


  This difference in fat distribution has significant implications for a woman’s health. Women with elevated WHR are at risk for numerous illnesses, such as cancer—particularly ovarian and breast cancer—gall bladder disease, adult-onset diabetes, hypertension, and depression. These findings help explain why the World Health Organization says that female waist-to-hip ratios exceeding 0.80 are unsafe.


  Men like Bill prefer a relatively low WHR because it not only signals a woman’s current and future health but also tells us something about her reproductive fitness. A low WHR signals that a woman is unlikely to be pregnant at that moment and also that she possesses broad enough hips to make childbirth less taxing on her and her infant. As a woman goes through menopause, her WHR approaches that of males, providing clues about age and fertility. WHR also tells us something about women’s physiology; women with lower WHRs menstruate more regularly, ovulate more frequently, and are more apt to conceive via artificial insemination and in vitro fertilization. One study showed that women with a WHR of 0.7 to 0.79 were almost twice as likely to conceive via in vitro fertilization than women with WHRs over 0.80.


  Perhaps one of the most novel studies investigating why men prefer lower WHRs comes from William Lassek and Steven Gaulin. Having examined data from thousands of women, Lassek and Gaulin made a straightforward prediction: relative to mothers with high WHRs, women possessing lower WHRs would be more likely to give birth to children who could perform well on cognitive tasks. The hips and thighs have fat deposits containing long chains of fatty acids drawn on by the fetus during gestation and lactation for brain growth. If women with low WHRs have more of these fatty acids available to their offspring during pregnancy and breast feeding, the researchers reasoned, their children should be smarter. Controlling for a number of preexisting variables, they found exactly that. Of course, a myriad of variables predict cognitive outcomes in life, but as a first pass, Bill would do well to examine a woman’s waist-to-hip ratio—a predictive tell—rather than her bust size to make a decent forecast about her reproductive fitness as a mate. Of course, whether Bill should consider a woman’s WHR or any other physical characteristic when selecting a mate is a very different question.


  Accentuating Our Evolutionary Signals


  Consider what some women do to “advertise” their evolutionary prowess. One of the first cosmetic surgeries practiced was the removal of the two lowest female ribs, which gave patients narrower waists. For hundreds of years, women have artificially manipulated their waist-to-hip ratios by wearing corsets to thin the waist and pad the hips, despite the fact corsets can cause significant internal injury. Today, we still see women wearing uncomfortable undergarments to minimize their waist-to-hip ratios. The New York Times recently featured a photo of a woman sucking in her belly with all her might to don a faja, which drastically accentuated her hips. The design of today’s popular hip-hugger jeans also accentuates the width of a woman’s hips relative to her waist. Whereas women tried to hide their girdles in years past, today celebrities and some other women proudly profess their devotion to Spanx and other accessories that accentuate WHR. Despite the fact that ideals for body weight and breast size have continually changed over time in Western society, the desire for a thin waist and large hips seems to endure.


  Western media is also partly responsible for women’s desire to accentuate their WHRs. Take the iconic Barbie doll, which first appeared on the market in 1959. Consumers worldwide purchase an average of two Barbies every second, making the doll one of the top-selling toys of all time.


  In 2011, Galia Slayen wrote a piece for the Huffington Post describing her high school project for National Eating Disorder Awareness Week. Her post caused a media explosion, landing her on almost every morning television news program. Why? Because Galia, a student at Hamilton College, built a life-size Barbie doll. If one were to extrapolate Barbie’s dimensions to a life-size human, she would be about five feet, nine inches tall and have a bust of thirty-nine inches, a waist of eighteen inches, and hips measuring thirty-three inches. She would wear a size three shoe and weigh 110 pounds. Moreover, her WHR would be 0.55. Given her proportions, Barbie would literally topple over and walk on all fours. Convincing experimental evidence shows that young girls become more dissatisfied with their body images after merely being exposed to Barbie compared to other realistically proportioned dolls.


  [image: Galia Slayen standing next to the Barbie model she constructed.]


  Galia Slayen standing next to the Barbie model she constructed.


  Makeup has been around for centuries and has grown into a multibillion-dollar industry. Evolutionary theory and everyday experience suggests that many women use makeup to accentuate a variety of fertility signals, such as youth and health. Genetics may program their bodies to display the signs of decreased fertility with age. After the mid-twenties, their eyes become smaller and the sclera—the white part—becomes darker. At about the same time, their lips become thinner and less red. Cheekbones become less pronounced, and skin becomes paler, less elastic, and less smooth. Many women overcome these physical cues with the use of mascara, eyeliner, eye shadow, lip liner, lip gloss, lip plumper, blush, foundation, and a whole range of other chemical substances.


  I asked Madeline, a professional in her mid-thirties and the mother of two boys, what motivated her to wear makeup. With the help of fashion magazines, she began to apply makeup at about twelve years of age. She told me that she aims for the “natural” look, so that “people don’t even realize I have makeup on.” She uses makeup to make her eyes appear larger, to highlight her cheekbones, and to accentuate the fullness of her lips. In addition, she mentioned that she has skin blotches that she tries to cover up so she looks “healthier and younger.”


  When I asked a thirty-year-old woman named Brandy about her makeup, she replied, “Wow, I could talk for hours about makeup. It’s one of my passions.” Brandy began applying makeup in early adolescence and is self-taught. She spent hours experimenting. Unlike Madeline, she applies her makeup conspicuously (think bright red lipstick and pronounced brow lines). Like Madeline, however, Brandy tries to maximize the size of her eyes and accentuate her cheekbones. She told me she exaggerates the line of makeup around her naturally thin lips to make them appear fuller and more luscious. She also takes great pains to apply foundation to reduce blotchiness and concealer under her eyes to look “healthier” and “fresh.”


  I don’t want to overstate the case and suggest that all women wear makeup—we all know many who do not. Nor do I claim that most women apply makeup like Madeline and Brandy. I nevertheless found it uncanny how both women applied makeup to accentuate many of the facial cues that signal reproductive fitness and health.


  Makeup is merely one tool women use to modify their tells. Many women choose the plastic surgery alternative, deciding to submit to a doctor’s knife or receive hypodermic injections. Americans spend an astounding $10.1 billion on cosmetic surgery each year, with women accounting for 91 percent of the procedures performed. Breast augmentation, nose reshaping, liposuction, eyelid surgery, and tummy tucks are the five most common surgical procedures for women; the most common “minimally invasive” procedure is the injection of botulinum toxin type A to reduce wrinkles in the skin. Like makeup, these procedures modify such cues as youth, symmetry, WHR, and the feminization of the face.


  While they account for only 9 percent of all cosmetic procedures, men also modify their appearance to signal their biological competency. Nose reshaping, eyelid surgery, liposuction, breast reduction, and hair transplantation are the five most common surgical procedures for men. And, as in women, injection of botulinum toxin type A is the most common “minimally invasive” procedure.


  Some men are more likely to exaggerate their material wealth to signal their potential value as a mate. Most of us know “that guy.” Recently divorced, he purchases a new designer watch, a fresh wardrobe, and a shiny sports car to replace his decade-old family sedan when he starts dating again. After all, he must fit the part of a desirable date when he picks up a new woman for dinner at a fine restaurant. Of course, this description is a caricature of a man, but most of us know men who like to buy “things” to impress women.


  In his fascinating book The Mating Mind, Geoffrey Miller argues that humans evolved not only as survival machines but as courtship machines as well. As a result, men sometimes engage in conspicuous consumption—Polo shirts, BMWs, and designer suits—to demonstrate their potential resources to lure women. One study showed that men who spent more than they earned reported having significantly more sexual partners in the last five years and desired to have more sexual partners in the next five years compared to men who did not overspend. This finding held even when researchers controlled for age, education, and marital status. It seems that big spenders are more likely to seek out women than their frugal counterparts. Not surprisingly, research did not link financial consumption to females’ sexual history and intentions.


  Despite the power of clothes, cosmetics, surgery, and behavior to transform how we appear to others, we can differentiate between honest and dishonest signals, as evolutionary theorists call them. Honest signals reflect a person’s true reproductive potential and health, whereas dishonest signals may improve one’s aesthetic but have no effect on these characteristics. Thus we would consider women’s waist-to-hip ratios and men’s facial symmetry honest signals, since they relate to reproductive capacity. A waist-to-hip ratio artificially manipulated by extracting fat from the waist and depositing it on the hips, however, would constitute a dishonest signal. Like the NutraSweet I consume in my Diet Coke, which has “all of the taste but none of the calories,” plastic surgery enhances appearance but can’t influence one’s genetic makeup.


  The Partner Dance


  Choosing a partner is one thing, but maintaining a long-term relationship is quite another. Watching people try to navigate their relationships can be quite entertaining and fascinating. For me, someone trained in behavioral observation, the world is my laboratory. I’m particularly intrigued observing couples when they are having a conflict. Over the years I’ve surreptitiously witnessed—as you probably have—scores of these interactions at parties, community events, family gatherings, and coffee shops. Although observing couples interrelate over points of friction can be depressing, we can learn much from such quarrels.


  One day in a San Francisco coffee shop, I observed a professionally dressed couple in their thirties; he wore a black tailored suit, and she sported a navy blue blouse with black slacks. When I entered the cramped café, they were already conversing at a table. Along with some of the other customers in the shop, I quickly picked up on the couple’s conflict: she thought he drove too fast and endangered her safety. She told him in very direct terms that his risk taking behind the wheel not only terrified her but indicated the reckless type of person he was. He responded by blaming her; if she didn’t take so long getting ready at home, they could leave earlier, allowing more time to get to their destination. A clear facial signal of contempt accompanied her response that he was an idiot. With disdain dripping from her voice as well, she remarked that he made them run late just as often as she did. After about five minutes of this conversation, the man shut down. He picked up his New York Times and ignored her while she continued talking.


  The behavior of this couple contrasts with that of a couple I observed one autumn day in a Princeton, New Jersey, coffee shop. The sun was shining brightly through the windows, and the fall leaves were turning outside. The couple, both in their fifties, appeared very athletic and looked as though they might have just finished exercising, judging from their casual attire of shorts and T-shirts. After entering the café, they sat down in the booth adjacent to mine and began talking about how beautiful the day was. Before long, however, the conversation turned toward a topic that was clearly dicey for the pair: how they were going to afford gifts for their family and friends for the holidays.


  In no time, they moved from the topic of money for holiday gifts to money issues in general. The husband lamented that the wife overspent on her wardrobe consistently, making it more difficult to afford discretionary items such as holiday gifts. Interspersed between these comments, he smiled occasionally and acknowledged that he knew appearance was important to her. Her response was revealing. With a slight smile and a light touch to his shoulder, she said she understood his concerns and conceded that she probably spent too much on clothes.


  Relationships are dynamic dances between two people. Conflict is inevitable in all relationships, whether about sex, in-laws, friends, habits, children, money, or driving. As demonstrated by the couples above, people dance very differently when discussing these areas of contention; some look like well-trained professionals, twirling effortlessly across the dance floor, while others are complete wrecks, stepping on each other’s feet at every turn. Can we predict relationship success and failure by observing these interactions? If so, what tells should we look for?


  John Gottman knows the answers to these questions perhaps better than anyone. He has dedicated his career to the study of relationships and marriages, and unlike some psychologists in the popular media who rely solely on anecdotal evidence to inform their opinions, Gottman is the real McCoy. He has systematically and painstakingly observed hundreds of couples, looking for revealing tells. As he remarked in one interview, “Von Frisch discovered the language of bees by going right to the hive and watching them dance. So we will discover the human dance.”


  Gottman and his team carefully examine the behavioral intricacies that transpire between couples on a second-by-second basis and use these observations to predict connubial bliss versus a marital miss. In a typical lab study, Gottman asks couples to discuss an area of conflict in their relationship such as money or sex. As they face one another talking, researchers videotape the couple and monitor them with equipment that keeps track of physiological responses, such as heart rate. Gottman codes their behaviors, then follows them to see whether they stay married or eventually divorce.


  One of my favorite findings in psychology comes from Gottman’s work. Based on the interactions of these couples, he and his colleagues can predict who will remain married and who will divorce up to 90 percent of the time. Even more impressively, perhaps, Gottman can make these predictions based solely on the first three minutes of the couple’s discussion of conflict. For the vast majority of couples, the first three minutes of communication about a conflict accurately predicts how the rest of the conversation will go. Therefore, if you see a couple really tearing into each other and making negative facial displays at the beginning of a squabble, you’ll likely see a similar pattern later in the conversation. In contrast, the couples who take a more positive orientation toward the conflict tend to continue using this tactic throughout.


  Unlike the vast majority of marriage counselors in practice, Gottman has amassed an extensive data set that illuminates why some marriages fail and others thrive. Consider the couples I discussed from San Francisco and Princeton. According to the data, the San Francisco couple exemplifies many behavioral cues that predict divorce. The first indicator was the wife’s assertion that her husband was a reckless person because of his driving—an obvious criticism of his personality. The Princeton man, on the other hand, criticized an action, his wife’s penchant for buying expensive clothes. When a person singles out flaws in another’s character versus specific flawed actions, the likelihood of divorce increases.


  Emotional and verbal expressions of contempt are particularly corrosive to relationships. When the woman in San Francisco called her partner an idiot and flashed the classic lip tightening and lifting on only one side, as in the photo above, she gave away her contempt.


  [image: A classic facial display of contempt.]


  A classic facial display of contempt.


  Defensiveness is another key ingredient in marital discord. This was readily apparent with the San Francisco couple when the man began blaming the woman for taking too long to get ready, thereby forcing him to drive fast. Instead of acknowledging her points, he counterattacked, an ominous sign for the well-being of a relationship. Conversely, the Princeton couple showed no defensiveness. After listening to her husband’s criticisms regarding her expensive purchases, the woman smiled and touched his shoulder, acknowledging his complaint.


  Stonewalling constitutes another revealing tell of marital discontent. When the man in San Francisco picked up his newspaper and stopped acknowledging his partner, he was clearly stonewalling. When a person’s heart rate exceeds about one hundred beats per minute, he or she sometimes begins to stonewall to reduce the physiological arousal, something that happens to men more frequently than women.


  One of the most important factors distinguishing couples who stay together from those who do not is the amount of positive and negative emotionality demonstrated. I enjoyed watching the Princeton couple work out their spending issue; their positivity was clear in the way they peppered the conversation with smiles, quick jokes, and a lot of empathic touching. Gottman has found that couples who stay together make about five positive statements for every negative one in the course of a conversation. Couples who do not stay married make more negative than positive statements about each other. So the golden ratio for marital bliss seems to be 5:1—five positive statements to every negative one—whereas the toxic ratio for marital dissolution is about 1:1.


  One of my intellectual heroes is Francis Galton, an English dilettante who happened to be Charles Darwin’s cousin. Obsessed with measuring human behavior, Galton believed that we could quantify virtually anything, from intelligence to an audience’s boredom based on the number of times members yawn or fidget. In true Galtonian spirit, I’ve actually tallied the number of positive and negative verbal and nonverbal cues couples express during the normal course of conversation. I don’t follow these couples to see if they remain intact, but the exercise is quite revealing as it predicts their future relationship success.


  Showing us exactly what to look for in relationships, Gottman’s research teaches us to predict something about their quality and ultimate destiny. He has shined the light of science on a complex phenomenon—couple interaction—thereby illustrating what to focus on in our own interactions and those happening around us. Moreover, he has developed a comprehensive guide to marital therapy grounded in scientific data. His program teaches couples healthy ways to confront the inevitable challenges of marriage without resorting to many of the toxic predictors he has discovered in his research.


  Smiling, Frowning, and Divorce


  Predicting who will divorce from dynamic interaction is one thing, but doing so from a simple photograph is quite another. Recently, I perused photos from my childhood and teen years. As I peered at one from middle school, I remembered that at the time I thought I looked really cool, but now I saw a pimple-faced, awkward, and insecure kid. In another photo taken when I was in college, I sported a dark green suit with a gaunt face and a cheesy smile. Even though I have changed a lot, I still see me in every photo. Throughout our lives an essence of who we are endures across space and time and gets recorded in photographs. Do these snapshots contain tells that predict anything about who we are today and what our destiny may be?


  Determined to help answer these questions, two of my students set out with a mission: to ask senior citizens to borrow their most cherished childhood photographs. Astonishingly, within five minutes of the students’ introducing themselves, many of the seniors willingly relinquished their photos on the mere promise that we would return them. We obtained numerous types of photos capturing milestones such as weddings, birthdays, baptisms, and graduations, as well as assorted candid photos taken with family and friends. Might the photographs depicting youthful smiles and frowns from decades before predict one of life’s most significant events?


  As we all know, about half of all marriages end in divorce, taking a significant toll on both men and women. Research links divorce to a host of negative health outcomes, including emotional disorders, heart disease, diabetes, cancer, and earlier mortality. Divorce also portends some negative childhood outcomes. One study indicated that adults whose parents divorced when they were children died five years earlier than adults raised in intact homes. Interestingly, adults whose parents died during their childhoods did not die earlier, suggesting that lack of a parent, per se, does not cause premature death.


  To my surprise, not only were the snapshots we collected interesting to look at, but they predicted divorce. One set of pictures showed their subjects as children and adolescents. Those who remained with their spouses were more likely to be smiling authentically and brightly in the photographs than those who would eventually divorce. Those who smiled most contracted not only the muscles that elevate the cheek muscles but also those around the eyes, the orbicularis oculi muscles. Contracting these muscles results in a twinkle in our eyes and crow’s-feet at the sides, evidence of a so-called Duchenne smile, which occurred more often in people who stayed in lasting marriages. Those who ended up divorcing tended not to contract the muscles around their eyes and had a more forced-looking smile, like you might see among airline flight attendants or a person who is tired of talking to you at a cocktail party.


  This study was replicated with another in which we examined several hundred photographs in college yearbooks to see how intensely people smiled. We then asked the alumni, ranging in age from their early twenties to their late eighties, if they had divorced later in life. Those who smiled the least in their photos were five times more likely to divorce at some point in their lives relative to those who smiled the most. Have you rummaged through your old photos yet?


  More recently, researchers examined photos taken in the early 1950s of baseball players who had subsequently died. They divided photos into three groups: those who did not smile, those displaying a partial (non-Duchenne) smile, and those displaying a full Duchenne smile. Statistically controlling for a number of variables such as marital status, college attendance, and so forth, investigators found that those who exhibited Duchenne smiles lived, on average, until the age of eighty. Contrast this result with the average life expectancy of the players who smiled only partially, seventy-five years, and those who did not smile at all, seventy-three years.


  It appears a Duchenne smile is worth an extra five to seven years of life—or more if you’re the “Say Hey Kid,” Willie Mays. This San Francisco Giants Hall of Famer, famous for his contagious smile, is eighty-two years old as I write. Eddie Mathews—the great baseball Hall of Famer—wasn’t as fortunate, although it’s impossible to say that his muted smile had anything to do with his death at sixty-nine.


  [image: Willie Mays (1931–).]


  Willie Mays (1931–).


  [image: Eddie Mathews (1931–2001).]


  Eddie Mathews (1931–2001).


  Since the beginning of my career, students in my classes have humored me by posing for mug shots at the beginning of the semester. I always tell them that I need their photographs for two reasons. The first is that I want proof that they were in my class should they ever become famous. Then, after a good laugh, I tell them that the most pressing reason is that the photos help me learn their names. When I arrive to class the first time after photographing them, I can rattle off their names as I point to each of them.


  But one’s smiling behavior in a single photograph does not necessarily predict marital destiny, personality, or lifespan. Plenty of people who smile brightly end up divorced and die early while plenty who frown remain married and live long lives. It’s always possible that a person doesn’t like to smile in photographs for fear of showing his teeth or some other feature. Or a person may be having an emotionally difficult time on the day a picture is taken. Yet, on average, smiling behavior in photographs differentiates those who remain married and live long lives from those who tend not to, despite these individual differences.


  How can an instantaneous facial display of emotion predict something about our lives decades later? Perhaps people who smile in their photos are simply being more compliant when the photographer says, “Cheese.” It may be that this level of obedience is the glue that keeps some marriages together. The explanation with the most support, however, is that people who smile in their photographs have a more positive emotional disposition and more extensive social network. Lee Anne Harker and Dacher Keltner found that women who smiled more brightly in their college yearbook photos tended to be more organized, nurturing, compassionate, and sociable than those with less intense smiles. Another study showed that people who smiled in their yearbook photos were happier years later and had a richer social network than their frowning peers. When life throws us inevitable curveballs, those with a positive emotional disposition and strong social support tend to thrive.


  
    
      

    

  


  
    
      Party-Worthy Findings

    


    1.Smelly T-shirts and sperm: Women prefer the smell of T-shirts worn by symmetrical men compared to their lopsided counterparts. Also, men perceived as more attractive by women have higher-quality sperm compared to their less attractive counterparts.


    2.Prediction of divorce: By examining only about three minutes of interaction between an engaged couple, researchers can predict whether they will stay married or divorce with about 90 percent accuracy. Even the degree to which we smile in photographs predicts the likelihood of divorce.


    3.Prediction of longevity from smiles: Baseball players with Duchenne smiles lived about seven years longer than those who did not smile.
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  DETECTING DECEPTION


  “Actions lie louder than words.”


  —CAROLYN WELLS


  About a decade ago, I was giving a final exam when a student named Sue politely asked if she could use the restroom. Her expression said she really needed to go. I agreed to let her leave, making sure she was not carrying anything with her. A few minutes later, she returned, said thank you, and took her seat. But I noticed an odd, fleeting facial expression when she spoke. Something didn’t seem right.


  I stepped into the hall and asked a female colleague passing by if she would go into the women’s bathroom and have a look around for anything unusual. I felt guilty for suspecting my student of malfeasance, but I needed to satisfy my curiosity. After a few minutes, my colleague exited the bathroom holding up a copy of my lecture slides, which she’d removed from their hiding place behind the paper seat cover inside a bathroom stall.


  My guilt immediately morphed into shock. How could someone cheat and then lie to me? In reality, though, I shouldn’t have been surprised. Lies bombard us every day: kids lie to their parents about their whereabouts, Staff lie to their employers about their health, politicians lie to their constituents about their intentions and shortcomings, and spouses lie to their partners about their fidelity. And despite encountering so many lies, we still aren’t adept at detecting when someone is deceiving us.


  Natural-Born Lie Detectors We Are Not


  It stands to reason that if others barrage us constantly with lies, we must be telling lies ourselves. Indeed, humans are capable of intentionally deceiving others quite early in life. In one study, researchers individually invited three-year-olds into a lab and sat them at a table. A cruel predicament ensued: behind the child, an experimenter set up a complex and interesting toy and instructed the child not to look back at it. Then the experimenter left the room for a few minutes, reminding the child not to look at the toy during her absence. It will come as no surprise to anyone who has spent time around children that the vast majority of kids—about 90 percent—peeked at the toy. Of these, 62 percent denied doing so or said nothing when the experimenter asked, “Did you peek?”


  Mark Twain wasn’t too far off when he wrote in his essay “On the Decay of the Art of Lying,” “Everybody lies—every day; every hour; awake; asleep; in his dreams; in his joy; in his mourning.” We continue to hone our deception skills throughout adulthood, telling an astonishing number of lies every day. On average, people lie at least once, if not twice, daily. A back-of-the-napkin computation indicates that the average person lies roughly 28,000 times throughout his or her life—about the same number of showers we take in a lifetime.


  “And the Lord said unto Cain, Where is Abel thy brother? And he said, I know not: Am I my brother’s keeper?” Our predilection for prevarication is so strong that Cain thought he could lie to God about murdering his brother.


  How do we keep getting away with it? In Lie to Me, a recently cancelled show on Fox, the characters Dr. Cal Lightman and Ria Torres are virtually perfect human lie detectors; their firm works with law enforcement agencies such as the FBI and local police departments to solve high-stakes cases. Lightman and Torres make lie detection look effortless and nearly foolproof.


  Can we know whether someone is lying to us based on behavior and physiology? Although scientists currently employ functional magnetic resonance imaging, or fMRI, technology to scan brains and other lie-detection machines to detect when someone is lying, the consensus is that physiological measures are still unreliable. The alternative is good old-fashioned analysis of tells. These clues can be revealing, but many of us miss them. It turns out that the vast majority of us are virtually no better than chance—about 54 percent accurate—at predicting whether someone has lied to us. You may as well flip a coin to help you decide.


  Why Are We Dismal Lie Detectors?


  There are numerous explanations for our meager abilities, but most boil down to a few reasons.


  IGNORANCE IS BLISS: It’s so much easier going through life taking what people say to us at face value. After all, who wants to remain constantly vigilant for the lies people tell us? Making false accusations and doubting others is counterproductive in cultivating relationships. We may not want to know if our spouse is cheating on us or if the employee who just called in sick is really playing hooky.


  THE SIGNAL-TO-NOISE RATIO IS LOW: The behavioral and verbal cues that can betray the lies that our spouses, children, employees, and friends tell us are subtle. When emitted in the complex matrix of other verbal and nonverbal cues—facial displays, gestures, pauses, blushing, vocal intonation, words, head nods, posture, blinking, fidgeting, eye contact, speaking rate, and leg movements—they can be downright unnoticeable if you’re not looking for them. To make matters more confusing, the clues we do pick up on may have nothing to do with deceit and everything to do with a truth teller’s anxiety; when questioned by the police about a murder, a suspected liar and an honest person may give off similar signals of nervousness. Finally, there is no telltale sign of lying despite researchers’ best efforts to identify one—our noses do not grow like Pinocchio’s.
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  Pinocchio


  IT’S DARWIN’S FAULT: We may be poor at detecting deceit because evolution has not selected for this ability. In evolutionary history, the cost of detecting deceit was probably so great that there was no opportunity for evolutionary pressures to select for successful lie detection. Therefore, we’re not innately gifted with a talent for detecting the deceitful cues that pervade our daily lives.


  IT’S YOUR PARENTS’ FAULT: Parents and others often socialize us to “go along to get along” when people tell us seemingly innocuous lies. And parents frequently lie to their children to protect them from the vagaries of life. In so doing, rather than teaching their children to spot trickery, parents may paradoxically hinder their ability to do so.


  WE DON’T RECEIVE FEEDBACK (MOST OF THE TIME): We’re rarely given any feedback on the correctness of our hunches. I may suspect that my son lied when he told me that he didn’t take a cookie out of the cookie jar, but I have no way of knowing for sure. Occasionally, there is an exception. A manager of a major fast-food restaurant once told me about an incident when an employee called in sick. Later that day, the manager was working as a volunteer at an event for a local organization where he dressed up in a superhero costume—think oversize shoes, a huge helmet, and beefy muscles like the Incredible Hulk’s. The manager spent the afternoon posing for pictures and giving hugs to kids. Then he saw his “sick” employee, who was all smiles, having a great time with his kids. The pièce de résistance? The unwitting employee posed with his own boss for a picture. Before the employee stepped away, the manager held up his index finger as if to say, “Wait a minute,” removed his helmet, and, with a grin, said, “You’re fired.”


  Before we come to the last reason we’re so bad at lie detection, imagine the following: You are a manager at a local bank and discover at the end of the workday that a recently hired teller named Melanie is missing $100 from her drawer. This news comes on the heels of several complaints from customers and fellow employees that she is not performing well. Because it is your job to determine where the money went, you go through all of Melanie’s transactions, one by one, to determine if she made an honest accounting error somewhere. You hope you’ll be able to find a blunder, but after exhausting all the possibilities, you’re unable to determine where the money went. You invite Melanie to your office to ask her where the missing cash is. She flatly denies stealing it. As she talks about the incident, she fidgets a lot, especially with the pencil she picked up off of your desk during the conversation. She bites her lip slightly after she finishes a statement. Despite the fact that she appears somewhat friendly during the interaction, you observe her touching her nose and ears a lot, while tapping her foot rapidly and constantly averting her gaze to the left as if she’s unwilling to look at you. Moreover, she constantly shifts her posture back and forth in her chair.


  Do you believe Melanie’s claim of innocence? If not, which of the following cues do you think reliably predict that she’s lying?


  Averting her gaze


  Biting her lip


  Fidgeting with the pencil


  Looking to the left


  Presenting a friendly demeanor


  Shifting her posture


  Tapping her foot rapidly


  Touching her ears


  Touching her nose


  This scenario brings into sharp relief the last reason why we’re so poor at detecting lies: we think we know what the tells of deceit are, but much of what we believe marks dishonesty does not. None of the cues listed above reliably betray a lie.


  If you thought some of the above cues indicate lying, you’re in good company. Researchers asked people in fifty-eight different countries from Samoa to China what behaviors they thought were diagnostic of deception. Respondents offered more than one hundred different behaviors, with gaze aversion—looking away, like Melanie did—being the cue most commonly mentioned and deemed most powerful. The sticking point, however, is that no reliable link exists between where a person is looking and whether he or she is lying. Much of what we believe about lying is mythical and has no foundation in reality.


  Police Officers Are Good Lie Detectors—Untrue


  It turns out that some people are quite good at detecting lies. These people and the researchers who study them have helped us to know which cues actually predict deceit.


  Among the following, which groups, if any, do you think have superior lie-detection skills? And by “superior,” I mean that at least half the group’s members can detect lies with 70 percent accuracy or greater.


  US Secret Service agents


  Federal polygraphers comprising CIA, FBI, and other agents


  Judges


  Police


  Psychiatrists


  Students


  Researchers showed a number of subjects from various occupational backgrounds videos of people either lying or telling the truth. Only one group, the US Secret Service agents, fared significantly above chance at detecting when the people in the videotapes lied; but even then, only 53 percent of these agents correctly distinguished truths from lies over 70 percent of the time. The members of the other groups guessed at about chance levels.


  I was surprised to learn that most police officers, including those who investigate and even interrogate suspects, are no better than the average Joe or Jane at detecting lies. If we as a society would want anyone to have superior lie-detection abilities, it would be the police. Consider the fate of Jerry Watkins, whom a jailhouse inmate implicated in the murder of an eleven-year-old girl. After the girl had been missing for five days in 1984, her body was found in Indiana; she had been raped and stabbed repeatedly. Police considered Watkins a suspect in the case because the girl was his sister-in-law, and her family suspected he had molested her prior to the murder. But not until an inmate held in the same cell as Watkins testified that Watkins had confessed the murder to him did police charge Watkins with the killing. Due largely to the testimony of his cell mate, Watkins received a sentence of sixty years in prison.


  The only problem was that Watkins didn’t commit the murder. The cell mate’s lie went undetected, misdirecting the investigation all the way down to Watkins’s conviction for the horrific murder. After he had served thirteen long years in prison, DNA evidence proving that he had not been at the scene of the crime finally exonerated him.


  I wonder how often suspects and informants successfully dupe law enforcement officials. Like virtually all murder cases, this one was complex. But that’s no excuse for the fact that most people in law enforcement either receive no instruction in detecting deception or are unfortunately trained to recognize cues that have no scientific basis, or are flat-out wrong.


  The Clues to Use


  Before we get to the correct cues to look for, let’s pause for a moment for a couple of important caveats.


  First, all of the tells researchers have linked reliably to deception are merely clues, not telltale signs of dishonesty. Recognizing one sign of deceit, or even many, doesn’t mean that you’ve definitely identified a liar. Second, despite much consensus among researchers as to which specific cues predict deception, there is some disagreement as well. I’ve tried to boil the clues down to those that I think have received significant support. People telling high-stakes lies such as, “I didn’t cheat on my spouse,” are more likely to signal deception than people who tell white lies such as, “You look nice in that outfit.” Therefore, I focus on clues that researchers have found when studying people who tell real whoppers.


  Back from the commercial break.


  Recall Melanie, the bank teller questioned by her boss about the missing $100. This time, let’s assume she stole the money by sneaking it out of her drawer when the bank opened in the morning and concealing it under the front seat of her car. Later, her boss puts her on the spot in his office: “Did you steal the money?” Melanie has a choice: she can tell the truth or lie. Telling the truth is far easier because she knows exactly what happened. But if she wants to hoodwink her boss into thinking that she didn’t take the money, she might dream up a story, perhaps telling him she thinks she inadvertently gave a customer two $100 bills instead of two $50 bills. This honest mistake would explain the $100 shortfall in Melanie’s drawer.


  An expert lie catcher observing Melanie would look for two types of clues. The first, “thinking clues,” result from the extra mental effort that it takes to fabricate a story. If Melanie decides to lie to her boss, she must concoct the story about accidentally grabbing the incorrect bills. This additional mental work—or “cognitive effort,” as researchers sometimes refer to it—beyond simply telling what actually happened potentially generates a number of behavioral clues. For example, Melanie may hesitate in answering the question as she tries to think of a plausible story. Melanie may blink less, stammer a bit when she talks, repeat some words more often than usual, and talk less overall. Her story will likely contain some discrepancies. She may come across as more distant or removed as she recounts what happened. And her conversational gestures may be less animated, reflecting the cognitive load she’s experiencing.


  We can find it difficult to stamp out entirely the emotions that erupt in us when we tell high-stakes lies. As a result, they provide “emotional clues” to deceit. Chances are, when telling her boss a bald-face lie, Melanie will experience emotions such as guilt or fear, which can come about not only from telling the lie itself but from trying to cover up how she really feels.


  No one has studied the emotional clues to deceit more than Paul Ekman, who spent most of his career in the medical school at the University of California, San Francisco. Ekman’s work actually inspired FOX’s Lie to Me series. In 2009, Time magazine named the seventy-five-year-old Ekman one of the hundred most influential people for his seminal contributions in the field of emotion and for “teaching us how to recognize the subtle signs of truth.”


  The serendipitous origins of Ekman’s interest in deceit would ultimately lead him, his colleagues, and others in the field to numerous discoveries. Early in his career he taught psychiatry students in the medical school where he was a faculty member. According to Ekman, the students expressed interest in his work demonstrating the universality of emotional displays—something Darwin had proposed about one hundred years earlier. They were especially interested in a vital real-life question that Ekman didn’t know the answer to: “When a patient who had been admitted for acute depression requested a pass to return home for a day, claiming to feel much better and to no longer be thinking of suicide, how could they tell if the patient was telling the truth?”


  Ekman learned that “Mary,” a female patient, had lied when she requested a weekend pass to visit her family after the hospital had admitted her for depression a few weeks prior. Mary had a history of trying to take her own life, and she would do so again on this furlough. Fortunately, Ekman had videotaped the conversation in which she made the request, so he was able to review it to see what signs the staff might have missed.


  Ekman and one of his colleagues watched the film, hoping to identify a sign of deceit, but they saw none; Mary appeared happy and optimistic. Then they watched the twelve-minute interview frame-by-frame, which took more than one hundred hours. They saw something critical: just before answering a doctor’s question about her future plans, Mary had flashed a strong facial signal of anguish. It lasted a mere one-twelfth of a second, occupying 2 frames out of more than 17,000 in the interview. Mary resumed smiling to mask the emotion. Once Ekman knew what to look for, he found other fleeting signals of despair on Mary’s face throughout the interview, even without playing the film frame by frame. With practice, he could identify the signals in real time.


  Ekman didn’t stop there. He knew that Mary’s behavior might be unique to her and that he was looking for behavioral clues after he knew she had lied rather than before the fabrication. Ekman and his colleagues went on to study—and confirm—the links between emotional clues and deception. In some of his latest work with colleagues, Ekman can accurately predict from the face alone the presence of deception 70 percent of the time. When analyzing videotape that includes all of the known signals in the face, voice, speech, and body, Ekman can predict whether people are lying about 90 percent of the time.


  So here’s what the data tell us:


  MICROEXPRESSIONS: When people lie, they sometimes try to conceal their emotional state. They may be fearful or guilty or experience anguish like Mary did, despite her proclamations of happiness. But sometimes the liar’s emotions “leak” through facial cues, like those that passed over Mary’s expression in a blink of an eye. These microexpressions last no longer than a quarter second or so. One of Ekman’s colleagues analyzed the video of a famous professional baseball player during an interview with a television news magazine. When asked, “For the record, have you ever used a performance-enhancing substance?” the player said no, but then flashed a fleeting facial signal of contempt by contracting the corner of his lip on one side of his face. A few months later, the baseball great admitted to using performance-enhancing drugs. Microexpressions like Mary’s and the baseball player’s are barely perceptible, and research shows that most people cannot detect these expressions in real time. The good news, especially for law enforcement officers, is that Ekman has developed a short program to train people to detect microexpressions.


  “RELIABLE” MUSCLES: Some muscles of the face are almost impossible to contract voluntarily; Ekman calls these the “reliable” muscles. If you observe a person expressing sadness both verbally and facially, but the inner corners of his eyebrows are not going up and in, he may not be experiencing sadness at all. He’s unable to contract these muscles voluntarily despite his best efforts. Likewise, the muscle that surrounds the eyes, the same one that gives you crow’s-feet, is the reliable muscle associated with joy. I recently observed numerous smiles on television when watching the 2012 Olympics in London. The vast majority of medalists on the podium smiled during the awards ceremonies. But, looking carefully I could see that the silver medalists often didn’t contract the reliable muscles surrounding the eyes, whereas the gold and bronze medalists did most of the time. Silver medalists’ smiles seemed controlled and occasionally blended with other negative emotions like sadness. Systematic studies in which researchers have carefully recorded smiling among Olympic medal winners bear out these observations. When you observe someone smiling at your joke but don’t see the reliable muscle contracted, you can infer with some degree of confidence that the person didn’t find your joke all that funny.


  SQUELCHED EXPRESSIONS: One elderly woman I know—I’ll call her Ethel—is incredibly sharp but has many of the aches and pains that most experience at her age (arthritis, muscle soreness, and so forth). When I see her, I often ask, “How are you feeling?” I immediately see on her face that she is not feeling well, but she quickly feigns a smile, quipping that she’s feeling fine. Ekman calls Ethel’s initial countenance a “squelched expression,” because a person becomes aware of it and tries to clamp down on it, masking it with another expression, most often a smile. Squelched expressions are less complete than microexpressions, but they last longer, which makes them more identifiable. A person’s interrupting one expression and masking it with another is a reliable clue to deception.


  LOPSIDED FACIAL DISPLAYS: If a person displays an emotion with the facial muscles of one side of his face contracted more than the other, it’s possible that the person is feigning the expression. The vast majority of genuine facial displays of emotion are bilateral—that is, they show up on both sides of the face equally. When fabricating an emotional display, people are more likely to do so in an unbalanced manner. Next time you tell your friend a joke, look to see if her smile is symmetrical when she laughs.


  TIMING OF THE EMOTIONAL DISPLAY: If you’ve ever watched politicians on Sunday news programs or in debates, you’ll see numerous smiles that appear fabricated because they violate the timing of typical facial displays of emotion. My favorite example involves John McCain. During his presidential bid in 2008, several people in the blogosphere commented that his smile was “weird” and “peculiar.” Observations like these led The Onion, a satirical website, to publish the following about Joseph Chappel, McCain’s speechwriter, in the run-up to the election:


  Dreading a repeat of last month’s speech to a group of businesswomen in Ohio, during which McCain followed a mention of his wife with an awkward and eerie smirk, Chappel has avoided personal anecdotes for the new speech, omitted any mention of “God” or “this great nation,” and cut several phrases that had the potential to draw the 72-year-old candidate’s mouth open in a horrifying display of teeth and gums.


  The timing of McCain’s smile largely explains why observers and The Onion detected the oddity of his grin. Rather than contracting the muscles of his face smoothly and quickly, he sometimes did so in a delayed and jerky fashion. Most revealing, however, was the extended duration of his smiles. “Unless someone is having a peak experience, at the height of ecstasy, in a roaring rage, or at the bottom of depression,” wrote Ekman, “genuine emotional expressions don’t remain on the face for more than a few seconds.” In addition to his atypical timing, the “dead eyes” behind his smile did nothing to mitigate its plastered-on quality. Like most of us, McCain was unable to voluntarily contract the reliable muscles surrounding his eyes.


  THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FACIAL DISPLAYS AND OTHER BEHAVIORS: Genuine facial displays of emotion generally unfold at the same time as other relevant behaviors, whereas fabricated expressions precede or follow other cues inappropriately. For example, you should be less inclined to believe that a person is really upset with you if he displays anger on his face after he stamps his foot on the ground.


  THE EYES: Although there is some disagreement about whether people blink more when they lie, strong evidence indicates that when we prevaricate, our pupils dilate because our nervous system is aroused due to either stress or the need to think more. Obviously, tears seeping from someone’s eyes reveal that he might be experiencing an intense emotion, such as sadness, distress, or even utter enjoyment. With tears, we see the literal “leaking out” of emotion. Like blinking and pupil dilation, however, tears don’t tell us anything about deception per se, only that a person may be experiencing strong emotions.


  THE VOICE: People who lie tend to speak in a higher-pitched voice, making them sound tenser or more distressed than people telling the truth.


  They Walk Among Us


  One group of people walking the planet could teach the rest of us a lot about lie detection: truth wizards. Researchers have identified these lie-detection all-stars by administering several video tests to over 15,000 people. Whereas most people correctly identify deceit only about 50 percent of the time, or at chance, these so-called truth wizards accurately detect it in excess of 80 percent of cases. To date, researchers have identified only about fifty truth wizards.


  One such truth wizard is a woman who calls herself Eyes for Lies (EFL). EFL is middle-aged, has brown hair and eyes, and holds an undergraduate degree in journalism and a master’s degree in science in education. She is to lie detection what Yo Yo Ma and Jimi Hendrix are to music; she is among the very best at what she does.


  EFL grew up knowing she had an uncanny ability to read others. The first related memory she recalls is playing the card game “Lie,” in which players detect when someone is lying or telling the truth. Her friends soon figured out that playing against her was a losing proposition. At the time, EFL attributed her decisive wins to good luck, but now she thinks the game reflected her early capacities as a human lie detector. By middle school, she was fully aware of her gift; she knew what made people tick, what they really wanted from others, and their fears and anxieties in life. One of her friends in middle school even accused her of being a witch—a charge she denied—because of her seemingly supernatural capacities.


  Throughout her adult life, EFL strove to understand others and analyze their behavior. In her early thirties, she went on a “mission” to figure out why she was so good at reading people’s nonverbal cues. To test her capabilities, she began providing insight and advice to others to see if events would bear her predictions out. Then, in 2004 EFL saw something that changed her life: an article on MSN.com discussing the Wizards Project. She quickly wrote to the late Maureen O’Sullivan, a researcher who helped spearhead the project. Within a week of being tested, EFL won official truth wizard status.


  I asked EFL about her reaction to the news:


  When I got the test results, I actually bawled my eyes out. My reaction surprised even me! For years and years, I had friends who couldn’t see what I saw. They always told me that I overanalyzed people and that I was crazy, that I thought too much, and to hear that I was truly gifted caused years of stress to come barreling out in tears. Once that passed, I was happy with the news, and it changed my life.


  Dr. O’Sullivan flew to my home and spent four days interviewing my family and me, and it was then that I started to learn why I saw the world differently. For the first time in my life, I could articulate “why” I was different. I saw nuances in body language, communication, facial expressions, and emotions that other people didn’t—and that’s why I saw the world so differently! It felt so good to finally understand it all!


  Today, EFL provides training for law enforcement agencies across the country and maintains a website and blog detailing her analyses of individuals suspected of lying in publicly available interviews. She scrutinizes these interviews and predicts whether the people are lying before the truth becomes known. In some cases, she analyzes the potential truthfulness of high-profile murder suspects; in others she scrutinizes more trivial aspects of life, such as whether Britney Spears was as happy in her marriage as she claimed. As I write, she has correctly predicted whether people lied or told the truth in thirty-seven of the thirty-nine incidents she has analyzed—an impressive record by almost any standard.


  Truth wizards share one common denominator: they are highly determined and motivated to find the truth in situations that call for it. Unlike most people, they have an insatiable curiosity to know the truth. They analyze the subtleties of interaction that slide right past most of us. For example, a truth wizard would contemplate all the gradations of behavior exhibited by her teenager as he told her he was at his best friend’s house the previous night, whereas most people would briefly consider the comment and move on. “Our wizards are extraordinarily attuned to detecting the nuances of facial expressions, body language, and ways of talking and thinking,” said Maureen O’Sullivan. “Some of them can observe a videotape for a few seconds and amazingly they can describe eight details about the person on the tape.”


  Are truth wizards innately gifted at detecting deceit, or do they develop the ability with dedication and practice alone? The answer is probably a combination of the two; there’s little doubt that Mozart had an innate gift, but we wouldn’t know his name or music unless he had dedicated himself passionately to his craft. Truth wizards are likely the same; their genes give them a foundation to read other people, but their constant analysis of others’ behaviors and the feedback they seek make them lie-detection superstars.


  Concluding Thoughts


  Whether or not your spouse looks at you when he tells you he didn’t have a clandestine affair at work has nothing to do with the truth of his statement. It also doesn’t matter if he fidgets, touches his nose and ears, or shift s his posture a lot when trying to convince you. It does matter if he shows some of the tells reliably linked to lying.


  Be careful though: just because you’re confident you see one or two bona fide deception tells, that doesn’t mean he’s not telling the truth. It’s important to look for a cluster of behaviors that betray a person’s deceit. If you ask your spouse whether he cheated on you and he says no, but you hear his voice pitch heighten and catch a microexpression of fear coupled with a disingenuous smile (especially when smiling isn’t called for in this situation), you should be more concerned. “Most liars leave a wake of clues in their path,” according to EFL. Noticing multiple clues rather than relying on only one signal in isolation is fundamental. We are always revising probabilities of deceit given new information.


  But even if you do notice a constellation of clues, I encourage you not to snap to judgment about the truth of others’ statements. Instead, such a pattern should signal you to ask more questions.


  
    
      

    

  


  
    
      Party-Worthy Findings

    


    1.Not much better than chance: Most of us are virtually no better than chance at detecting the lies of others.


    2.Accurate analysis of tells: When analyzing videotape that includes all of the known signals in the face, voice, speech, and body, researchers can predict whether people are lying 90 percent of the time.


    3.Truth wizards among us: Truth wizards, a very select group of people, can detect lies with greater than 80 percent accuracy.
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  THE POWER OF ENTHUSIASM


  “Good teaching is one-fourth preparation and three-fourths theater.”


  —GAIL GODWIN


  Since the beginning of my academic career, I’ve invited undergraduate students to my home for dinner midway through the semester. These dinners provide a great opportunity for us to get to know one another in a more relaxed atmosphere outside the classroom. During these evenings, I often ask students which classes have been their favorites, and inevitably they begin describing the professors who teach these courses. According to my students, the best teachers are those who have mastery of and passion for their fields and also communicate clearly and assess students fairly.


  These conversations often make me reminisce about my own college professors. I think of Dr. Bishop, who taught developmental psychology—a “womb-to-tomb” course that covered the gamut of development across the lifespan. He meticulously prepared his lectures, each of which featured a variety of interesting techniques, including stories, illustrations, theory, and data, to adroitly communicate the pertinent information. I remember leaving class each day with my head filled with fascinating ideas, unanswered questions, and a thirst for more. In contrast, I can recall some professors with less than optimal teaching styles, who failed to fan even an intrinsic interest in the course material. I’m confident that you too can conjure up the images of your most and least cherished teachers throughout your education.


  Whereas we judge the quality of a waitress with a tip or a politician with a vote, we evaluate professors at the end of their courses with anonymous student surveys. These forms vary among institutions in terms of the specific questions posed and the balance between quantitative data (i.e., ratings on scales) and qualitative data (i.e., opportunities to provide written comments). Evaluations might ask students to rate professors on a scale of one to seven in terms of how much the course contributed to their education, the professor’s knowledge, preparation, availability outside class, fairness, timeliness, and the degree to which the professor stimulated their interest in the course content. In addition to soliciting information about the faculty member, surveys often ask students why they enrolled in the class and their expected grade. When the students finish answering the questions on the form, they submit it to the institution, and, typically, the faculty member receives the evaluations after submitting final grades for the course.


  These evaluations, which have become ubiquitous in higher education, allow us to address fundamental questions: Are students really as perceptive as they think about judging the quality of their teachers? Does the content of courses drive students’ opinions of what makes for a good teacher, or is something else more important? And, perhaps most relevant for the topic at hand, how long does it take for students to form their opinions of instructors? Studies addressing these questions are stacking up, and the answers, I think, will surprise you. So will the implications.


  It Only Takes Six Seconds


  How quickly do students begin to form their impressions of instructors? Consider one study in which students in fourteen different courses taught by five different instructors completed teaching evaluations. One group filled out the evaluations at the end of the first class of the semester, and another group did so at the end of the first week. At the end of the semester, all of the students filled out the same evaluations.


  Students’ ratings at the beginning of the term—both at the end of the first day and at the end of the first week—accurately predicted their ratings of the instructor at the end of the term. They accurately predicted how much interest the instructors showed, how well they communicated the importance of the subject and their expectations for the class, the degree to which they provided good feedback, how available they were to students, the degree to which they graded based on expectations, how much they encouraged students, and how challenging students would find the course. In other words, students form their first impressions of an instructor as early as the first day and hold these perceptions as much as four months later.


  Perhaps students are truly getting an honest sense of how good an instructor is on the first day. After all, the faculty member may be accurately communicating her expectations, her interest in the material, and how much feedback she’ll be giving students throughout the semester. But what if students’ impressions are based not on what the instructor discusses during the first day but on her personality or nonverbal tells?
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  Expert knowledge, clear communication, and an enthusiastic style can lead to highly successful teaching.


  In a seminal study, Nalini Ambady and Robert Rosenthal set out to determine just how quickly people can infer the “quality” of an instructor. The study was elegant in design: The researchers videotaped graduate teaching fellows at Harvard as they led undergraduate courses in the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences. At the end of the term, students in the classes rated them on the following using a numeric scale:


  “Rate the quality of the section overall.”


  “Rate section leader’s performance overall.”


  The researchers averaged these ratings to derive an overall score for the instructor.


  Ambady and Rosenthal then showed the videotapes to people who had never taken the courses with the instructor. These subjects rated the teachers on a number of specific nonverbal behaviors, such as confidence, likability, and enthusiasm. But rather than show the subjects the videotapes in their entirety—that is, asking them to view one hour per instructor—these researchers were more ambitious: they showed only thirty seconds of video for each instructor (ten seconds each from the beginning, middle, and end of class). Moreover, they showed the strangers the brief clips without sound.


  With only thirty seconds of video, the strangers could differentiate the high- from the low-quality instructors. Instructors whom students rated as performing well and having high-quality sections struck strangers, based on their nonverbal cues, as warmer and more active, enthusiastic, optimistic, supportive, confident, likable, dominant, and competent. In a follow-up study, the researchers employed a similar methodology, but with high school teachers. Based on thirty-second clips, strangers deemed teachers rated more highly on effectiveness by their principals as warmer and more accepting, attentive, professional, optimistic, likable, and enthusiastic. Importantly, the correlations between nonverbal behavior and instructor ratings were exceedingly high, speaking to the highly predictive nature of tells for subsequent quality ratings by students (in the case of college classes) and principals (in the case of high school teachers).


  In a study they dubbed “‘Thinning’ the Slices,” Ambady and Rosenthal cut the three ten-second clips down to three two-second clips (six seconds total). Astonishingly—at least to me—strangers’ ratings of the graduate instructors’ nonverbal behavior during these six seconds predicted their end-of-semester scores. Specifically, instructors whom students rated as performing well and having high-quality sections appeared to the strangers to be more active, attentive, competent, confident, empathic, enthusiastic, honest, likable, optimistic, and supportive.


  Counterintuitively, the predictions of judges shown the thirty-second clips to assess the nonverbal behaviors of the graduate instructors were no more accurate than those of judges shown the six-second clips. This was not the case with the strangers evaluating high school teachers, as the shorter clips did not predict performance. And, if you’re wondering, judges assessing the nonverbal behavior of both the graduate instructors and the high school teachers were relatively unaffected by their attractiveness.


  When I tell my faculty colleagues that mere seconds of behavior, even with no vocal cues, can predict course evaluations, they’re often surprised. “What exactly happens in those precious seconds?” they ask. According to one study, good lecturers “are very expressive in their faces, hands, bodies, and voice, and they stand rather than sit and move in the classroom space. They show strong orientation toward their audience. They make continuous shifts.” In other words, they inundate their audience with enthusiasm tells.


  Are warm, enthusiastic teachers really more knowledgeable and better teachers than people who are reserved? Or are students’ evaluations of the quality of a faculty member largely influenced by presentation style?


  Dr. Ceci’s “Enthusiasm Experiment”


  The studies above adopted a correlational design, so one doesn’t really know for sure what caused end-of-semester teaching evaluations to vary with nonverbal behavior. To ascertain this, we’d need an experiment in which the instructor manipulated his presentation style but maintained the exact same content across courses. Fortunately, a team at Cornell University conducted this exact study. Stephen Ceci, a renowned behavioral scientist, had been teaching developmental psychology for years, receiving student evaluations typical of other similar-level courses at the university. After he had been teaching the course for almost two decades, Cornell invited him to enroll in a workshop on presentation style between the fall and spring semesters.


  This offered Ceci a great opportunity. In the fall, he audio-recorded himself giving well-rehearsed lectures during the semester. Then he took the workshop taught by a media consultant who focused purely on presentation style. The consultant trained the instructors to present information more enthusiastically by gesturing with their hands and varying their vocal inflection.


  [image: ]


  Armed with this training, Ceci taught the identical content in the spring. He took great pains to make sure everything else about the class was the same as it had been the previous fall; he used the same book, the same lectures, the same grading policies, the same exams, the same office hours, the same syllabus, and the same slides, videos, and transparencies, and the student demographics were the same. He listened to the audio recordings he had made of his fall lectures and tried to memorize each before delivering it in the spring. He used the same detailed outlines and transparencies to ensure he talked about the exact same content. At the end of the spring semester, two naive coders listened to several randomly selected lectures from both the semesters. They found 100 percent agreement in the ideas communicated in the fall and the spring.


  As you can see in the above graphs, the data were clear. Students exposed to Ceci’s enthusiastic presentations were much more positive about both the instructor and the course—even though everything else was identical. They perceived him as more enthusiastic and knowledgeable, more tolerant of others’ views, more accessible to students, and more organized.


  [image: All comparisons between semesters were statistically significant (1–5 scale)]


  All comparisons between semesters were statistically significant (1–5 scale).


  In terms of the course itself, students in the fall reported that they learned about an “average” amount, whereas in the spring they reported learning “a lot.” To test this perception against reality, the researchers compared students’ exam scores and final grades for both semesters and found them virtually equal. Students taught by “Enthusiastic Professor Ceci” only thought they learned more than those instructed by “Reserved Professor Ceci.” The students in the spring semester also reported that the course goals, expectations, and grading policy were more clearly stated and that the grading was more fair. They even rated the identical textbook more positively in the spring.


  The evaluations asked students one final question: “Among courses that you have taken at this level, how would you rate this one?” Students in the fall rated the course somewhere between “poor” and “average,” whereas students taught by Professor Ceci’s enthusiastic alter ego rated the course as “good.” Numerically, the rating on this question increased more than 1.5 standard deviations—not an insignificant amount. Was the enthusiastic version of Professor Ceci a better teacher than his more serious counterpart? Did the students learn more? Although not a perfect study, it should give us pause about the power of enthusiasm both in and out of the classroom.


  So What?


  So, why should we care about what drives students’ perceptions of good teaching? These studies may appear a bit esoteric—though I hope you agree with me that they’re quite surprising—but I think the implications are relevant and important. Consider three.


  First, the studies tell us something about how our minds work and the importance of remaining humble. If you ask students, they will never tell you that hand gestures, voice inflection, and the like largely drive their opinions of teachers. But the studies described above suggest exactly that. We think we know what makes a good teacher—expertise in the field, clear goals, fair grading, quality course materials, organization, and accessibility—but we really don’t, at least not when we’re asked about it in evaluations. The evidence suggests that how a teacher conducts herself is at least as important, if not more so, than course content when it comes to the experience of learning.


  The larger point is that so much more than we understand or acknowledge molds our perceptions of those around us. How much you’ve based a favorable impression of your pastor, rabbi, new romantic partner, mayor, kid’s teacher, or physician on true talent and quality versus superficial characteristics is hard to ascertain. Quality and superficial characteristics are often intertwined, and we are seldom conscious of how much one impacts our overall assessment. The bottom line is that we think we know why we like or dislike someone, but we probably don’t, at least not completely.


  Second, the data have significant implications for the field of education. As a college student, I spent about five to ten minutes filling out teaching evaluations for each class. I had no idea what happened to them afterward or how they were used. I thought that perhaps faculty open to feedback might consider my comments, but beyond that, the forms might have been sucked into a black hole.


  Nothing could be further from the truth, at least for faculty who still are up for professional review. These evaluations often have high-stakes consequences; they are the most widely used means by which institutions of higher education evaluate faculty teaching. In fact, tenure, promotion, and salary decisions at many institutions rest to a significant degree, and sometimes solely, on the performance of the faculty as assessed by evaluations. “If I trust one source of data on teaching performance,” said one dean, “I trust the students.” Poor student evaluations can turn faculty members’ lives upside down; they can be denied tenure and effectively told to look for a job elsewhere. Should some institutions reconsider the weight placed on evaluations in personnel decisions, considering that only a few seconds of content-free nonverbal behavior can predict what students will say?


  Other problems ensue. The gravity placed on evaluations in decisions regarding tenure and promotion gives instructors incentive to inflate students’ grades. Faculty in the United States are handing out As like hotcakes: in 2008, 43 percent of grades were As, compared to only about 16 percent in the 1960s. Today’s students may be mastering the course material better than their earlier counterparts, but I highly doubt it. Instructors’ standards for an A are lower, on average, than they were in decades past. Of course, multiple factors likely enter into the equation of grade inflation, but one of them is almost certainly the fact that teaching evaluations play such an important role in some faculty members’ academic livelihoods.


  There’s another danger in placing such heavy emphasis on evaluations: faculty may be consciously or unconsciously sacrificing rigor in their courses. In a recent review of the literature, an author wrote that “the research almost universally finds a negative association between rigor and learning on teaching evaluations. . . . Students seem to associate rigor with negative instructor characteristics that override positive learning relationships.” American humorist Donald Marquis (1878–1937) summed this relation up succinctly: “If you make people think they’re thinking, they’ll love you. If you really make them think, they’ll hate you.”


  The implications reach beyond the college classroom. Every year, school districts evaluate thousands of K–12 teachers across the United States to assess their merit. One component of whether or not my wife, who teaches first grade, receives an “effective” teacher designation is the principal’s evaluation of her in the classroom. For a few hours during the semester, the principal observes her teaching style and then fills out a standardized form that is supposed to reflect the quality of her teaching. On the face of it, this seems like a reasonable way to assess teaching, but if you apply the findings I’ve described in this chapter, this procedure should concern you if you care about the US educational system. It’s quite likely that across the country, teachers’ expressivity influences administrators’ evaluations at least as much as their ability to articulate information clearly and provide a content-rich experience. Of course, being expressive surely plays a role in the educational process, especially at the elementary level, but it probably shouldn’t drive evaluations.


  The final implication of this work focuses on the power of something called the “expressivity halo.” Others perceive people who are expressive and animated in their social interactions—like the enthusiastic version of Professor Ceci—to be warmer and more sociable, dominant, motivated, and interpersonally skilled than their less expressive counterparts. This is the likely explanation for the findings in the studies of teachers described above. One professor I know who had taught only a few years stumbled on the phenomenon before going up for tenure: “I think I figured out how to raise my course evaluations, just by trial and error and taking lumps over the years. I learned to pretend to be an extrovert.” When it’s adaptive to harness the power of extroversion, professors can be perceptive.


  The power of the expressivity halo—or the “what is expressive is good” principle—goes beyond education. I noticed this when I brought my grandmother to see two physicians. The first was in his mid-forties and appeared very competent, but if I were to rate his expressiveness during interactions with her, I’d give him about a two on a ten-point scale. For various reasons, my grandmother had to switch doctors. The new doctor was in her mid-forties as well, but she was very expressive and personable; she had a large presence in the room when she entered, smiled and nodded a lot, and gestured amply during conversation. She wasn’t off-the-charts expressive—I’d give her about an eight on the same scale—but the contrast between her and the other physician was stark.


  Not only did my grandmother like the expressive physician better, but she did “what the doctor ordered” more. Of course, any number of reasons could explain my grandmother’s perceptions and compliance, but at least one set of studies in a health-care setting supports the expressivity of the doctors as an explanation. Researchers videotaped physical therapists interacting with patients who were at least seventy-five years old; for each practitioner, they then extracted three twenty-second clips from these interactions and showed them to a group of judges with the sound off. They also measured patients’ perceptions of the health-care providers and their interactions.


  Much like my grandmother, elderly patients with physical therapists who were more emotionally expressive during their interactions perceived them to be warmer and more empathic, concerned, and caring. Importantly, though, the expressivity halo went beyond mere perception; patients with expressive therapists were cognitively sharper and could perform more daily activities like dressing, walking, and going to the bathroom independently, compared to those with the least expressive therapists. Thus, by watching only one minute of silent video, judges could predict, based on their perceptions of therapists’ expressivity, which patients would improve most.


  Despite the power of the expressivity halo in driving how we perceive others, most people do not recognize its effects. When I ask my students over dinner which classes are their favorites, none of them ever tell me that they appreciate a particular faculty member’s emotional expressivity. Rather, they comment on the course content, the professor’s expertise, and how fairly the instructor grades work. Other peoples’ level of outgoingness largely influences how much we like them—at least at first. The problem is that the effects of the expressivity halo are powerful and yet unrecognized.


  Frankly, I think the expressivity halo is pernicious in that, although we shouldn’t, we often judge people based on their expressiveness. How do we guard against doing this in both our personal and our professional lives? Perhaps as importantly, how can people leverage the consequences of the expressivity halo? I once told a colleague, who had recently received his PhD, about the findings in this chapter. About three weeks later, he half-jokingly said to me, “Matt, thanks for helping me land a job.” I asked, “How on earth did I do that?” He replied that during the job talk he gave, he upped his level of expressivity significantly. He thought that his enthusiasm had engaged his audience. Whether he should attribute his success to expressivity is questionable, but he clearly took the implications of these data to heart.


  
    
      

    

  


  
    
      Party-Worthy Findings

    


    1.Parallels between first- and last-day evaluations: Students’ evaluations at the end of the first day of a professor’s class map to those same students’ evaluations at the end of the semester.


    2.Six seconds to a quality professor: From a six-second video of a professor teaching, strangers can predict the end-of-semester evaluations of students who had the professor the entire semester.


    3.The power of enthusiasm: By merely behaving more enthusiastically, a professor can not only raise student evaluations of his teaching but also improve the quality of the course textbook.
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  CATCHING THE CUES OF THE CASH COW


  “One of the hardest tasks of leadership is understanding that you are not what you are, but what you’re perceived to be by others.”


  —EDWARD L. FLOM


  Let’s face it, in life’s grand scheme, it probably doesn’t matter much if one instructor teaches a course well or ineptly; each class represents only a fraction of a student’s overall education. The performance of a corporation in the massive economy of the United States, however, is a different story. Its success or failure can impact the lives of millions. If a company grows over time, innovates new products, and creates profits, a number of different groups benefit: stockholders make money, employees have jobs that generate tax revenue, and customers gain access to desired products for affordable prices.


  To be a part of this economic equation, companies must vie with each other in the marketplace to offer goods and services, generating fierce competition. Andrew Carnegie addressed this clash of corporations: “While the law of competition may be sometimes hard for the individual, it is best for the race, because it ensures the survival of the fittest in every department.” According to Carnegie and renowned economists like John Maynard Keynes, Frederick von Hayek, and Joseph Schumpeter, the tooth-and-nail fights companies engage in are essential for them to survive and thrive in the economic milieu.


  Herbert Spencer, a nineteenth-century English philosopher who came to America in 1882 and whom many prominent business leaders welcomed as a capitalist savior, likely inspired Carnegie’s sentiment. A well-known scholar of his day, Spencer adapted Darwin’s principles of evolution and applied them to almost every sphere of life, including economic systems and institutions. According to Spencer, capitalistic companies operate according to what he termed “survival of the fittest,” a phrase often mistakenly attributed to Charles Darwin. This principle operates exactly as one would expect: companies compete, and those that are better adapted to a particular economic climate thrive, whereas the more poorly adapted fail. Though companies such as Swissair, Polaroid, Commodore, DeLorean, and Pan Am were very successful at one time, they did not change with the economic environment and eventually died out. Companies that make innovative products and smart business choices, like Walmart, General Electric, and McDonalds, grow and prosper.


  CEOs, then, are charged with adapting their companies to excel in ever-turbulent economic and consumer environments over time. Many CEOs, some synonymous with the companies they lead, have become household names—think Steve Jobs, Bill Gates, Jack Welch, Michael Dell, Mark Zuckerberg, Oprah Winfrey, Martha Stewart, Donald Trump, and Warren Buffett, to name only a few. Their reputations impact their companies long after their tenures have ended. Walt Disney’s family-oriented emphasis has remained synonymous with the Disney brand since his death in 1966.


  Given the central role CEOs play in their companies and the godlike status they seem to have acquired in recent years, it takes an enormous amount of money to hire the best person available. CEO salaries have increased dramatically over the last few decades. In 1980, CEOs made about forty times more than the average worker; by 2010 they earned a whopping 350 times more.


  So it pays—literally—to know what qualities define the business world’s best CEOs. Is it charisma? Economic acumen? Knowledge of the industry? It turns out that the answer depends on whom you ask. If you do a Google search, scores of different people claim to know what qualities predict CEO success. Even the academic studies on the subject are mixed.


  What Predicts CEO Success?


  The ability to predict a company’s success is extremely valuable; stock traders try to do it every day to make their clients (and themselves) wealthy. Neither the popular nor the academic literature can identify one specific and consistent personality trait that directly affects success, but it turns out that we can predict the accomplishments of CEOs—at least as measured by the profitability of the companies they run—from the thinnest possible slice of evidence: a photograph.


  In a landmark study, Nicholas Rule and Nalini Ambady, both at Tufts University at the time, addressed a simple question: can we predict the profits of companies by examining the facial tells of the their CEOs? Rule and Ambady examined at-a-glance ratings by complete strangers who knew nothing about the CEOs’ day-to-day behavior and decisions. The researchers asked subjects to examine head shots of male CEOs who ran the top and bottom twenty-five companies listed on the Fortune 500 in 2006 (fifty companies total). The subjects rated the faces on the following:


  POWER: assessed by ratings of CEOs’ competence, dominance, and facial maturity


  WARMTH: assessed by ratings of CEOs’ likeability and trustworthiness


  LEADERSHIP: assessed on a seven-point scale in response to the question “How good would this person be at leading a company?”


  How could strangers, who know nothing about the identities of the CEOs or the companies they run, look at the businessmen’s faces and predict the success of their companies? And yet, a link surfaced: CEOs with faces perceived as powerful—competent, dominant, and mature—were significantly more likely to run profitable companies; those with less-powerful-looking faces tended to run companies at the bottom of profitability. CEOs whom subjects thought would be good at leading a company were significantly more likely to manage profitable enterprises. These findings held even when researchers statistically controlled for CEOs’ attractiveness, emotional displays in the photos, and age. The CEOs’ perceived warmth had no link to profits. A follow-up study showed that competence and leadership ratings, but not the other traits, also predicted profits of Fortune 1000 companies run by female CEOs. According to Rule and Ambady, “The ability to infer success from faces is applicable to both male and female CEOs.”


  “These findings,” wrote the authors, “suggest that naive judgments may provide more accurate assessments of individuals than well-informed judgments can.” In fact, most previous studies that have failed to find potential links between CEOs’ characteristics and the success of their companies have relied on surveys from employees who know their bosses. The fact that people who know nothing about a CEO can predict his or her company’s profits is powerful. Might it be prudent for boards of trustees who hire CEOs to take into account strangers’ perceptions of candidates’ faces? Obviously, this is only one piece of evidence that merits replication, but it’s an empirically valid finding that’s difficult to argue with.


  Objective Criteria That Predict CEO Performance


  A distinction is relevant at this point. With the student evaluations discussed in the previous chapter, the predicted outcome is a subjective criterion since it depends on people’s perceptions of instructor quality. In contrast, Rule and Ambady’s study on CEOs found that subjects’ ratings of a variety of traits based on photographs could predict an objective criterion: company profitability. Here, a subjective measure, people’s perceptions of power, predicted a real-world objective criterion, profits.


  Are there objective means to predict objective outcomes among the CEOs’ businesses? We can investigate this question from two angles. First, can we measure any objective predictor variables within the perceivers of the CEOs that predict the performance of companies? Second, can we measure any objective predictor variables in the CEOs themselves to predict the performance of their companies? Let’s take each of these questions in turn.


  To answer the first question, Rule, Ambady, and some of their colleagues asked subjects to examine sixty-eight photographs of CEOs (both men and women) for two seconds each, while a functional magnetic resonance imaging, or fMRI, machine scanned their brains to see which parts lit up. After completing this task in the scanner, subjects sat at a laptop computer and rated how successful they thought each CEO would be at leading a company. Finally, the researchers asked a separate group of subjects to rate the CEOs on a number of other traits, including attractiveness and emotional expressiveness. When subjects looked at faces of CEOs who ran profitable companies, the amygdalae on the left side of their brains were significantly more active, on average, than when they looked at photos of those who led less profitable companies (see below). The researchers propose that these CEOs’ faces “stand out,” signaling a greater degree of power and dominance than those of their less successful counterparts.


  [image: Response of the left amygdala when subjects viewed CEOs who led the most profitable companies.]


  Response of the left amygdala when subjects viewed CEOs who led the most profitable companies.


  Let’s turn then to our second question: is there an objective measure of CEOs that will predict their success in running a company? One team at the University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee, set out to find the answer by examining the photos of fifty-five male CEOs who led Fortune 500 companies. Specifically, they examined each CEO’s facial width-to-height ratio (WHR), a trait linked to aggression in men (as mentioned in Chapter 4) and to a psychological perception of power. Since CEOs don’t make decisions in a vacuum, the researchers also assessed whether companies’ leadership teams tended to see decisions as black-and-white, deferring to the authority of leadership, or in shades of grey, actively soliciting diverse opinions in their decision-making process.


  CEOs with greater WHRs, that is wider faces, tended to run better-performing companies, but this trend only held if their leadership team was deferential and conceded to their authority. The researchers reported an anecdote about General Electric CEO Jeffrey Immelt, who had a high WHR compared to most CEOs in their sample. In the middle of the first decade of the 2000s, Immelt confronted a decision concerning the company’s environmental responsibilities. The authors reported that although the leadership team at General Electric strongly disagreed with his vision on this issue, they conceded to his strategy. The authors argued that because company performance correlated to CEOs’ WHRs primarily when boards were passive, CEOs actively influenced the performance of their companies. Whether the wide-faced CEOs were actually more aggressive or just perceived as such is unknown, but researchers found a statistical link between the dimensions of a leader’s face and the performance of a company. (That being said, I wouldn’t suggest purchasing stock based on the CEO’s facial breadth.)


  Pick up a picture of the head of your company. What tells do you pick up on? What is she communicating to the rest of the world, and what impact might this have on the performance of your company?


  Are Leaders Born or Made (or Both)?


  These studies raise an intriguing question. Are the differences in facial appearance among business leaders innate, or do the leaders come to acquire the look of leadership with increased success and other life experiences?


  One hypothesis—let’s call it the “face begets success” hypothesis—posits that some individuals are born with physical features that result in more leadership opportunities. From this perspective, looking successful actually fosters success. This effect can occur in any number of ways. People may treat powerful-looking people more like leaders, in much the way that adults tend to treat attractive infants more positively than less attractive babies. Also, people who look like leaders may receive more opportunities to develop their leadership skills. Thus, looks beget opportunities, yielding experiences that may cultivate leadership success.


  A second hypothesis—let’s call it the “success begets a face” hypothesis—implies that successful leaders’ faces may change over time to “look the part.” Some evidence suggests that repeated facial movements can leave their mark by wrinkling the skin and shifting the musculature. Data also suggest that the facial structures of married couples who spend an extensive amount of time together begin to resemble each other more closely as a result of facial mimicry.


  Although no definitive evidence exists to tease these hypotheses apart, two studies do shed light on the issue. First, consider the above study in which CEOs with wider faces were more likely to run financially successful companies with a deferential board. Given that width-to-height ratios are relatively stable over the life span, it’s almost certain that neither the facial bones nor the musculature of the CEOs changed as a result of success. Since one’s facial structure is relatively fixed throughout life, this study supports the “face begets success” hypothesis.


  Another piece of evidence sheds further light on this question. Researchers asked subjects to assess the facial warmth and power of managing partners at America’s top one hundred law firms. Just as in their studies of CEOs, Rule and Ambady found that when examining current photos of the partners, subjects’ perceptions of power, but not warmth, predicted the profitability of law firms. The researchers then asked a different group of subjects to assess the college yearbook photos of the same managing partners, taken, on average, more than thirty years before the study. In line with the results from current photos and in support of the “face begets success” hypothesis, perceptions of power in college photographs, but not warmth, predicted the profitability of law firms. The images put forth by profitable law firms could have been professionally polished and chosen specifically because they projected confidence or power. In contrast, no such possibility exists regarding the standard college yearbook photos taken thirty years prior. Nevertheless, the study authors appropriately caution that one’s innate facial appearance does not determine leadership acumen; natural appearance may increase the probability of success, but life experiences undoubtedly play a role as well.


  When considering the findings regarding CEO perceptions and profitability, one should consider the influence of culture and race. Although the perception of male CEO power predicts company profits in America, the same is not true for companies in Japan. For instance, Japanese, unlike Americans, do not associate leadership ability with traits like dominance and power. Also, the race of CEOs may mediate the influence of qualities like power and warmth. Due to their disproportionately high representation in the corporate world’s upper echelons, Caucasian CEOs have been the predominant focus of virtually all of the studies discussed. Black CEOs who display a warmer baby face, versus a powerful face, are more likely to lead more prestigious companies and earn higher salaries, according to one study. The authors of this study argue that among black CEOs, having a warm baby face mitigates stereotypes of black males as threatening.


  What Predicts Salesperson Success?


  What about the performance of employees, particularly salespeople? Can tells predict their success, and if so, in what capacity?


  Recently, I did something that I do only if absolutely necessary: purchase a vehicle. My wife did some homework and realized that the car I was driving had poor safety ratings for a rear impact, and since I transport my son in the back daily, I began shopping for a different vehicle. After reading a variety of reviews, we decided to purchase either a used Toyota Camry or a Honda Accord—both safe, popular, and affordable vehicles.


  Over several days, I visited a number of dealerships selling Camrys and Accords. I couldn’t help but notice the marked differences among the salespeople at these dealerships. One of the first salesmen I met was Tom, a tall, well-dressed man in his mid-thirties with blond hair and a thin build. Just after I parked my car, Tom approached. As soon as I got out of my car, he gripped my hand confidently, introduced himself, and asked, “What brings you here today?” I proceeded to tell him that I had identified a couple vehicles on his lot that I’d like to look at and possibly test drive. I also told him, like I do almost every salesperson I encounter on a car lot, that I had limited time and would like to use it efficiently. Tom began by asking me some relatively perceptive questions about my needs in a car, how much I wanted to spend, and so forth. I was most struck by his warm approach and supportive style of communication. He seemed genuine and came across more as a partner in the process than as just a salesman, as though it were his mission to ensure that I obtained the product I wanted. Frankly, his style impressed me.


  My experience at another dealership was vastly different. I walked in, and Rob, another man in his mid-thirties with brown hair and a muscular body, promptly approached. We introduced ourselves, and I proceeded to inform him that I was on a schedule and really wanted to make my time with him count. Though Tom and Rob were similar in age, their interpersonal communication styles differed drastically. Perhaps because I told Rob that I wanted use our time efficiently, he didn’t ask me any questions about what I was looking for in a car. However, once he found out that I worked at a nearby university, he couldn’t stop asking me questions about the demographics of the students, what the campus was like, and what institutional strengths were evident. Though I politely answered his questions, albeit briefly, he didn’t seem to consider that I really did want to spend my time with him productively. When I finally managed to redirect the conversation to the reason I was there—to look at cars—Rob appeared disinterested. When he showed me the vehicles in the lot, his routine seemed more mechanical than tailored to my specific interests in a vehicle. Despite the fact that Rob showed me what I needed to see and allowed me to drive the cars I wanted, my experience with him was lacking compared to my time with Tom.


  I’d be willing to bet that Tom sells more vehicles per month than Rob. Tom’s style was warmer, more enthusiastic, and more genuine than Rob’s. Individuals who make their living in sales convey their motivations, emotions, and personality to customers within seconds of a first encounter. We quickly judge: Is this person competent? Can I trust him? Does he have my interests in mind? And there’s little doubt that our answers to these questions, albeit oftentimes unconscious, influence the likelihood of our ultimately making a purchase.


  How much does the interpersonal style of the salespeople we meet predict our buying behavior? Researchers asked upper management at a large US corporation to rate several of their sales managers as either “average” or “outstanding” based explicitly on their sales effectiveness and supervisors’ evaluations. Investigators interviewed the sales managers about their educational and career histories, as well as positive and negative experiences over the course of their careers. For each subject, the researchers randomly chose three twenty-second audio clips from the interview; one clip focused on educational and career history, one on a positive career event, and the last on a negative career event. They then played these clips to eight judges individually, each of them rating the salesperson on a variety of dimensions, including task-oriented variables such as professionalism and decisiveness; interpersonal qualities such as warmth, empathy, and perceptiveness; and finally, anxiety.


  The eight judges readily differentiated the average from the outstanding salespeople. Interestingly, anxiety and task-related ratings, such as perseverance and decisiveness, did not affect judges’ ability to assess the caliber of each salesperson. The tells that mattered—a lot—were the salespeople’s interpersonal qualities: judges rated outstanding sales managers, compared to their average colleagues, as warmer and more collaborative, supportive, understanding, enthusiastic, cooperative, empathic, and perceptive. These results reflect my experience at the car dealership: Tom demonstrated understanding and respect for my time, as I had asked, and posed perceptive questions that communicated his desire to ensure my needs were met. He was enthusiastic during the entire time I spent with him, describing the cars’ features and the services provided by the dealership, and I could relate to him.


  In life, we are constantly bombarded by salespeople and potentially influenced by their interpersonal styles. This makes sense, of course, given that they constitute most companies’ lifeblood. As one author recently put it, “No computer network with pretty graphics can ever replace the salespeople that make our society work.” These are the people on the ground, like Tom and Rob—men and women who spend their entire careers trying to persuade you to buy any number of products, be they televisions, insurance, or furniture.


  We also see salespeople at work promoting products in advertising, itself a multi-billion-dollar industry. According to one estimate, businesses spent $139.5 billion on advertising in the United States in 2012 alone. Again, salespeople in these venues likely have an effect on us as consumers.


  Radio and television advertisements are some of the briefest and most expensive modes of advertising; salespeople have only thirty seconds or less to persuade us to buy their products. As they have only a thin slice of time to gain our trust, success may largely rest on the nonverbal behavior they display to influence our future behavior.


  If you are in charge of hiring salespeople either as a business owner or manager, I hope you’re considering the implications of these studies for your own bottom line. Were I in charge of a company looking to put together a “high-yielding” sales team, I would first hire someone to design a study in which potential customers assess candidates’ interpersonal nonverbal cues. The use of nonverbal behavior is vital to meeting customers’ needs and preferences. Effectively employing nonverbal skills helps the customer first, with the byproduct of greater sales. With such a study, a company could distinguish the potentially effective and ineffective salespeople.


  The next time you have an interaction with a salesperson at a car dealership or jewelry store, consider how his or her appearance and behavior might influence your purchasing decisions.


  
    
      

    

  


  
    
      Party-Worthy Findings

    


    1.CEO power predicts company profitability: The perceived power of male Fortune 500 CEOs’ faces predicts the profitability of their companies.


    2.Brain activity predicts company profitability: The amygdala on the left side of our brains is more active, on average, when we look at the faces of CEOs who run profitable companies compared to those who run less profitable companies.


    3.We can predict success in sales in one minute: Based on only sixty-second audio clips, people could differentiate average salespeople from outstanding salespeople.

  


  
    
      

    

  


  10


  POLITICAL PUNDITRY: ANY KID CAN DO IT


  “Democracy is the theory that the common people know what they want and deserve to get it good and hard.”


  —H. L. MENCKEN


  On Election Day 2012, I drove by scores of political signs and advertisements strategically placed by the road to the polling station near my home. My son and I walked past the numerous green camouflaged military cannons before entering the National Guard Armory, where I waited in line for a couple minutes before the volunteer waived me into the next available voting booth. I was delighted that I could bring my son inside with me.


  Afterward, as we were leaving, my son asked me why I voted for one candidate over another for president. I explained the social and economic issues that were important to me. I truly felt as though my choices were rational and consistent with my values. But then I began to question the underpinnings of my choices: was my preference in candidates solely the result of conscious and rationale thought, or might I be influenced by superficial factors outside my awareness? I fear that the latter may have played at least some role in my decision making, and it probably does for others as well. But, as you’ll see, superficial variables don’t play a role in the way you might think.


  Elections and Campaigns


  Growing up I always thought of elections as part of the natural world, much like gravity, the sun, and tall sequoias, but nothing could be further from the truth. Humans are unique within the animal kingdom in how we choose our leaders. Bees choose their leaders based on reproductive capacity, and chimpanzees choose alpha males based on size and influence within the group; many human societies choose their leaders based on votes cast by millions of people. Moreover, elections are a relatively recent phenomenon, with representative democratic elections beginning only around the end of the eighteenth century, a blink of the eye ago in the course of human civilization.


  Elections are the linchpin between the citizens of a country and the government that presides over them. They give elected officials the power to translate the promises they make on the campaign trail into policy. Political scientists suggest that the very act of taking off work and sometimes waiting in long lines for the privilege of voting has the unintended, yet positive, consequence of bolstering support for the government the people are electing.


  I brought my son to the polling station with me for a reason. From early childhood, many Americans are socialized to value and respect the electoral process. Though I was only six years old, I can still remember my mother turning on our thirteen-inch black-and-white television to watch Ronald Reagan’s first inauguration as president. State employees—that is, teachers—bestow on children the importance of a representative democracy in the classroom as well. I was reminded of this two weeks ago while organizing some boxes in my home, when I came across my eighth-grade social studies project, which featured a compendium of campaign paraphernalia from local, state, and national candidates.


  Yet many of us often don’t vote. In a presidential election year, only about 60 percent of the populace shows up at the polls; during a nonpresidential year, only about 40 percent of eligible voters see the inside of a voting booth.


  The low level of voter turnout in the United States is not for lack of effort on the part of candidates. Most candidates running for election at the presidential, congressional, and gubernatorial levels press the pause button on their personal lives for months, if not years, and take to the campaign trail, expending inordinate amounts of time and energy. And, of course, none of this would be possible on a large scale without the engine for all of these activities: money. “There are two things that are important in politics,” said William McKinley’s campaign manager in the 1896 presidential race. “The first is money and I can’t remember what the second one is.” The amount of money spent in modern campaigns and the time spent to raise it are staggering and have only increased in recent years.


  Decisions, Decisions . . .


  On the campaign trail, candidates try to persuade you, the voter, that they are the best potential officeholders and that their policies will best serve their constituencies. They spend millions of dollars, put in countless hours of work (as do their volunteers), and place their lives on hold to court you all the way to the ballot box. And there you stand in the voting booth, as I did, in early November. For whom shall you vote? Why?


  For decades, political science and economics—the fields that predominantly study voting behavior—have largely held that voters make rational choices in the voting booth, that they base their decisions on numerous pieces of information, such as economic conditions and candidates’ policy positions, articulateness, and leadership potential. But could some people vote for candidates based on issues that have little or no substance?


  More than at any other time in history, we are deluged with information about what’s happening in the world, from Lady Gaga’s latest fashions to the most recent disaster on the other side of the globe. Political news forms only part of the cacophony of data from myriad confusing and contradictory sources, and even this sphere is filled with innumerable talking heads spouting opinions at a dizzying pace. All of this occurs in a world where people are working longer hours, for less pay, and getting less sleep than at any other time in recent history.


  So even though we have unprecedented access to vast amounts of information, US citizens are woefully uninformed about the political process and the positions of candidates running for office. Late-night talk show host Jay Leno occasionally goes out into the streets of Los Angeles and asks random people what seem to be ridiculously simple questions, such as who the vice president is now or who the American president was during the Civil War. A significant number of people do not know the answers.


  Studies support Leno’s entertaining, but sad, findings. I could list numerous examples, but consider only a few:


  •An astounding 60 percent of Americans cannot name the three branches of government.


  •Less than a third of Americans know why Roe v. Wade is significant.


  •Only 25 percent of Americans can name more than one of the five freedoms protected by the first amendment of the US constitution (freedom of assembly, press, speech, religion, and petition for redress of grievances). Curiously, one in five people think the first amendment protects the right to own a pet.


  If deciding whom to vote for depends on knowing basic civics, the United States is in a heap of trouble.


  When it comes to awareness of more specific information regarding candidates’ policy positions, the outlook is equally bleak. A study conducted just before the 2000 presidential election, in which George W. Bush ran against Al Gore, asked citizens twelve questions about the two men’s positions (e.g., “Do you happen to know whether Bush favors or opposes a large cut in personal income taxes?” “Do you happen to know whether Gore favors or opposes expanding Medicare for retirees to cover the costs of prescription drugs?”). Of the twelve questions posed, most respondents could correctly identify candidates’ positions on only two issues. Less than half could accurately state the candidates’ positions on all of the questions. Studies have documented voters’ ignorance of the issues in more recent races as well, and it persists to this day. It’s little surprise that the thirty-second commercials produced by candidates and their supporters are failing to educate the electorate given their brevity and, often times, lack of focus on central issues.


  What are voters to do, given their spectacular ignorance of basic civics and of the policy differences between candidates? Most do what any good human, voter or nonvoter, does; they use heuristics to help them. Heuristics constitute the mental shortcuts we take when making complex decisions. In the realm of politics, we may rely on shortcuts such as party affiliation to help us decide whom to vote for.


  I’ll admit that when I went into the voting booth last time, I knew absolutely nothing about candidates running in about half the races. Most of these races were at the local level (e.g., coroner, treasurer). I used the simple mental shortcut of party affiliation to help me decide and chose all of the candidates who shared the party with which I most closely identify. I could have used other shortcuts, such as my newspaper’s endorsement or the advice of a friend with similar political opinions.


  But what if the electorate is voting based on irrelevant heuristics, like candidates’ skin or hair color, attractiveness, or height? Two historical examples provide clues to this question, but modern science has provided some answers to what some voters seem to be zeroing in on to help them decide, at least in part. The answers might surprise you.
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  Abraham Lincoln and his whiskerless face.


  Honest Abe and His Whiskers


  Political strategists have long suspected that candidates’ appearance might influence how the electorate perceives them. Just a few weeks before the presidential election of 1860, an eleven-year-old girl named Grace Bedell from Westfield, New York, saw a photo of Abraham Lincoln’s characteristically gaunt face, which prompted her to write a forthright letter to the future president, as only a child would:


  NY


  Westfield Chatauque Co


  Oct. 15, 1860


  Hon A B Lincoln


  Dear Sir


  My father has just home from the fair and brought home your picture and Mr. Hamlin’s. I am a little girl only eleven years old, but want you should be President of the United States very much so I hope you wont think me very bold to write to, such a great man as you are. Have you any little girls about as large as I am if so give them my love and tell her to write to me if you cannot answer this letter. I have got 4 brothers and part of them will vote for you any way, and if you will let your whiskers grow I will try and get the rest of them to vote for you you would look a great deal better for your face is so thin. All the ladies like whiskers and they would tease their husbands to vote for you and then you would be President. My father is a going to vote for you and if I was a man I would vote for you to but I will try and get every one to vote for you that I can I think that rail fence around your picture makes it look very pretty I have got a little baby sister she is nine weeks old and is just as cunning as can be. When you direct your letter direct to Grace Bedell Westfield Chatauque County New York


  I must not write any more answer this letter right off Good bye


  Grace Bedell


  As a young child, Grace intuited that changing his image might improve Lincoln’s electoral success. In the midst of his bid for the White House, Lincoln responded to the girl.


  Springfield, Ill. Oct. 19, 1860


  Miss Grace Bedell


  My dear little Miss


  Your very agreeable letter of the 15th is received. I regret the necessity of saying I have no daughters. I have three sons—one seventeen, one nine, and one seven, years of age. They, with their mother, constitute my whole family.


  As to the whiskers, having never worn any, do you not think people would call it a piece of silly affection if I were to begin it now?


  Your very sincere well wisher


  A. Lincoln
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  Most of us remember Lincoln with a beard (or “whiskers,” as Grace Bedell called them).


  Lincoln stopped to see Grace in her hometown on his way by train from Springfield, Illinois, to Washington, DC, after winning the presidency. Remembering the event later, the girl said, “He climbed down and sat with me on the edge of the platform. ‘Grace,’ he said, ‘look at my whiskers. I’ve been growing them for you.’ Then he kissed me. I never saw him again.” Apparently, the coaxing of an eleven-year-old girl was enough to convince the lawyer from Illinois that one’s appearance actually influences others’ perceptions.
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  Kennedy and Nixon face off in 1960 for the presidential nomination.


  Kennedy and Nixon Face Off


  This lesson would be lost on a Republican running for president one hundred years later. On September 26, 1960, two candidates for president assumed the stage for what would be the first televised debate in US history. A record 60 million viewers sat in front of their black-and-white televisions that night to watch John F. Kennedy, the Democrat, debate Vice President Richard M. Nixon, the Republican. The face-off took place in a Chicago CBS studio, where the candidates stood in front of a moderator and panelists with cameras pointed directly at them. Both Kennedy and Nixon understood the historic nature of the event, as they knew it might make or break their candidacies and set the precedent for future presidential debates (as it did).


  The candidates focused on the domestic issues of the day, including education and medical care for the elderly. But rather than their positions on the issues, their contrasting visual appeal defined the debate. Kennedy arrived in Chicago the night before the debate and slept well. That day, he gave a short speech to a group of potential voters, took a nap, rehearsed with his advisors, and ate a relaxed dinner. On the CBS studio stage, Kennedy, clean shaven and tanned from campaigning in California, sported a dark blue suit; he appeared youthful and dynamic. Prior to the event, he had received advice from his advisors on how best to address the camera when he spoke and how best to compose himself when listening to his opponent’s responses. Overall, he looked not only in command of the issues but ready to assume the presidency.


  Nixon arrived in Chicago late the night before, gave a speech the following morning, and then prepared for the debate alone in his hotel room. Unlike Kennedy’s suit, which contrasted well with the studio set on black-and-white television, Nixon’s gray suit blended into the background, rendering his image somewhat disembodied. More problematically, he looked fatigued, pale, sweaty, and weary. Though CBS had a cosmetician on hand, both candidates refused her assistance. However, Kennedy’s staff applied some makeup to his freshly shaven face; Nixon applied over-the-counter makeup himself, which seemed to accentuate his stubble and pallor. On top of all this, Nixon was also underweight due to his rigorous campaign schedule and a recent stay in the hospital following a serious knee injury. The debate was a debacle for Nixon.


  “Kennedy was bronzed beautifully,” CBS president Frank Stanton would later recall. “Nixon looked like death because he had been in the hospital. And you could run your hand inside his collar without touching anything—it was that loose. His color was terrible; his beard was not good and he didn’t want any makeup. I felt sorry for him.” Nixon received immediate feedback, as he would later recall: “After the program, callers, including my own mother, wanted to know if anything was wrong, because I did not look well.”


  With the help of professionally applied makeup, a clean-shaven face, and numerous milkshakes, Nixon did not suffer the same fate in subsequent debates. Nonetheless, his destiny was sealed, as most people who watched the televised debate thought Kennedy had won. Interestingly, however, people who listened to the debate on the radio were actually more inclined to believe Nixon had won, or at least that his performance had been competitive. Naive undergraduate viewers and listeners with no prior knowledge of the debate have supported this sentiment experimentally. Kennedy’s appearance and nonverbal cues seem to influence viewers’ perceptions of the candidates.


  Did the debate actually influence the votes that citizens would cast about six weeks later? We’ll never know for sure, but it’s widely thought that Nixon’s haggard appearance in that first debate influenced the election significantly. Before the first debate, Nixon had been ahead by one point in polls, but immediately following the debate, Kennedy took the lead by three points. According to a historian of debates at Northeastern University, the subsequent debates did not matter: “Kennedy left such a positive impression in the first debate, it was quite difficult for Nixon to overcome it.” Kennedy would go on to win the presidency, of course, but only by a razor-thin margin of victory in the popular vote: 34,220,984 votes versus Nixon’s 34,108,157—this is one-sixth of 1 percent difference.


  Just How (Ir)rational Are We?


  Although the Kennedy-Nixon debate holds an important lesson regarding electoral politics, it only reveals one—perhaps misleading—part of the picture. The debate result suggests that youthfulness and attractiveness influence our perceptions of candidates. Not until relatively recently, however, have researchers investigated the degree to which superficial factors actually do drive voting decisions. As we’ll see, the weight of these tells on the outcome of elections is deeper, more complex, and more troubling than most of us would have presumed. We may not be nearly as rational as many political scientists contend. If so, the very electoral process on which our democracy rests could be on shaky ground.


  If I had to choose one paper that has rocked the political psychology world most in the last decade, it would be a series of studies published in Science conducted by Alexander Todorov and his colleagues at Princeton University. Imagine participating in one of these studies, in which you would sit in front of a computer monitor as pairs of head shots like the pair above flashed on the screen. For each of the pairs, you would answer a simple question: “Which person is the more competent?”
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  Which person is the more competent?


  Unbeknownst to subjects, all of the pictures showed competing Democrat and Republican congressional candidates. Some elections had not yet taken place before subjects viewed the images. If subjects recognized any of the candidates, their data were not included in the analysis.


  If you thought the candidate on the left—the Democrat—was more competent than the candidate on the right—the Republican—you’re like most of the Princeton undergrads whom Todorov and his colleagues tested. The Democrat defeated the Republican in the 2004 US Senate race in Wisconsin. In an amazing demonstration of the power of our quick judgments, the Princeton undergraduates’ perceptions of competence predicted the congressional elections not only for this race but also for the majority of others; candidates chosen as more competent won 72 percent of the time among US Senate candidates and 67 percent of the time among candidates for the House of Representatives. The researchers were even able to predict the candidates’ overall proportion of votes received by examining the competency ratings of subjects. Shockingly, the Princeton undergraduates predicted electoral success even when given just one second to view the photographs.


  Although this study demonstrates links between impressions of competency and voting behavior, just as revealing is what qualities are not predictive of electoral success. Todorov and his colleagues also asked subjects to choose which candidates were more honest, trustworthy, charismatic, and likeable. Although the competency ratings (including perceptions of leadership and intelligence) predicted electoral outcomes, none of these other traits did. Appearing competent is much more important than seeming likeable, honest, or charismatic in winning public office.


  These findings are especially impressive when you consider that the candidates had been campaigning for months, even years. Without any knowledge of their policy positions, leadership track record, or party affiliation, we can make accurate predictions of their electoral success based on a one-second viewing of a photograph. We like to think that we vote our democratically elected officials into office because they best represent the people’s hopes for the future. Yet, Todorov and his colleagues’ findings suggest we rely on a heuristic, and a poor one at that.


  Who Says Five-Year-Olds Don’t Know Anything About Voting?


  An equally fascinating, albeit disconcerting, study comes from studying Swiss children. Researchers asked kids between the ages of five and thirteen to play a computer game simulating a ship voyage from Troy to Ithaca. At the end of the game, they showed the children a pair of photographs of the faces of candidates running in French parliamentary elections and asked the following question: “Imagine that you will now sail from Troy to Ithaca. Who would you choose as the captain of your boat?”


  If you told your friends that kids as young as five years old could accurately predict who would win the political elections in a different country, they might gaze at you incredulously. But this is exactly what the Swiss team found and reported in Science: the children’s preferred choice of captain happened to be the winning parliamentary candidate 71 percent of the time. These results are virtually identical to those for adults assessing the same candidates.


  As I wrote this chapter, my six-year-old son looked over my shoulder and saw the pictures on the previous page of the candidates for US Senate from the study by Todorov and his colleagues. “Imagine that you were on a large ship and wanted to sail across an ocean,” I said to him. “Who would you choose to be your captain?” Isaac immediately replied, “The man on the left, dad. He just looks like a better captain. The other guy looks okay, but he doesn’t look like a captain.”


  In an offshoot of the original study focusing on Swiss youth, the researchers also presented some of the children with pairs of faces that included Barack Obama and John McCain, as well as Barack Obama and Hillary Clinton. You probably guessed it: children chose Obama 77 percent of the time over McCain and 90 percent of the time over Clinton. The Swiss study suggests that kids may rely on the same perceptual cues that adults do, implying that these perceptual inferences develop relatively early in life.


  Judging from these studies and others, “Facial competence is a highly robust and specific predictor of political preferences.” Why some faces look competent and others do not is still an open question. People seem to associate competency with candidates whose faces show leadership and intelligence, as well as dependability, attractiveness, and emotional stability. At present, we have little idea how people develop these perceptions.


  We do know that we can make such assessments of candidates’ faces lightning fast. In one study, subjects’ assessments of the competency level of gubernatorial candidates accurately predicted electoral success in one-tenth of one second. And their accuracy was barely less than that of subjects who had as much time as they wanted. Only one instruction led to a detriment in subjects’ performance: telling them to think carefully about their competency judgment. When researchers directed subjects to deliberate on their decision, rather than rely on a gut feeling, their overall performance degraded significantly.


  Perhaps there’s an alternative explanation for the findings that link candidates’ appearance to their electoral success. Perhaps more competent-looking candidates supply better pictures of themselves. Perhaps race, gender, or party affiliation drives impressions of competence. Perhaps people see incumbents as more competent, and that’s why they win more frequently. Perhaps impressions of competency only matter when conservatives and liberals run against each other. Perhaps subjects rate familiar candidates as more competent, and familiarity leads to greater electoral success. All of these seem like viable alternative explanations, but in general the data do not support them.


  It’s difficult to tell if impressions of candidates’ competence correspond to actual candidate quality, but the available evidence suggests no link. We do know that it’s important to “look the part” if one wants to succeed in politics.


  Obviously, perceived competence isn’t the beginning and end of the story when it comes to predicting electoral success. Some incompetent-looking candidates certainly won, and some competent-looking candidates lost. A number of other appearance-related factors play a role, though none as reliably as competence.


  Weird Science: Perfect Candidate Appeal


  All of us have movies from our childhoods that are forever seared into our memories. One such movie for me is Weird Science, in which two high school teenagers named Wyatt and Gary dream of winning popularity and developing the social prowess to woo girls, though they realize it’s probably not going to happen. Out of boredom and curiosity, the boys decide to use their home computer to design a virtual woman who is physically perfect (in their eyes). In order to create this ideal female, they download a plethora of data and pictures, then connect a Barbie doll to the computer to upload her dimensions. Suddenly, a bolt of lightning strikes, and when the smoke clears, a beautiful woman, played by Kelly LeBrock, appears in front of the astonished teenagers. She then proceeds to help them gain the popularity for which they’ve always longed.


  Much like Wyatt and Gary, political strategists, campaign managers, and party leaders hope to mold, develop, and nurture a stable of politically appealing candidates for upcoming elections. Political strategists have always considered candidates’ images important, but scientists have identified numerous other tells that both positively and negatively relate to electoral appeal. Let’s examine the face, voice, and height, in turn.


  THE FACE: The “ideal” candidate’s face signals leadership ability in the form of competency, dependability, emotional stability, and intelligence. The older and more familiar a candidate appears, the more votes he or she receives. A host of perceived traits in candidates’ faces have no relation to the outcome of elections, including impressions of honesty, anxiety, enthusiasm, warmth, trustworthiness, and likeability.


  The perfect candidate should certainly not have a threatening-looking face. When one study asked subjects to choose which appeared the most physically intimidating among two smiling candidates for Congress, the one chosen more frequently was more likely to lose the election.


  One might think the ideal candidate would be attractive, but the evidence is mixed, with some studies showing a positive association between this quality and voting behavior and others showing no relationship. One carefully conducted study even showed that candidates with physically attractive faces were more likely to lose elections, but it based this finding primarily on candidates who looked attractive but incompetent. Thus, “attempting to make a candidate look more attractive,” said the researchers, “may well backfire if the candidate looks otherwise incompetent.”


  Finally, the context in which an election takes place may influence the way voters respond to faces. Some evidence suggests that during wartime voters prefer dominant- and masculine-appearing leaders, whereas in peacetime they prefer leaders who appear intelligent and less masculine.


  THE VOICE: If male, the ideal presidential candidate’s voice sounds deeper than his opponent’s. Researchers measured the vocal quality of candidates in nineteen US presidential debates from 1960 until 2000. Of the presidential elections in this period featuring televised debates, candidates with lower-pitched voices (marked by an asterisk in the list below) won the popular vote 100 percent of the time:


  
    
      
        	
          2000

        

        	
          Bush II versus Gore*

        
      


      
        	
          1996

        

        	
          Clinton* versus Dole

        
      


      
        	
          1992

        

        	
          Clinton* versus Bush I

        
      


      
        	
          1988

        

        	
          Bush I* versus Dukakis

        
      


      
        	
          1984

        

        	
          Reagan* versus Mondale

        
      


      
        	
          1980

        

        	
          Reagan* versus Carter

        
      


      
        	
          1976

        

        	
          Carter* versus Ford

        
      


      
        	
          1960

        

        	
          Kennedy* versus Nixon

        
      

    
  


  Researchers surmised that a low-pitched voice in men is a clue to dominance and high levels of testosterone. Such signals may be preferred because dominance may have been adaptive in our evolutionary history.


  HEIGHT: The probability of electoral success for a presidential candidate is also greater if he is tall. Abraham Lincoln, the tallest president ever elected, stood six feet, four inches, while our shortest president, James Madison, stood five feet, four inches. In the forty-six presidential elections between 1796 and 2012, the taller candidate won twenty-six times, and the shorter candidate won twenty times. Looking at the popular vote rather than the electoral college, the taller candidate won twenty-nine times and the shorter candidate only seventeen times. Though the vast majority of shorter candidates exceeded the average American height for the time in which they lived, the statistics reveal that taller candidates enjoy a height advantage over their opponents.


  [image: This lists the presidential winners when they were the taller candidate (left column) and the shorter candidate (right column).]


  This lists the presidential winners when they were the taller candidate (left column) and the shorter candidate (right column).


  *Al Gore won the popular vote in 2000 but lost the election due to a Supreme Court decision that decided the winner of Florida’s electoral college votes.


  Height becomes more strongly associated with electoral success if one examines presidential races in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, when the impact of political image and media became increasingly important. In the table on page 168, I’ve listed all the presidents that we know of whose heights differed from that of their opponents. On the left, I’ve listed the winners who were taller than their opponents, and on the right the winners who were comparatively shorter (presidents’ names appear as many times as they won an election). From the electoral college perspective, taller candidates won their presidential bids 70 percent of the time. From the perspective of the popular vote, these statistics become even more suggestive since Al Gore, the taller candidate, won the popular vote over George W. Bush, though he lost the presidency in 2000. From either perspective, the shorter candidates are at a disadvantage to their taller counterparts during most elections. Interestingly, we see no relation between height and electoral success in gubernatorial races.


  Researchers have uncovered links between the height of a president and his success in office as well. Periodically, scholars and news networks poll citizens and academics, asking them to rate the degree to which presidents have succeeded in the job. There is no doubt that ranking the greatness of presidents is a tricky business; standings ebb and flow, depending on whom you ask and when. Nonetheless, there is some degree of consistency over time and between respondents; Lincoln and Washington are almost always in the top cluster of presidents, and James Buchanan and Warren Harding are almost at the bottom of the list.


  With these caveats in mind, I’ve listed all of the presidents from George Washington through George W. Bush and graphed their presidential greatness scores on the next page as assessed by presidential scholars in 2005. The balance between liberal and conservative scholars who rated the presidents was equal. I computed a relatively simple statistic and found that the degree to which presidents were taller positively and significantly correlated with their average greatness score. That is, respondents tended to rate taller presidents as more successful than their shorter counterparts. The three “great” presidents, according to the scholars, were George Washington, Abraham Lincoln, and Franklin Roosevelt, whose average height was 6 feet, 2 1/2 inches; the three lowest-ranked presidents—James Buchanan, Warren Harding, and Franklin Pierce—had an average height of 5 feet, 11 1/3 inches; this represents a statistically significant height difference. (Of course, there are exceptions to most statistical trends; Harry Truman and Dwight Eisenhower were both well under six feet tall, but most scholars consider them near-great presidents.)
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  A number of different evolutionary and environmental explanations might elucidate the relation between height and political success. Because height signals dominance and strength, people may prefer tall leaders over their shorter counterparts. After all, such qualities were important to our ancestors, as having a physically strong leader would improve survival chances in more turbulent environments. It’s also possible that tall individuals receive more leadership opportunities and are treated more like leaders throughout childhood, which may lead them to become superior leaders and therefore seek out leadership positions. Whatever the explanation, if I were designing the perfect candidate for president, the person would be at least six feet tall if he were a man. Hopefully in time we’ll have enough data to determine the role of height in presidential success for women (and for the other characteristics I’ve described in this chapter).


  The Subtlety of Appearance


  The effects of appearance on voting behavior can be subtle and pernicious. Appearance seems to influence our voting behaviors, a tendency often completely lost upon us that yet has lasting impact. When I’m in the voting booth, I feel confident that I’m basing my decisions not on how a candidate looks but on how he or she would govern. By the time we head to the polls we should have replaced our first impressions with something more substantive, like an understanding of candidates’ policy positions or past performance. And yet, these first impressions persist in many of our minds and therefore influence our voting behavior. It’s the equivalent of having a broken Etch A Sketch; no matter how hard you shake it, the image will not disappear.


  Appearance might influence only a small proportion of the votes candidates receive. In the context of policy positions and other candidate variables, it seems unlikely that appearance would matter all that much. Research, however, indicates something different. Subjects in one study watched ten-second silent videos of debates between candidates in fifty-eight different gubernatorial elections. Their impressions of the candidates more powerfully predicted the candidates’ vote shares than the economic conditions during the campaign, including the unemployment rate, per capita income, and real estate prices. Subjects’ impressions were equally as predictive of the popular vote as the incumbency status of the candidates.


  Obviously, some voters are buffered from the effects of appearance. My grandfather was a staunch Republican and would have been persuaded to vote for nobody other than Barry Goldwater in the 1964 presidential election. He was a knowledgeable voter who cast votes predominantly along party lines. For voters like him, a candidate’s appearance matters little. It’s the swing voters and the uninformed voters who are most influenced by a candidate’s looks. And in today’s political races, it’s the undecided voters who can make or break a candidate’s chances of victory.


  Consider elections in which a few percentage points—or less—can mean the difference between winning and losing. Recall that Kennedy defeated Nixon by a razor-thin margin of one-sixth of 1 percent. More recently, in 2008 Al Franken defeated Norm Coleman for a pivotal Senate seat by a mere 312 votes from the 2,424,946 cast. In the 2000 presidential election, in which the Supreme Court decided that George W. Bush had won Florida’s electoral college votes, the popular vote difference between Bush and Gore in Florida was 0.0092 percent, according to the official statistics.


  Some Recommendations


  The findings I’ve discussed in this chapter have some significant implications for citizens, political leaders, and society in general. Here I include a few recommendations based on the research linking candidates’ appearance to voting behavior.


  RECOMMENDATION 1: Turn off the television and read the news. Television exacerbates the influence of candidates’ appearances on voting behavior, especially among voters who have the least amount of general political knowledge or understanding of candidates’ actual positions on the issues. Becoming more knowledgeable and watching less television will provide you with a greater buffer against the candidates’ appearance.


  RECOMMENDATION 2: Guard against biased images in the media. One study examined how various Internet news sources depicted George W. Bush and Barack Obama during their presidencies. Some of these sources are preferred by conservatives (FOX.com and Townhall) and some by liberals (CNN.com, MSNBC.com, and the Huffington Post). Blind coders rated the pictures of Obama as warmer and more competent on the “liberal” media sources compared to the “conservative” media sources. Conversely, the coders rated the pictures of Bush as warmer and more competent on the “conservative” media sources. The bottom line: both the rhetoric and the images on these sources are biased. Be aware of where you’re getting your information; the source may be having a greater influence than you realize.


  RECOMMENDATION 3: Evaluate the candidates consciously and critically. In the process, actively resist the potential influence of their images. Critically analyze candidates’ positions and their potential for leadership to make sound choices, rather than defaulting to heuristics, which likely don’t reflect potential future success.


  RECOMMENDATION 4: Avoid placement of candidates’ photos on ballots. One of the worst things a country can do for its election process is to put photos of candidates on the ballot, and yet numerous countries around the world do. Placing photos of candidates next to their names is an innocent practice to help voters recognize whom they’re voting for, but studies show that this may strengthen the impact of candidates’ appearance, especially if the voters know little about the candidates.


  RECOMMENDATION 5: Hire scientists as political consultants. If I were a political strategist with the power to influence which candidates the party should select to run for office, I’d hire an expert to conduct the type of studies I’ve discussed in this chapter. With some relatively straightforward study designs and statistics, it’s possible to see if a candidate comes off as competent, threatening, and so forth. Strategists could then use this information, along with other more substantive variables, to help decide who might be the best candidate for a particular race. Of course, whether they should do this is another question.


  RECOMMENDATION 6: Gamble on your politicians. I offer this last recommendation tongue in cheek. The University of Iowa runs a futures market for elections in which you can win or lose real money depending on the outcome. If you want to win, do not listen to the political pundits’ predictions, as studies show they are about as accurate as I am at hitting a golf ball (my success is, regrettably, virtually random). Who needs pundits when we, the people, can accurately predict who will win based on our impressions of candidates? Any one of us may or may not be adept at deciphering which of two candidates is the most competent; thus, it’s important to collect a group of friends to help you. Predictive accuracy increases when you average responses across people, as most of the studies I’ve discussed in this book do. Present candidates faces in pairs and ask your friends who is the more competent. How many people should you ask? Forty, according to the research. Personally, I wouldn’t feel comfortable gambling on elections, but if you’re going to do so, listening to the collective wisdom of your friends is probably a better bet than listening to pundits.


  University committees admit students based largely on their standardized test scores and high school grades, professional sports teams hire athletes based on past performance and physical capacities, and Fortune 500 companies choose CEOs based on leadership potential and vision. But voters’ choice for the leader of the free world is based on looks to some degree. Science, it seems, is just now catching up with Plato’s contention that in choosing democratically elected leaders, the populace cannot be trusted to make informed, rational decisions. Science, it seems, is just now catching up with Plato’s contention that in choosing democratically elected leaders, people cannot be trusted to make rational decisions for the good of the community. In The Republic, Plato argued that people in a democratic society would elect leaders not because of their competency, but because they would engender the passions of the voters, in part through their appearance.


  Newspaper and magazine opinion pieces lament the role that money plays in who wins political office. Yet, few seem concerned that superficial variables may very well drive the results of many of our elections. In this way, it’s not only money that influences elections but candidates’ capricious appearances arising from their genetic fortune or misfortune. If you’re a candidate running for higher office, you better hope you “look the part.”


  
    
      

    

  


  
    
      Party-Worthy Findings

    


    1.Perceived competence predicts election outcomes: We can predict electoral winners from perceived competence in as little as one-tenth of a second.


    2.Prediction of election outcomes begins young: Even kids as young as five years old are capable of predicting who will win elections.


    3.It pays to be tall: Height predicts not only whether someone will win a presidential election but how “great” a president will be.

  


  
    
      

    

  


  CONCLUSION


  THE IMPORTANCE OF PREDICTIVE HUMILITY


  If you’ve made it this far, I owe you a sincere debt of gratitude for taking the time to read this book. At the outset, I stated that The Tell isn’t a self-help book that aims to assist you in making accurate predictions in your life. If it helps you in this regard, that’s fine, but my main goal is to aid you in becoming a more sophisticated observer of others’ nonverbal signals and appearance, as well as to show you the predictive capacities of the mind.


  I hope that I’ve been at least partially successful in meeting these goals. We’ve learned, for example, what tells in early life predict autism, how photographs betray others’ personalities and aggressive inclinations, how smiling predicts marital stability, how microexpressions signal deception, and how facial structure predicts companies’ profits and even who wins political elections. I hope you’re as impressed as I am by the number of domains in which tells can reveal something about past and future events.


  However, I must remind myself—and you—to remain humble. When meeting others we are constantly forming (and updating) impressions of them. Just yesterday, for example, I hung out with one of my son’s friends for the first time at our house. On balance, the friend was nice enough, but he seemed excessively aggressive toward my son and on the rowdy side—jumping off our couch, throwing toys, and breaking a knickknack that we have displayed on a shelf. When we have encounters with people, our first impressions have a tendency to stick with us. Why? Because our brains have a propensity to remember evidence that supports our initial impressions and to forget or distort evidence that contradicts them. We need to remember that our impressions and predictions may very well be wrong; we must be constantly on the lookout for information that contradicts rather than merely supports our hunches. The next time my son’s friend comes over, I must make a special effort to notice his more civilized behaviors (assuming he demonstrates them) rather than merely attending to rowdy behaviors that confirm my initial impressions.


  Another foible of the mind occurs when we think something is much more predictable once it has already happened. Imagine, for example, that you find out that your romantic partner lied to you or a particular candidate won an important election. Both of these events may seem utterly predictable when you look back in time. It’s as if you “knew it all along.” Unfortunately, our perceived ability to accurately understand and explain the past gives us unwarranted confidence in our capacity to predict future events. We think we’re capable of making amazingly accurate predictions, when we’re often wrong. And even when we are wrong, we often ignore and distort the evidence.


  Numerous studies reliably show that confidence bears virtually no relation to one’s predictive accuracy. That is, you might feel confident that you can predict someone’s personality, but your confidence level corresponds little, if at all, with how accurate you’ll be. You certainly don’t want to remain blinded to who people really are merely because your prediction was wrong. Keep reminding yourself—as I try to—that the predictions that science tells us we are capable of making are based on probability and not certainty. My advice is to remember this while being acutely aware of the tells that you witness in those you meet.


  What is the future of the science of prediction based on tells? Honestly, it’s hard to know for sure, but technology will almost certainly play various roles. We can employ technology more consistently to help detect and interpret the tells I’ve discussed throughout this book. In essence, it may enhance our ability to use tells to make accurate predictions. We are already beginning to see this in our airports, where authorities are using high-definition cameras and other technology that measures physiology to predict whether someone might be a terrorist.


  But just as technology may enhance our abilities, it may also numb our perceptual systems. Social media are playing an increasingly larger role in our lives, whereas face-to-face contact with others is diminishing for many. A friend recently told her daughter to call one of her friends to work out a teenage social squabble. “I’ll just text her mom,” said the daughter. “I wouldn’t even know how to talk to her on the phone. We never talk.” With text messaging and other technologies, we no longer have to communicate directly with people to the same degree. It’s an open question as to how living with this technology over an entire lifetime will change our perceptive capacities.


  Overall, though, I’m optimistic. Yes, technology has the capacity to diminish our capacities, but it can also enhance them. Also, science will continue to identify the tells that truly are predictive versus those we merely think of as such. This should be encouraging news for all of us.
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   NOTES


  INTRODUCTION


  ixUnfortunately, we must often answer: In this book, I use the words “we,” “us,” and “our” to refer to humans in general, to our species collectively. I realize that human diversity is vast and exceptions will often arise within the human population.


  ixAs a result, we base: Ambady and Skowronski 2008.


  ixthat occur in a snap of the fingers: For an edited book that reviews some of the literature in The Tell, please see Ambady and Skowronski 2008. For a meta-analysis of some of the work described in this book, see Ambady and Rosenthal 1992.


  ixabout the power of prediction: I use the word “prediction” in this book to mean linking one event to another event, independent of the timing of those events. In this way, variable x may predict y, with y occurring before or after x. An example may prove helpful. Based on the orbit of the moon (variable x), I could predict a full moon (variable y) at some point in the future, or I could predict a full moon at some point in the past. The latter prediction is sometimes referred to as “postdiction” because of its focus on an event in the past. These are relevant distinctions, but for our purpose here, I’ll refer to “prediction” in both the future and past sense. You’ll read in the book that some studies predict future events, while others predict past events.


  ixobservations of brief samples: In the book, I draw on studies in which researchers sample behavior and appearance in as little as a moment (e.g., in a photo) or in as long as about forty-five minutes. Some researchers refer to some of these studies—based on the length and nature of the stimuli—as “thin-slicing” or “zero-acquaintance” studies. For definitions of and distinctions between these types of studies, see Ambady, LaPlante, and Johnson 2001; Kenny and West 2008.


  ixof others’ behavior: In this book, I use words such as “behavior,” “cue,” and “signal” in the colloquial sense. Researchers have technical definitions for some of these terms (Shariff and Tracy 2011), but I don’t wish to bog the reader down with these.


  ixAnyone familiar with the game: Elwood 2012.


  xYou’ll form some of these impressions: For an excellent discussion of rapid versus slow thinking, see Kahneman 2011.


  xStumbling on Happiness: Gilbert 2006.


  xPredictably Irrational: Ariely 2008.


  xwe get things wrong: One person I know quipped that these books represent the “dumb shit we do” genre.


  xi“I have trained myself”: Doyle 1927, 36.


  xiiaccording to some, on the fringe: For a recent debate on this issue in the opinion pages of the Los Angeles Times, see Berezow 2012; Wilson 2012.


  xiiFreud might have described as: Bartlett 2010.


  xiicomprised of 170 billion cells: Azevedo et al. 2009.


  CHAPTER 1: PRIMITIVE PREDICTIONS


  3“Prediction is very difficult, especially”: Bohr, n.d.


  3On December 23, 2004, twenty-nine-year-old: This information came from an interview with the soldier whose name I’ve changed to protect his confidentiality.


  4“prediction is indispensable to our lives”: Silver 2012, 14.


  4The famous physicist Niels Bohr: Bohr, n.d.


  4Forecasting future events—whether it’s an upcoming: Halpern 2000.


  5The Future of Everything: Orrell 2007.


  5lists some of these methods: Adapted from Orrell 2007, 49.


  5Thanks to the early insights: Orrell 2007.


  5Predictions derived from quantum: Barabasi 2010.


  6a slew of articles and books: See, for example, Taleb’s Fooled by Randomness, Gilbert’s Stumbling on Happiness, Ariely’s Predictably Irrational, Chabris and Simons’s The Invisible Gorilla, Van Hecke’s Blind Spots, Hallinan’s Why We Make Mistakes, Brafmans and Brafman’s Sway, and Shore’s Blunder.


  6pick up just about any: Gray 2011; Myers 2013; Baron, Byrne, and Branscombe 2006; Gazzaniga, Heatherton, and Halpern 2011; Sternberg 2006; Goldstein 2008.


  7many predict that having children: Gilbert 2006.


  7If you ask mothers how: Kahneman et al. 2004.


  7The trend continues until: Gilbert 2006; Walker 1977.


  7We’re having kids for: Gilbert 2006.


  7The planning fallacy: We are miserable at: Kahneman 2011.


  7One study showed that: Holt 2011.


  7researchers asked college students: Buehler, Griffin, and Ross 1994.


  8“if everything went as poorly as it possibly could”: Buehler, Griffin, and Ross 1994, 369.


  8the Big Dig in Boston: Amendola 2007.


  8installing a new government in Iraq: Herszenhorn 2008.


  8Cramer’s predictive skills are merely: Allpert 2009; CXO Advisory Group 2009; CXO Advisory Group 2013.


  8In fact, one recent study: CXO Advisory Group 2013.


  8“A blindfolded chimpanzee throwing”: Malkiel 2003, 17.


  9prognosticators are no better: Tetlock 2005. For an exception, read Nate Silver’s New York Times blog “FiveThirtyEight.” The mathematical algorithm he uses to predict political outcomes is most often spot on.


  9the mind is largely flawed: Obviously, some authors have given a more even-handed treatment of our predictive capacities. See, for example, Myers’s Intuition, Gladwell’s Blink, Kahneman’s Thinking, Fast and Slow, Pinker’s How the Mind Works and Gigerenzer’s Gut Feelings.


  9mind is a “prediction machine”: Clark, in press; Hawkins and Blakeslee 2004; Bubic, von Cramon, and Schubotz 2010; Friston 2010; Kveraga, Ghuman, and Bar 2007; Kurzweil 2012.


  9“Prediction is not just one”: Hawkins and Blakeslee 2004, 89.


  9our brains work to identify: Shermer 2011.


  9The origins of our predictive: Ambady and Hallahan 2002; Schaller 2008.


  9being able to detect swiftly: Schaller 2008.


  9assessing the personalities of those: Haselton and Funder 2006.


  9Operating over multiple generations: Schaller 2008.


  9beginning to understand the neural mechanisms: Clark, in press.


  9we are well underway: Rule and Ambady 2008c.


  10remarkable ability to learn: Gopnik 2009; Gopnik, Meltzoff, and Kuhl 1999.


  10infant brains are approximately: Papalia, Feldman, and Martorell 2012.


  10By maturity, our brains: Azevedo et al. 2009.


  10Developmental psychologists sometimes refer: Gopnik 2009.


  10The job of science: Lillienfeld, 2012.


  10“to within about one part in 1010”: Barabasi 2010, 66. The specific property to which I’m referring is the “magnetic dipole moment of an electron” (Barabasi 2010, 66).


  10In the behavioral sciences, virtually all relationships: Lilienfeld 2012; Stanovich 2010.


  11just because you know a person: Stanovich 2010.


  11relation between longevity and conscientiousness: Kern and Friedman 2008; Bogg 2004.


  11who these highly conscientious people: Gosling 2008.


  11These same people would never: Stanovich 2010.


  11conscientious people being likelier: Kern and Friedman 2008; Bogg 2004.


  11other variables—like the fact: Bogg 2004.


  12“brevity is the soul of wit”: Shakespeare 1992, 46.


  12In his Principia Mathematica: Newton 1729.


  12“Hypotheses non fingo”: Leahey 1994, 6.


  12Newton refused to provide: Leahey 1994.


  12Thanks to Albert Einstein: Einstein 1916.


  CHAPTER 2: THE GENES IN ALL OF US


  13“We can work with our givens”: Pipher 2009, 35.


  13approximately 108 billion times: Haub 2011.


  14a group of neurodevelopmental disorders characterized: American Psychiatric Association 2000.


  141 in every 110 children: Dawson and Burner 2011.


  14four times higher in boys: Ingersoll 2011.


  14Research has shown ASD: Happé, Ronald, and Plomin 2006.


  14If one identical twin has autism: Bailey et al. 1995.


  15most children don’t ultimately get: Zwaigenbaum et al. 2009.


  15building the brain over time from the bottom up: Papalia, Olds, and Feldman 2007.


  15we know that brain plasticity: Papalia, Olds, and Feldman 2007.


  15A growing body of evidence demonstrates: Dawson and Burner 2011; Ingersoll 2011; Reichow 2012; LeBlanc and Gillis 2012.


  15“What you ultimately might be”: Dembosky 2010.


  16catch the condition in its earliest: Rose 2011. Preventing the onset of mental disease rather than trying to treat it after it occurs represents a new paradigm shift in many ways. A recent article published in Science highlighted efforts to try to prevent Alzheimer’s disease before it ever begins (Greg Miller 2012).


  16researchers have begun to identify: Ingersoll 2011; Zwaigenbaum et al. 2009; Rogers 2009. I’m indebted to the researchers who conduct these studies.


  16The bad news is that: Progress is being made on this front, however. Researchers have found differences in brain connectivity as early as six months between kids who go on to develop autism versus those who do not (Wolff et al. 2012).


  16At first, they relied on: Rogers 2009.


  16Finally, in the early 1990s: Adrien et al. 1991.


  16But this method also had: Ingersoll 2011; Rogers 2009.


  16only 5 in 10,000 children: Yirmiya and Ozonoff 2007.


  16teams in the United States, England, Sweden, and Israel: Yirmiya and Ozonoff 2007.


  16They identified children with ASD: Ingersoll 2011; Rogers 2009.


  17The table on page 18 includes a list: This table is adapted from Zwaigenbaum et al. 2009, 1385.


  17People sometimes consider autism a: Rogers 2009.


  17not formally possible until: Zwaigenbaum et al. 2009.


  17empirically supported behavioral therapies: For a review of effective interventions, read LeBlanc and Gillis 2012.


  17However, when it came to: Of course, parents of children with autism shouldn’t feel guilty if they didn’t identify autism early. In reality, the onset of autism is quite variable, and the signs are often subtle. Furthermore, even with early intervention, some children may not show signs of improvement.


  19a combination of the two?: If there’s one thing we know, it’s almost always the case that genes and environments interact dynamically.


  19–20cry less after the first two: Field 2007.


  20During that first year, I: I’m indebted to J. Kagan and others whose work inspired part of this chapter and many of the ideas it contains.


  20kids who exhibit vigilance: Chen et al. 2009.


  20Researchers attribute this behavioral: Hirshfeld-Becker et al. 2008; Kagan et al. 2007.


  20Kagan’s pioneering research shows: Kagan et al. 2007; Kagan 2010; Kagan and Snidman 2004.


  20His and other research: For a review of some of this work, see Fox et al. 2005.


  20One of Kagan’s most famous studies: Kagan et al. 2007; Kagan 2010.


  20Kagan and his colleagues were interested: Kagan et al. 2007.


  20“extend their arms and legs”: Kagan, Snidman, and Arcus 1992, 172.


  21Two in every five: Kagan et al. 2007.


  21Kagan invited many of these: Kagan et al. 2007; Kagan and Snidman 2004; Schwartz et al. 2010.


  21Like others who study behavioral: Hirshfeld-Becker et al. 2008; Kagan et al. 2007.


  21Galen’s Prophecy: Kagan et al. 1994.


  21Low-reactive infants were significantly: Kagan et al. 2007.


  21Kagan describes a subject: Kagan et al. 1994.


  21As a toddler and young child: Kagan et al. 1994.


  22When experimenters interviewed the fifteen-year-old: Kagan et al. 2007.


  22Kagan describes one fifteen-year-old: Kagan et al. 2007.


  22“invites the conclusion that his high-reactive temperament”: Kagan et al. 2007, 52. Although most high-reactives will not be diagnosed with a social anxiety disorder (Kagan et al. 2007), children who show high levels of behavioral inhibition early in life are at heightened risk for developing the disorder (Hirshfeld-Becker et al. 2008). The probability of developing an anxiety disorder is even greater when researchers identify kids high in behavioral inhibition who are born to parents diagnosed with an anxiety disorder (Hirshfeld-Becker et al. 2008). Although the data are not as clear, there is some evidence that behaviorally inhibited kids are more likely to develop depression as well (Hirshfeld-Becker et al. 2008). At Kagan’s fifteen-year follow-up of his sample, severe depression was relatively uncommon, but among the nine cases of clinical depression identified, four subjects were high-reactive babies, whereas only one was a low-reactive infant (the others were neither high- nor low-reactives) (Kagan et al. 2007).


  22Kagan and others have uncovered: Kagan et al. 2007; Marshall, Reeb, and Fox 2009.


  22When the infants in Kagan’s studies: Kagan et al. 2007.


  22electroencephalogram activation, associated: Buss et al. 2003; Tops et al. 2005; Wittling and Pflüger 1990; Kagan and Fox 2006.


  22The cardiovascular systems of high- and low-reactives: Kagan et al. 2007.


  23Finally, adults who were high-reactive: Schwartz et al. 2010.


  23Located within the base of the temporal lobe: Johansen et al. 2010.


  23In a landmark study published: Schwartz et al. 2003.


  23Were the amygdalae of the adults who had been inhibited: Schwartz et al. 2003.


  23“Our findings,” remarked one of Kagan’s colleagues: Science Daily 2003. Results held even when data from the two participants who had been diagnosed with generalized social phobia—both of whom were inhibited children—were excluded from the statistical analyses (Schwartz et al. 2003). Of course, one doesn’t know if adults’ amygdalae in this study are differentially reactive as infants or not, given the study design. However, one study shows that differences in amygdala reactivity between inhibited and uninhibited children appear as early as age thirteen (Pérez-Edgar et al. 2007).


  23Kagan and his colleagues think: Kagan et al. 2007.


  23That high-reactives experience this more strongly: Even the thought of unfamiliar events, according to Kagan, is believed to trigger this biological response, resulting in heightened anxiety (Kagan et al. 2007).


  24At present, this is a provisional explanation: Recent research is implicating brain differences in the striatal circuitry, a part of the reward system of the brain (Helfinstein, Fox, and Pine 2011). Clearly, more than one brain system is likely at work to produce highly inhibited children and adults.


  24biology is not destiny: Kagan 2010; Kagan and Snidman 2004.


  24Not all high-reactives remained shy: Kagan et al. 2007; Kagan and Snidman 2004.


  24By these ages, kids can control: Hirshfeld-Becker et al. 2008; Kagan and Snidman 2004.


  24By age eleven, according to Kagan: Kagan and Snidman 2004.


  24Kagan proposes several possibilities: Kagan 2010; Kagan and Snidman 2004.


  25“Heredity deals the cards”: Brewer 1990.


  26Prediction of autism: Zwaigenbaum et al. 2009.


  26Prevention of autism: Ingersoll 2011.


  26Stability of temperament: Kagan 2010; Kagan et al. 1994.


  CHAPTER 3: STRANGE SITUATIONS: GROWING UP IN A THIN-SLICED WORLD


  27“What is learned in the cradle”: French proverb, n.d.


  28Questions like these have occupied: I’m indebted to the late J. Bowlby and M. Ainsworth, as well as M. Main, A. Sroufe, and others whose work inspired this chapter and many of the ideas it contains.


  28For much of the twentieth century: Cassidy 2008.


  28Theorists from the psychoanalytic camp: Blount and Hertenstein 2006; Bretherton 1992.


  28Learning theorists, such as B. F. Skinner: Blount and Hertenstein 2006; Bretherton 1992.


  28For both camps, provision of food: Cassidy 2008.


  28Nobel Prize–winning biologist Konrad Lorenz: Lorenz 1957.


  28Another set of ingenious studies conducted by Harry Harlow: Harlow 1958; Harlow and Harlow 1966; Harlow and Suomi 1970; Harlow and Zimmermann 1959.


  28Pulling from Lorenz, Harlow, and others: Bowlby 1958, 1969, 1973, 1980.


  29By genetically prewiring into our brains: Cassidy 2008; Blount and Hertenstein 2006.


  29Unlike many other animals that flee: Bowlby 1969. For critiques of attachment theory, as well as how it’s indexed, read Lewis 1997; Kagan 1998; Lamb 2005; Lewis 2005.


  29While formulating his theory, Bowlby: Ainsworth and Marvin 1995.


  29In her most well-known: Ainsworth et al. 1978.


  29She noted how infants emitted: Ainsworth et al. 1978; Ainsworth and Bowlby 1991.


  29At the end of the year: Ainsworth et al. 1978; Ainsworth and Bowlby 1991.


  29The procedure was meant: Blount and Hertenstein 2006.


  29akin to going to the doctor’s: Weinfield et al. 2008.


  30Ainsworth identified three primary: Ainsworth et al. 1978.


  30Mary Main and her colleagues: Main and Morgan 1996; Main and Solomon 1986; Main and Solomon 1990. Although there is some controversy in the field, researchers have observed all the categories of attachment in all cultures studied. Culture does, however, influence the specific proportion of children in each, as one might expect (van IJzendoorn and Sagi-Schwartz 2008).


  30The first category I describe: Most research on attachment has studied infants and mothers for many reasons. Nonetheless, studies that do examine fathers draw similar conclusions (Haidt 2006).


  30I remember one child: The examples I describe in this section come from strange situation films I’ve seen in various classes I’ve taken, at research conferences, and in pedagogical media. I mention no identifying characteristics to maintain confidentiality.


  30Touch is the ultimate: Hertenstein 2002; Main 1990.


  30Harlow taught us with his monkeys: Harlow 1958; Harlow and Harlow 1966; Harlow and Suomi 1970; Harlow and Zimmermann 1959.


  30After his mother had soothed him: Ainsworth and Bowlby 1991; Weinfield et al. 2008.


  31The majority of US children: When we classify a child using the strange situation, we don’t know if he truly belongs in the designated category. We only know that he behaved in a way consistent with that category. Thus, when I indicate in this chapter that researchers have “deemed” a child to have a given attachment status, I’m referring only to his behavior in the strange situation; I’m not making a definitive statement about the true attachment style of the child.


  31he showed signs of missing: van IJzendoorn and Sagi-Schwartz 2008.


  31These parents respond promptly: Ainsworth et al. 1978; Belsky and Fearon 2008; Simpson and Belsky 2008.


  31generally available and warm: Although most of the studies conducted linking maternal behavior to attachment security are correlational, some experimental studies show that the caregiver’s behavior actually causes differences in attachment (Bakermans-Kranenburg, van IJzendoorn, and Juffer 2005; van den Boom 1990).


  31These children often have attachment figures: Ainsworth et al. 1978; Hertenstein 2002; Belsky and Fearon 2008; Simpson and Belsky 2008.


  31They show distress both: Ainsworth et al. 1978; Simpson and Belsky 2008.


  32Strikingly bizarre behaviors like these: van IJzendoorn, Schuengel, and Bakermans-Kranenburg 1999.


  32Researchers deem these children “disorganized-disoriented”: Infants in this category are also given a secondary classification consisting of one of the three others (Main and Solomon 1990).


  32Infants who behave oddly: Belsky and Fearon 2008; Lyons-Ruth and Jacobvitz 2008; Main and Hesse 1990.


  32On identifying their attachment status: van IJzendoorn, Schuengel, and Bakermans-Kranenburg 1999.


  32In one study, for example: Carlson et al. 1989.


  32investigators categorized 82 percent of maltreated infants: It should also be noted that other risk factors—low income, single motherhood, low education, and substance abuse—also increase the risk of classification as disorganized-disoriented (Cyr et al. 2010).


  32about three of every four: Dobrova-Krol et al. 2010; St. Petersburg—USA Orphanage Research Team 2008; Zeanah et al. 2005.


  32The figure above illustrates: Adapted from van IJzendoorn and Baker-mans-Kranenburg 2009, 3.


  33Several studies suggest the outcome: Lyons-Ruth and Jacobvitz 2008; Lyons-Ruth, Bronfman, and Parsons 1999.


  33Researchers theorize that unlike infants: Lyons-Ruth and Jacobvitz 2008; Main and Hesse 1990; Hesse and Main 2006.


  33In contrast, theorists think there is a breakdown: Main and Hesse 1990; Hesse and Main 2006.


  33For these kids, their caregivers: Main and Hesse 1990.


  33The paradox causes them: Main, Hesse, and Kaplan 2005.


  33the strange situation represents: Of course, a myriad of other factors beyond one’s attachment status influence who one becomes.


  34secure attachment signifies a host: Thompson 2008.


  34Children deemed secure are significantly: Weinfield et al. 2008; Sroufe 2005; Sroufe et al. 2005.


  34Children deemed insecure have a history: Weinfield et al. 2008.


  34The emotional lives of children: Weinfield et al. 2008.


  34Kids who behave angrily: Weinfield et al. 2008.


  34more likely to be securely attached: Weinfield et al. 2008.


  34studies examining emotions and peer interaction: Troy and Sroufe 1987.


  35“bugger nose,” “bugger face,” and “hey poop”: Troy and Sroufe 1987, 168.


  35Children deemed secure are: Weinfield et al. 2008.


  35Throughout childhood and into adulthood: Weinfield et al. 2008; Sroufe 2005; Englund et al. 2000.


  35A team led by Jay Belsky: Belsky, Houts, and Fearon 2010.


  35“An evolutionary biology perspective says”: Rochman 2010.


  36Girls who go through puberty: Copeland et al. 2010; Negriff, Susman, and Trickett 2011.


  36Early-maturing girls are also at risk: Copeland et al. 2010.


  36“predicts and perhaps programs the timing”: Belsky, Houts, and Fearon 2010, 1198. I appreciate this quote because it emphasizes that while attachment history predicts the outcome, it doesn’t necessarily cause it. These studies, like most of the others I’ve discussed, are correlational, so one must be very careful not to assume that attachment causes these outcomes.


  36There are a number of potential pathways: Cicchetti and Rogosch 1996.


  36Moreover, few, if any, psychiatric disorders: Greenberg, Speltz, and DeKlyen 1993.


  36Studies show that having a secure: Weinfield et al. 2008; Sroufe 2005.


  37Individuals classified as avoidant or ambivalent-resistant: Sroufe 2005; DeKlyen and Greenberg 2008.


  37Infants deemed ambivalent-resistant: Sroufe 2005; Warren et al. 1997.


  37infants classified as avoidant are: Pasco Fearon and Belsky 2011; Renken et al. 1989.


  37The majority of these individuals don’t: Weinfield et al. 2008; Sroufe 2005.


  37“strong predictor of later disturbance”: Sroufe 2005, 360.


  37“is far stronger than for”: Sroufe 2005, 360.


  37Infants deemed disorganized-disoriented: Weinfield et al. 2008.


  37link is between the disorganized-disoriented: Harari, Bakermans-Kranenburg, and van IJzendoorn 2007.


  37Dissociation, which falls into three: Ogawa et al. 1997.


  37Dissociative symptoms run the continuum: Ray 2000.


  37a history of infant disorganized: Ogawa et al. 1997; Lyons-Ruth et al. 2006; Carlson 1998.


  38Importantly, one’s infant attachment status: Weinfield et al. 2008; Ogawa et al. 1997.


  38the best early predictor we have: Carlson 1998; Hesse 2008.


  38“may be artificial, but so is”: Talbot 1998, 46.


  38Thankfully, researchers have developed: Berlin, Zeanah, and Lieberman 2008.


  38In one study, the researcher: van den Boom 1994.


  39Imagine that a researcher has: The description of the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) and its questions are abbreviated from Hesse 2008. The direct quotes and the interpretation of those quotes come from this source as well. Hesse wrote the quotes to be typical of subjects’ responses; they are not direct quotes.


  39In the mid-1980s, Mary Main and her colleagues: Main, Kaplan, and Cassidy 1985.


  39Researchers worldwide have given: Bakermans-Kranenburg and van IJzendoorn 2009.


  39If someone administered the AAI: Hesse 2008; van IJzendoorn 1995.


  39Based on how people describe: Hesse 2008.


  39four primary adult attachment classifications: A “cannot classify” category is also available to researchers who have difficulty placing a particular interview into one of the four primary classifications (Hesse 2008).


  40These adults are able to reflect: Hesse 2008.


  40Troublesome. Well, she was troublesome: Hesse 2008, 560.


  40This interviewee provided a well-reasoned: Hesse 2008.


  40These adults tend to describe: Hesse 2008.


  41Sobbed through her aunt’s funeral: Hesse 2008, 560.


  41This person’s response brusquely dismissed: Hesse 2008.


  41These adults focus intensely: Hesse 2008.


  41“Great mother. Well, not really”: Hesse 2008, 568.


  41“That was an understatement”: Hesse 2008, 560.


  41Here, the interviewer requested: Hesse 2008.


  42Adults classified as “unresolved/disorganized”: Hesse 2008.


  42“It was almost better”: Hesse 2008, 570.


  42“She died because I forgot”: Hesse 2009.


  42“She was young, she was”: Hesse and Main 2000, 1113.


  42Overall, people who are unable: AAI transcripts categorized as unresolved/disorganized also receive a secondary classification of one of the other three categories (Hesse 2008).


  42Main and her colleagues interviewed men: Main, Kaplan, and Cassidy 1985.


  42In contrast, adults not deemed: Main, Hesse, and Kaplan 2005; Main, Kaplan, and Cassidy 1985.


  42Others drawing upon samples in other cultures: Hesse 2008. As one leading researcher put it, the “predictive validity of the AAI is a replicated fact” (van IJzendoorn 1995, 387).


  43Researchers have also given the AAI: Benoit and Parker 1994; Fonagy, Steele, and Steele 1991; Steele, Steele, and Fonagy 1996.


  43Among pregnant mothers deemed secure-autonomous: Benoit and Parker 1994.


  43The explanation largely resides: Hesse 2008.


  43Adults judged secure-autonomous: Hesse 2008; van IJzendoorn 1995.


  43Parents deemed unresolved/disorganized: Hesse 2008; Abrams, Rifkin, and Hesse 2006; Ballen et al. 2010.


  44At least four studies show: Hesse 2008.


  44Main and her colleagues reported: Main, Hesse, and Kaplan 2005.


  44Of course circumstances derail some: Main, Hesse, and Kaplan 2005.


  44However, barring major life trauma: Main, Hesse, and Kaplan 2005; Hesse 2008; Fraley 2002; Van Ryzin, Carlson, and Sroufe 2011.


  44Instead, it’s how you mentally understand: Main, Hesse, and Kaplan 2005.


  44“In theory, then,” writes Mary Main: Main, Hesse, and Kaplan 2005, 268.


  45Early puberty: Belsky, Houts, and Fearon 2010.


  45Prediction of psychopathology: Ogawa et al. 1997; Lyons-Ruth et al. 2006; Carlson 1998.


  45Prediction of attachment: Benoit and Parker 1994; Fonagy, Steele, and Steele 1991; Steele, Steele, and Fonagy 1996.


  CHAPTER 4: WHO ARE YOU ANYWAY?


  49“It is only shallow people”: Wilde 1988.


  50we size people up based: Ambady and Skowronski 2008; Todorov, Said, and Verosky 2011.


  50Virtually all of us feel: I’m indebted to a number of researchers for inspiring this chapter and the ideas it contains, including, but not limited to, L. Zebrowitz, A. Todorov, P. Borkenau, D. Kenny, A. Little, D. Perrett, J. Carré, M. Stirrat, and N. Ambady.


  50The study of how physical: Valla, Ceci, and Williams 2011; Zebrowitz 1997.


  50The scientific investigation of physiognomy: Valla, Ceci, and Williams 2011.


  50“we shall then be able to”: Aristotle, n.d.


  50Since then, physiognomy has waxed: Zebrowitz 1997; Highfield 2009; Penton-Voak et al. 2006.


  50We make snap judgments: Gladwell 2005; Todorov, Pakrashi, and Oosterhof 2009.


  50showing remarkable consensus in: Todorov, Said, and Verosky 2011; Penton-Voak et al. 2006; Hollingworth 1922; Zebrowitz and Montepare 2008.


  50baby-faced people than mature-looking individuals: Zebrowitz and McDonald 1991.


  51juries are more likely to impose the death penalty: Eberhardt et al. 2006.


  51most famous visitor, Charles Darwin: Darwin 1958; Darwin 1950.


  51The English naturalist was there: Darwin 1958, 76.


  51But history very nearly took: For those who know the history of the events surrounding Darwin’s announcement of evolution via natural selection, I could have very easily been following in the footsteps of one of Darwin’s contemporaries, Alfred Wallace, who devised his own theory of natural selection on the Maluku islands off the coast of Indonesia (Slotten 2004).


  51The captain of the HMS Beagle: Zebrowitz 1997.


  51“an exact relationship exists between”: Zebrowitz 1997, 41.


  51The captain of the Beagle: Zebrowitz 1997; Highfield 2009; Todorov et al. 2005.


  51“He was an ardent disciple”: Darwin 1958, 72.


  51We have come a long: Albright, Kenny, and Malloy 1988; Borkenau and Liebler 1992; Borkenau and Liebler 1993; Kenny et al. 1992; Levesque and Kenny 1993; Norman and Goldberg 1966.


  51Whether we’re observing someone: Piff et al. 2012.


  51A seminal study done: Norman and Goldberg 1966.


  52Investigators in Germany videotaped subjects: Borkenau and Liebler 1992.


  52Subjects generally identify the latter: Kenny and West 2008; Albright, Kenny, and Malloy 1988; Borkenau and Liebler 1992; Borkenau and Liebler 1993; Levesque and Kenny 1993; Beer and Watson 2008; Gray 2008.


  52In the work sphere: Hill 2012.


  52In one study at the University of Texas: Naumann et al. 2009.


  53The “+” signs indicate: Based on data from Naumann et al. 2009, Table 1. To derive this table, I rounded the correlation coefficients to the nearest tenth’s place. A correlation of 0.2 received “++,” a correlation of 0.3 received “+++,” and a correlation of 0.4 received “++++.” All correlation coefficients were positive and statistically significant.


  53So, what cues did people: Gosling 2008.


  53On page 54, I’ve indicated the cues: The researchers, who knew nothing about the subjects’ personalities, recorded these cues. I’ve included only some of the personality traits studied.


  54Bold italicized cues were both valid: Data are from Naumann et al. 2009, Tables 3 and 4. I’m indebted to Sam Gosling for giving me the idea to present data in this format as he did in his book, Snoop.


  55Though there is nothing wrong: Naumann et al. 2009.


  55people whose appearances vary more: Naumann et al. 2009.


  55This study has another implication: Naumann et al. 2009.


  55If you wish to come across: Naumann et al. 2009.


  55Even when we examine only: Penton-Voak et al. 2006; Borkenau et al. 2009; Little and Perrett 2007.


  55We need view a photograph for only: Borkenau et al. 2009.


  55Curiously, we’re also adept: Kramer, King, and Ward 2011.


  55we should never “judge a”: Zebrowitz and Montepare 2008; Verplaetse, Vanneste, and Braeckman 2007.


  55a kernel of truth: Penton-Voak et al. 2006; Naumann et al. 2009; Naylor 2007.


  55We sometimes assess people’s: Murphy, Hall, and Colvin 2003.


  56One team videotaped people: Borkenau et al. 2004.


  56From just three minutes: Two validated tests measured targets’ intelligence.


  56Researchers at Northeastern University videotaped: Murphy, Hall, and Colvin 2003.


  56The researchers then obtained: The researchers employed one validated measure of IQ. I’m well aware that some do not believe these indices are indicative of intellectual ability per se. In the field of psychology, there is heated debate about what is meant, exactly, by the word “intelligence.” Here, I use the term like the authors did in the study.


  57eye gaze: Murphy, Hall, and Colvin 2003.


  57vocal qualities: Borkenau and Liebler 1995.


  57level of attractiveness: Zebrowitz and Montepare 2008; Zebrowitz et al. 2002; Zebrowitz and Rhodes 2004.


  57People who look others: Murphy, Hall, and Colvin 2003.


  57Some evidence indicates that those: Borkenau and Liebler 1995.


  57Finally, the perceived attractiveness of individuals: Zebrowitz and Montepare 2008; Zebrowitz et al. 2002; Zebrowitz and Rhodes 2004.


  57“faces in the lower half”: Zebrowitz and Montepare 2008, 179.


  57simply by “appearing smart”: Murphy 2007, 325.


  57For about one hundred days: Banks 2006.


  58“the Oskar Schindler of Africa”: Banks 2006.


  58“There was no other solution”: Owen 2005.


  59The question is whether we: Fetchenhauer, Groothuis, and Pradel 2010.


  59Although the data are still: Verplaetse, Vanneste, and Braeckman 2007; Brosig 2002; Frank, Gilovich, and Regan 1993; Pradel, Euler, and Fetchenhauer 2009.


  59One group of researchers in Germany: Fetchenhauer, Groothuis, and Pradel 2010.


  59A remarkable study took these: Kogan et al. 2011.


  59This neuropeptide, as well as: Kosfeld et al. 2005; Barraza et al. 2011; Rodrigues et al. 2009; Tost et al. 2010.


  60“people can’t see genes,” said Kogan: Science Daily 2011.


  60As the study authors acknowledge: Kogan et al. 2011.


  60“I had to listen to my”: Owen 2005.


  60The next time you have: The ability to identify the prosocial among us has benefits from an evolutionary perspective (Fetchenhauer, Groothuis, and Pradel 2010). The capacity to recognize prosocial individuals, for example, helps us choose mates (Miller 2000), as it may signal how good a parent or relationship partner another might be (Fetchenhauer, Groothuis, and Pradel 2010). Furthermore, it can also help us choose whom to work with on projects and obstacles that we encounter (Fetchenhauer, Groothuis, and Pradel 2010; Frank 1988, 2008). It seems evolution has shaped our ability to perceive who is dedicated to him- or herself versus others.


  60“Get the fuck out of here”: This quote comes from my friend’s recollection of the event.


  61These faces differ in their: These illustrative faces come from Carré, McCormick, and Mondloch 2009, 1195.


  61Justin Carré and his colleagues: Carré, McCormick, and Mondloch 2009, 1195.


  61Prior to asking this question: Carré and McCormick 2008.


  61Moreover, the judges could accurately: Carré, McCormick, and Mondloch 2009. Although, see Özener 2012.


  61Interestingly, these facial ratios have: Carré and McCormick 2008.


  61Specifically, the judges’ assessments: Carré, McCormick, and Mondloch 2009; Carré et al. 2010.


  61ratio between the men’s: The width of the face is measured from the right and left zygion, and the height is measured from the lip to the brow (Carré and McCormick 2008).


  61a measure independent of body size: Weston, Friday, and Liò 2007; Haselhuhn and Wong 2011; Verdonck et al. 1999; Stirrat, Stulp, and Pollet 2012.


  62Carré and his team manipulated: Carré et al. 2010.


  62Lying and cheating: Haselhuhn and Wong 2011.


  62“Our findings suggest that some”: Connor 2011.


  62Exploitation of others: Stirrat and Perrett 2010.


  63Death of slim-faced males: Stirrat, Stulp, and Pollet 2012.


  63A slew of other variables: Todorov et al. 2008.


  63Nonetheless, these studies demonstrate: Carré, McCormick, and Mondloch 2009.


  63It’s unclear if our evolutionary: Short et al. 2012.


  64Research shows that this: Zebrowitz and Montepare 2008.


  64According to Leslie Zebrowitz: Zebrowitz and Montepare 2008.


  64“more naive, submissive, physically”: Zebrowitz and Montepare 2008, 181.


  64Some studies confirm these stereotypes: Berry 1991; Berry and Brown-low 1989; Berry and Landry 1997.


  64others do not: Zebrowitz et al. 1998.


  64According to the study on which: Zebrowitz, Tenenbaum, and Goldstein 1991.


  65Also in this study, men were preferred over: Zebrowitz 1997.


  65Other work shows that women: Zebrowitz 1997; Collins and Zebrowitz 1995.


  65There’s even evidence that baby-faced: Mueller and Mazur 1996.


  65according to one study: Zebrowitz, Tenenbaum, and Goldstein 1991.


  65“The effect of the defendants’”: Zebrowitz 1997, 113.


  66Predicting who is going: Americans are very good at putting people in prison; in fact, we’re the best at it in the world (I hope you sense my sarcasm). Over 2.2 million people reside in US prisons, which represents about 25 percent of the entire world’s prison population and amounts to about one in every one hundred US adults (PEW 2012). This is a staggeringly high rate compared to all other countries in the world (Liptak 2008).


  66Researchers at the University of Colorado: Blair, Judd, and Chapleau 2004.


  66Florida has taken explicit: Blair, Judd, and Chapleau 2004.


  66“the degree to which each”: Blair, Judd, and Chapleau 2004, 676.


  66these features as “Afrocentric features”: According to the authors, “Afrocentric features are those physical features that are perceived as typical of African Americans (e.g., dark skin, wide nose, full lips)” (Blair, Judd, and Chapleau 2004, 674).


  66regardless of race, the perceived: It’s important to note that in this and the subsequent study I discuss, researchers measured only the perceptions of Afrocentric facial features, not actual differences in facial structure.


  66Despite the fact that the judges: Blair, Judd, and Chapleau 2004.


  66Other researchers examined perceived Afrocentric: Eberhardt et al. 2006.


  66Some think that when: Blair, Judd, and Chapleau 2004.


  67This faulty linkage of traits to facial: The origins of this linkage are unclear given the empirical evidence.


  67The problem is that people: Blair, Judd, and Chapleau 2004.


  67Prediction of intelligence: Murphy, Hall, and Colvin 2003.


  67Prediction of genes: Kogan et al. 2011.


  67Linkage of severity of prison sentences: Blair, Judd, and Chapleau 2004.


  CHAPTER 5: THE TARGETS OF OUR ATTRACTION


  69“I must be giving off”: Ellen 1998.


  69I learned later from someone: Frankly, whether he was gay or not made no difference to me then; nor does it make any difference to me now.


  70Although one’s age, gender: Rule et al. 2008. Obviously, we do not always infer everyone’s age, gender, and ethnicity accurately.


  70“invisible in plain sight”: This quote comes from a person I interviewed.


  70People sometimes refer to the ability to infer if a person is gay: LeVay 2011; Rieger et al. 2010. In this chapter, I refer to as “gay” (in the case of men and women), “lesbian” (in the case of women), and “same-sex preference” those who are exclusively or nearly exclusively attracted to their own sex. I refer to as “straight” those who are exclusively or nearly exclusively attracted to the opposite sex. I refer as “bisexual” those who are exclusively or nearly exclusively attracted to both sexes. These definitions map roughly onto some others in the field (e.g., LeVay 2011).


  70If there is, in fact: LeVay 2011. For that matter, we could refer to virtually any accurate perception of a trait as xdar (e.g., relationshipdar, personalitydar, agedar, ethnicdar, brunettedar, blondar—you get my point).


  70We must acknowledge that: I realize that the very topic of this chapter—perceiving sexual orientation—rubs some peoples’ sensibilities the wrong way; in many ways, it challenges my sensibilities as well. Nonetheless, I think that the topic is a legitimate one to consider, and it represents a lively field of inquiry in my discipline. I have made a concerted effort to try to make this chapter as inclusive and respectful as I know how. I’ll leave it up to the reader as to whether he or she buys the science on which this chapter rests.


  70Some think gaydar is an: Woolery 2007.


  70People who think they: Reuter 2002.


  70As you’ll see, however: I’m indebted to N. Rule and N. Ambady and others whose work inspired this chapter and many of the ideas it contains.


  70science has largely demystified gaydar: Tabak and Zayas 2012b.


  71Noticing potential mates for potential: Miller 2000.


  71“Adults with normal perceptual abilities”: Tabak and Zayas 2012b.


  71In the McCarthy era: Freeman et al. 2010; Loughery 1998.


  71“With the Soviets on the”: Loughery 1998, 204.


  71“purge of the perverts”: Loughery 1998, 208.


  71Whereas US policy during McCarthyism: Ambady, Hallahan, and Conner 1999.


  72One of the most infamous: Bumiller 2011.


  72“that sexual orientation is evident”: Ambady, Hallahan, and Conner 1999, 538.


  72“in the armed forces would”: United States Government, 10 U. S. C. § 654.


  72And a recent study actually: Palm Center 2012.


  72And that fear was legitimate: Bender 2009.


  72“I constantly was always thinking”: Considine 2011.


  72The repeal of Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell: Considine 2011.


  72To my knowledge no professional: Jason Collins, a professional basketball player, recently came out as gay publicly. He was the first to do so in his sport. See Medina 2013.


  73These initial perceptions frame: Ambady, Bernieri, and Richeson 2000; Greenwald and Banaji 1995.


  73humans do not perceive and: Ambady, Bernieri, and Richeson 2000; Greenwald and Banaji 1995.


  73Gay people are the US minority: Potok 2010.


  73And the trend is growing: Romney 2011.


  73Researchers at the University of Toronto: Remedios et al. 2011.


  73“To the average Canadian”: Remedios et al. 2011, 1313.


  73Straight white men were significantly: Remedios et al. 2011. Here, I’m adopting the terms “black” and “white” as the researchers of the study used them.


  73Remember that the researchers did: Remedios et al. 2011.


  74unconscious perceptions of sexual orientation: Remedios et al. 2011.


  74Although the University of Toronto: Remedios et al. 2011.


  74Estimates vary, but about 3 percent: Chandra, Mosher, and Copen 2011; Herbenick et al. 2010.


  74Approximately 85 to 90 percent of: LeVay and Baldwin 2012.


  74“an essential survival strategy”: This quote comes from a person I interviewed.


  74“Women had to develop gaydar”: Carroll 2009, e10.


  74Can we accurately infer sexual: By “accurate” I mean significantly above chance.


  74And what tells lead to: These are fundamental questions relating to how members of our species perceive each other; in my humble opinion they are also tractable questions worth pursuing using the scientific method. As mentioned, I fully acknowledge that no one study is perfect, but taken as a whole, they have taught us a lot about how the mind distinguishes the sexual orientation of others.


  74Several researchers have examined: LeVay 2011; Rieger et al. 2010; Ambady, Hallahan, and Conner 1999.


  74In one study, they separately: Rieger et al. 2010.


  74interviews with each subject: The authors wrote, “We videotaped targets for 20 min during a casual interview about their lifestyle” (Rieger et al. 2010, 129). They did not mention the nature of the questions asked in this study to my knowledge.


  75Subjects accurately perceived the: Rieger et al. 2010.


  75This study, among others: Ambady, Hallahan, and Conner 1999.


  75“Raters tended to be very”: Rieger et al. 2010, 129.


  75“I’ve never been wrong!”: This quote comes from a person I interviewed.


  75After all, they may be: LeVay 2011; Rieger et al. 2010.


  75“We have learned antennae”: These quotes come from a person I inter viewed.


  75It turns out that the data: LeVay 2011; Rieger et al. 2010.


  75some studies find that: Rule et al. 2007.


  75others find no difference: Smyth, Jacobs, and Rogers 2003.


  75If gay people can detect: Rieger et al. 2010.


  76Is it possible to do so successfully?: Johnson et al. 2007.


  76Since the face often reveals: Rule et al. 2008; Freeman et al. 2010; Rule and Ambady 2008a; Rule, Ambady, and Hallett 2009.


  76To find out, male and: Rule et al. 2008.


  76First, subjects accurately identified the: Subsequent research has shown that we can even infer sexual orientation accurately when faces are shown to us upside down (Tabak and Zayas 2012a).


  76Finally, multiple features of the face: Rule et al. 2008.


  76Interestingly, judgments based on hairstyle: Rule et al. 2008.


  77Such studies suggest that at least: Rule et al. 2008; Rule, Ambady, and Hallett 2009.


  77Other work indicates that body: Johnson et al. 2007.


  77Policies like Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell: Tabak and Zayas 2012a.


  77people identified as gay, both: LeVay 2011; Rieger et al. 2010; Freeman et al. 2010; Johnson et al. 2007.


  77others sometimes judge as gay: LeVay 2011.


  77On average—and “average” is: Although there are differences between men and women, especially physical differences, most studies show that psychologically and behaviorally, men and women show much more overlap than difference (Hyde 2005).


  77women’s bodies are shaped differently: Johnson and Tassinary 2005.


  77women’s voices and vocal patterns: Smyth, Jacobs, and Rogers 2003; Pierrehumbert et al. 2004.


  77In relation to men’s faces: Freeman et al. 2010; LeVay and Baldwin 2012.


  77I’ll call these empirical generalizations: I reject the notion that pointing out average differences between men and women implies that one sex or gender is superior to the other. These differences can be observed in the population of humans and, if anything, should be valued and appreciated. Nonetheless, from a statistical perspective, the average values for some physical traits differ between men and women. Moreover, I fully acknowledge that sex and gender are not always dichotomously arranged. There are clearly spectrums when it comes to sex, gender, and sexuality.


  77Researchers think the degree to which: Rieger et al. 2010.


  78The term “sex atypical”: In keeping with much of the literature, I’ve opted to use the term “sex atypical” (e.g., Rieger et al. 2010).


  78Men on average do not: Researchers sometimes refer to this as “gender-inversion” (Freeman et al. 2010), “sex atypical” (Rieger et al. 2010), or “gender atypical” (Johnson and Ghavami 2011).


  78Gay men have faces that: Freeman et al. 2010.


  78The more sex atypical someone’s: Freeman et al. 2010. Recent evidence shows that when evaluating sexual orientation people who are politically liberal are less likely to rely on features that are gender atypical in certain contexts compared to individuals who are politically conservative (Stern et al. 2012).


  78Sex-atypical body shape: LeVay 2011; Rieger et al. 2010; Johnson et al. 2007; Smyth, Jacobs, and Rogers 2003.


  78Body type is diagnostic: Johnson et al. 2007.


  78Self-identified “butch” women: Singh et al. 1999.


  78Research has also linked walking: Johnson et al. 2007.


  78This effect is most powerfully: Johnson et al. 2007.


  78Of course, not all people: LeVay 2011.


  78Although the voice is diagnostic: LeVay 2011; Rieger et al. 2010; Smyth, Jacobs, and Rogers 2003; Pierrehumbert et al. 2004.


  78“mostly in the direction of”: LeVay 2011, 240–241.


  78“Many gay men have ‘straight-sounding’”: LeVay 2011, 241.


  79Hudson, it was later discovered: New York Times 1989; Langley 2001.


  79Therefore, even though having sex-atypical: Freeman et al. 2010.


  79This teaches us that while: Rule et al. 2008; Rieger et al. 2010; Ambady, Hallahan, and Conner 1999; Johnson et al. 2007; Rule and Ambady 2008a; Rule, Ambady, and Hallett 2009; Rule, Ishii, et al. 2011.


  79we are undoubtedly wrong sometimes: Freeman et al. 2010.


  79One involves examining the origins: LeVay 2011.


  79Some researchers hold that the: Johnson et al. 2007.


  79The fact that a man swings: LeVay 2011.


  79From this perspective, the findings: LeVay 2011; Johnson et al. 2007.


  79Others, however, think such cues: Rieger et al. 2010.


  79I refer the reader to a provocative book: LeVay 2011.


  79studies conducted at the University of Toronto: Rule, Rosen, et al. 2011.


  80The figure below depicts the general pattern: Adapted from Rule, Rosen, et al. 2011, 3.


  80Astonishingly, the closer women were: Rule, Rosen, et al. 2011.


  80The subjects could accurately distinguish: Rule, Rosen, et al. 2011.


  81This hypothesis gained further: Rule, Rosen, et al. 2011.


  81After seeing men’s and women’s faces: Rule and Ambady 2008a; Rule, Ambady, and Hallett 2009.


  81our perceptual systems are finely: Rule and Ambady 2008a; Rule, Ambady, and Hallett 2009.


  81The ability to detect sexual: Rule, Ishii, et al. 2011; Valentova et al. 2011.


  81In one study, men and women: Rule, Ishii, et al. 2011.


  81People from Japan—where homosexuality: Rule, Ishii, et al. 2011.


  81along with other data: Valentova et al. 2011.


  81It is important to note: Rieger et al. 2010; Ambady, Hallahan, and Conner 1999; Rule, Ambady, and Hallett 2009; Rule, Ishii, et al. 2011; Valentova et al. 2011; Jordan-Young 2010.


  82Few examine people who are bisexual: For an exception, see Ding and Rule 2012.


  82“I must be giving off one”: Ellen 1998.


  82Facial structure: Rule et al. 2008.


  82Ovulation and detection of sexual orientation: Rule, Rosen, et al. 2011.


  82Blink-of-the-eye prediction of sexual orientation: Rule and Ambady, 2008a; Rule, Ambady, and Hallett, 2009.


  CHAPTER 6: FROM DATING TO MATING


  85“Who ever loved that loved”: Shakespeare 1922.


  85The answers to these questions: I’m indebted to several researchers who inspired this chapter and the ideas it contains, including, but not limited to, D. Kenrick, D. Keltner, M. Kraus, R. Thornhill, J. Gottman, and K. Grammer. I’m particularly indebted to Buss (2011) and Cartwright (2008), who have reviewed much of this literature. Some of what follows comes from these reviews.


  85our brains come preprogrammed: Buss 2011; Cartwright 2008. This chapter focuses on heterosexual preferences, but this emphasis is not intended to discount the importance, reality, and validity of other types relationships. For a review of the literature pertaining to gay men’s and women’s preferences, see Kenrick 2011.


  85evolutionary theory suggests that: Dawkins 1976.


  85we are dating in a: Davis 2009.


  85with Stone Age minds: I don’t want to overstate the case that evolution in any way determines who we are. One need only look at individuals who choose to remain celibate to see that evolution is in no way deterministic; natural individual differences, choices, and cultures all shape our preferences and goals as well.


  86According to evolutionary theory: Cartwright 2008; Buss 2003.


  86costly to women in terms: In this book, I use the words “men” and “women” colloquially to refer to the genders/sexes. Moreover, I realize that there will always be diversity and exceptions within each gender/sex, but when I use these words, I’m referring to generalizations and averages.


  86These selection pressures: Buss 2011; Cartwright 2008; Buss 2003.


  86In a now famous study: Buss 1994, 2011.


  86In a different study, researchers: Pawlowski and Koziel 2002.


  86One study indicates that: Judge 2004.


  86In short, women carry the: Buss 2003, 2011.


  86Women prefer men who: Buss 2011.


  87As New York Times columnist: Brooks 2011.


  87Women desire stick-around dads: Myers 2013.


  87Just because we have: Buss 2003.


  87does not mean they are “good”: It’s important to steer clear of the naturalistic fallacy, which holds as good or right that which occurs in nature (Kanazawa 2012). Scientists and consumers of science alike must take care not to think that we should necessarily design policies or construct our values based on what we find in nature. Likewise, it’s important that we avoid the moralistic fallacy, which holds that the world actually is as we think it should be (Kanazawa 2012). That is, we shouldn’t disbelieve scientific claims based solely on the fact that the findings do not necessarily accord with how we wish reality to be. Some of the findings in this book and others in science run against my personal beliefs, but to the best of my ability, I try to separate personal values from scientific observations. Of course, 100 percent objectivity is virtually impossible to attain, but science is at its best when personal beliefs do not enter into the equation.


  87Are women able to predict: Of course, men may also be interested in examining other men for these qualities.


  87first impressions count: Ambady and Skowronski 2008.


  87If you’re like most people: Grammer and Thornhill 1994.


  87This tendency holds true across races: Some factors influence preference for symmetry. For example, research has shown the menstrual cycle to influence the degree of preference for men’s faces (Little, Jones, et al. 2007).


  88most faces contain such misalignments: Gallup and Frederick 2010.


  88Both men and women prefer: Cartwright 2008.


  88Any number of factors: Buss 2011; Cartwright 2008.


  88According to evolutionary psychology, we should prefer: Buss 2003, 2011; Cartwright 2008.


  89Men with symmetrical faces: Shackelford and Larsen 1997.


  89These men also have sex: Buss 2011.


  89And physically attractive men are stronger: Gangestad and Thornhill 1997; Henderson and Anglin 2003.


  89A group of researchers photographed: Soler et al. 2003.


  89Among the most fascinating: Thornhill et al. 2003.


  89they have fewer respiratory illnesses: Thornhill and Gangestad 2006.


  89people in New York and Los Angeles: Terrill 2012.


  90It turns out that heterosexual women: Rhodes 2006.


  90Researchers are still investigating why: Buss 2011.


  90masculine faces signal greater health: Johnston et al. 2001.


  90greater dominance, another quality: Boothroyd et al. 2007.


  90David Buss, an “enormous”: Buss 2011, 114.


  90In fact, according to one study, women: Buss 2011; Kenrick et al. 1990.


  90Women also prefer men who: Buss 2011.


  91Sociologists and psychologists define social class: Kraus, Piff, and Keltner 2011.


  91Further, social class actually affects: Kraus, Piff, and Keltner 2011.


  91Those from lower-class backgrounds: Kraus, Piff, and Keltner 2011.


  91Michael Kraus and Dacher Keltner: Kraus and Keltner 2009.


  91First, subjects from high-class backgrounds: Kraus, Piff, and Keltner 2011.


  92“Nonverbal displays of the capacity”: Kraus and Keltner 2009, 99.


  92On the evolutionary savannah: Buss 2001; Cartwright 2008.


  92women paired wisely, whereas men: Myers 2000.


  93It turns out, males commit: Buss 2011.


  93men around the world prefer women: Buss 2003.


  93One of the most salient cues: Buss 2011.


  94From an evolutionary view, a man: Buss 2011.


  94according to the data, he almost: Kenrick et al. 1996.


  94the more symmetrical her face: Buss 2011.


  94this is thought to be: Perrett, May, and Yoshikawa 1994.


  94we don’t know the degree: Of course, it’s Jolie’s and anyone else’s prerogative to have plastic surgery as he or she sees fit.


  94These women also have significantly: Smith et al. 2006.


  94Interestingly though, men’s preferences: Sugiyama 2005.


  94But there is scant evidence: Jasieńska et al. 2004.


  95Two different waist-to-hip ratios: Figure from Kościński 2012.


  95to women’s ability to breast-feed: Cartwright 2008.


  95that the ratio of the woman’s: Kościński 2012.


  95Men worldwide prefer women: Singh et al. 2010.


  95the more a woman’s WHR: Singh 1993.


  95I’ve computed the WHRs: Ratios were computed based on values available at http://www.famemeasurements.com. Of course, the list I provide is not representative, but for illustration only.


  96In one seminal study, a researcher: Singh 1993.


  96This procedure presented a unique opportunity: Platek and Singh 2010.


  97Before puberty, men and women: Cartwright 2008.


  97The WHR really measures: Cartwright 2008.


  97Women with elevated WHR are: Cartwright 2008; Nelson et al. 1999.


  97These findings explain why the World Health Organization: World Health Organization 2008.


  97A low WHR signals that: Gallace and Spence 2010.


  97As a woman goes through menopause: Aréchiga et al. 2001.


  97women with lower WHRs menstruate: van Hooff et al. 2000.


  97ovulate more frequently: Jasieńska et al. 2004.


  97apt to conceive via artificial: Zaadstra et al. 1993.


  97and in vitro fertilization: Wass et al. 1997.


  97One study showed that women: Wass et al. 1997.


  97Perhaps one of the most novel: Lassek and Gaulin 2008.


  98Consider what some women do: Culture, no doubt, influences some women to take such actions as well.


  98One of the first cosmetic surgeries: Morris 1967.


  98For hundreds of years, women: Steele 2001.


  98The New York Times recently featured: Nir 2012.


  98Despite the fact that ideals: Buss 2011.


  98Take the iconic Barbie: Maine 2000.


  98In 2011, Galia Slayen wrote: See Slayen 2011.


  98If one were to extrapolate Barbie’s: Slayen 2011.


  99Convincing experimental evidence shows that: Dittmar, Halliwell, and Ive 2006.


  99Evolutionary theory and everyday experience: Miller 2009.


  99After the mid-twenties, their eyes: Miller 2009.


  99Many women overcome these physical: Miller 2009.


  100Americans spend an astounding $10.1 billion: American Society of Plastic Surgeons 2010a.


  100Breast augmentation, nose reshaping, liposuction: American Society of Plastic Surgeons 2010b.


  100While they account for only 9 percent: American Society of Plastic Surgeons 2010a.


  101And, as in women, injection: American Society of Plastic Surgeons 2010a.


  101In his fascinating book The Mating Mind: Miller 2000.


  101One study showed that men: Kruger 2008.


  101differentiate between honest and dishonest signals: Miller 2000; Gallace and Spence 2010.


  101Like the NutraSweet I consume: Gallace and Spence 2010.


  102Over the years I’ve surreptitiously: Most of the time these conversations are forced upon us whether we want them to be or not.


  103John Gottman knows the answers: Gottman 1994; Gottman et al. 2002.


  103“Von Frisch discovered the language”: Brockman 2004.


  103In a typical lab study, Gottman: Gottman et al. 1998; Gottman and Krokoff 1989; Gottman and Levenson 2000.


  103Based on the interactions of these: Gottman et al. 1998; Gottman and Levenson 2000; Buehlman, Gottman, and Katz 1992.


  103Gottman can make these predictions: Carrère and Gottman 1999.


  104For the vast majority of couples: Gottman 1994.


  104When a person singles out: Gottman 1994.


  104Emotional and verbal expressions of contempt: Gottman 1994; Gottman and Levenson 1999.


  105lifting on only one side: Matsumoto 2005.


  105Defensiveness is another key: Gottman and Levenson 1992.


  105Stonewalling constitutes another revealing tell: Gottman 1994.


  105When a person’s heart rate exceeds: Gottman and Levenson 1992.


  105amount of positive and negative emotionality: Carrère and Gottman 1999; Gottman and Levenson 1992.


  105So the golden ratio for marital bliss: Gottman and Levenson 1992.


  105One of my intellectual heroes: Galton 1869. My field owes a great debt to Galton; directly or indirectly, he pioneered work in facial morphing, statistical techniques, cognitive tests, and quantitative genetics, to name only a few (Miller 2012). Regrettably, he also pioneered the intellectually bankrupt idea of eugenics (Medin 2012; Galton 1904).


  105from intelligence to an audience’s boredom: Silverman 2013.


  106His program teaches couples healthy: For information regarding Gottman’s marital therapy program, see http://www.gottman.com.


  106Research links divorce to a host: Hughes and Waite 2009.


  107One study indicated that adults: Friedman and Martin 2011.


  107but they predicted divorce: Hertenstein et al. 2009.


  107evidence of a so-called Duchenne smile: Ekman 2007.


  107More recently, researchers examined photos: Abel and Kruger 2010.


  108Eddie Mathews—the great baseball Hall of Famer: These players did not necessarily participate in the described study. I mention them here only for illustration.


  109The explanation with the most support: Harker and Keltner 2001; Seder and Oishi 2012.


  109Lee Anne Harker and Dacher Keltner: Harker and Keltner 2001.


  109Another study showed that people: Seder and Oishi 2012.


  109Smelly T-shirts and sperm: Soler et al. 2003; Thornhill et al. 2003.


  109Prediction of divorce: Gottman 1994; Hertenstein et al. 2009.


  109Prediction of longevity from smiles: Abel and Kruger 2010.


  CHAPTER 7: DETECTING DECEPTION


  111“Actions lie louder than words”: Wells, n.d.


  112despite encountering so many lies: I’m indebted to P. Ekman, M. Frank, C. Bond, B. DePaulo, A. Vrij, the late M. O’Sullivan, and others whose work inspired this chapter and many of the ideas it contains.


  112Natural-Born Lie Detectors We Are Not: Smith 2005.


  112It stands to reason that: Ekman 2009.


  112others barrage us constantly with lies: For this chapter, I’ve adopted Paul Ekman’s definition of a lie: “one person intends to mislead another, doing so deliberately, without prior notification of this purpose, and without having been explicitly asked to do so by the target” (Ekman 2009, 28). I use related words such as “deception” to mean the same thing, but researchers sometimes distinguish between the terms in the literature (Frank and Svetieva 2013).


  112In one study, researchers individually: Lewis 1993; Lewis, Stanger, and Sullivan 1989.


  112“Did you peek?”: Lewis, Stanger, and Sullivan 1989, 440.


  112“Everybody lies—every day”: Twain 1885.


  112On average, people lie: DePaulo et al. 1996.


  112showers we take in a lifetime: We can compute this using the equation (1)(365)[(78.5)–(3)]: 1 is the number of lies told per day (a conservative estimate); 365 is the number of days per year; 78.5 is the average life expectancy of a person in the United States (National Center for Health Statistics 2012); 3 is the first three years of life in which children, arguably, do not deliberately deceive.


  112“And the Lord said unto”: Genesis 4:9, King James Bible.


  113Although scientists currently employ functional: Miller 2010; Vrij, Granhag, and Porter 2010.


  113the vast majority of us: Bond and DePaulo 2006.


  113explanations for our meager abilities: O’Sullivan 2003.


  113but most boil down to: See O’Sullivan 2003 and Vrij 2008 for a more complete list of reasons.


  113It’s so much easier going: Ekman 2009.


  113Making false accusations and doubting: Ekman 2009.


  113The behavioral and verbal cues: Vrij, Granhag, and Porter 2010; DePaulo et al. 2003.


  113When emitted in the complex: Ekman 2009.


  113the clues we do pick up: Ekman 2009; Vrij, Granhag, and Porter 2010.


  113Finally, there is no telltale: Ekman 2009; Vrij, Granhag, and Porter 2010; DePaulo et al. 2003; Leach 2012.


  114We may be poor at detecting: Ekman 2009.


  114rather than teaching their children: Ekman 2009; O’Sullivan 2003.


  114We’re rarely given any feedback: O’Sullivan 2003.


  115Fidgeting with the pencil: DePaulo et al. 2003.


  115Biting her lip: Ekman 2009.


  115Presenting a friendly demeanor: DePaulo et al. 2003.


  115Touching her nose: DePaulo et al. 2003.


  115Touching her ears: Ekman 2009.


  115Tapping her foot rapidly: Ekman 2009.


  115Averting her gaze: O’Sullivan 2003; Vrij 2008; Temple-Raston 2007.


  115Looking to the left: Gladstone 2009.


  115Shifting her posture: Ekman 2009; Vrij 2008; DePaulo et al. 2003.


  116we think we know what: Vrij, Granhag, and Porter 2010; Frank 2009; Santarcangelo 2008. Hartwig and Bond (2011) believe that it’s not that we don’t know what the cues are but that the cues to deceit are too subtle for people to perceive.


  116Researchers asked people in fifty-eight: Global Deception Team 2006.


  116no reliable link exists between: DePaulo et al. 2003.


  116Researchers showed a number of subjects: Ekman and O’Sullivan 1991.


  117other groups guessed at about chance levels: Subsequent research has identified a relatively small subset of individuals in other law-related occupations who are also adept at detecting deception (Ekman 2009; Ekman, O’Sullivan, and Frank 1999; O’Sullivan and Ekman 2004; O’Sullivan 2009b), especially high-stakes lies (O’Sullivan et al. 2009).


  117most police officers, including those: O’Sullivan 2009b.


  117Consider the fate of Jerry Watkins: Innocence Project, n.d.


  117most people in law enforcement: Ekman 2007; Leach 2012; Frank and Feeley 2003.


  117or are flat-out wrong: Ekman 2007; Leach 2012.


  117First, all of the tells: Ekman 2009; Frank 2009; Vrij 2004.


  117despite much consensus among researchers: Ekman 2009; Vrij, Gran hag, and Porter 2010; Bond and DePaulo 2006; Vrij 2008; DePaulo et al. 2003; Frank and Feeley 2003.


  118People telling high-stakes lies: Ekman 2009.


  118The first, “thinking clues,” result: Vrij 2008; DePaulo et al. 2003; Frank 2009; Trivers 2011; Frank and Ekman 2004; Frank, Menasco, and O’Sulli van 2010.


  118This additional mental work: Vrij 2008.


  118reflecting the cognitive load she’s experiencing: Ekman 2009; Vrij 2008; DePaulo et al. 2003; Frank, Menasco, and O’Sullivan 2010.


  118As a result, they provide “emotional: Frank 2009; Frank and Ekman 2004; Frank, Menasco, and O’Sullivan 2010.


  119No one has studied the “emotional: Krelster 2004.


  119“teaching us how to recognize”: Taylor 2009.


  119The serendipitous origins of Ekman’s: The two colleagues with whom he has published most frequently on the topic of deceit are Mark Frank (University of Buffalo) and the late Maureen O’Sullivan (University of San Francisco).


  119Early in his career he: Ekman 2007.


  119“When a patient who had”: Ekman 2007, 213.


  119Mary had a history of trying: Ekman tells the story of Mary in Ekman 2007, 2009.


  119Ekman and one of his colleagues went on: Ekman 2007, 2009.


  120In some of his latest work: Ekman 2009.


  120When analyzing videotape that includes: Ekman 2009; Frank, Yarbrough, and Ekman 2006.


  120So here’s what the data tell us: Ekman 2007, 2009; Frank 2009. If you’re interested in delving deeper into the study of emotion and deceit, check out two of Ekman’s books: Emotions Revealed (2007) and Telling Lies (2009). The presentation of the signals here was inspired in some measure by Meyer (2010), although she parses the work differently than me.


  120Microexpressions: When people lie: Ekman 2007, 2009; Porter and ten Brinke 2008.


  120One of Ekman’s colleagues analyzed: See David Matsumoto (San Francisco State University) analyze the video clip at Humintell 2009. He also analyzes other clues of deceit at Humintell 2010.


  120Ekman has developed a short program: Ekman 2009; Hurley 2012. If you’re interested in learning more about his training program, visit www.paulekman.com. And, no, I have no financial stake in Ekman’s products.


  120“Reliable” muscles: Some muscles of: Ekman 2007, 2009.


  121Silver medalists’ smiles: Why don’t silver medalists contract the muscle around their eyes when bronze medal winners do? Researchers think that bronze medalists are actually happier than silver medalists because of counterfactual thinking (Medvec, Madey, and Gilovich 1995). In essence, bronze medalists are simply happy to have medaled at the Olympic games; after all, they were only one place away from not receiving a medal whatsoever. In contrast, silver medalists are likely comparing the other way and thinking that they barely missed the gold medal. Such thinking engenders less satisfaction among silver medalists compared to those winning the bronze.


  121Systematic studies in which: Matsumoto and Willingham 2006. This study focused on Olympic Judo athletes, specifically.


  121Squelched expressions: One elderly woman: Ekman 2007, 2009.


  121Lopsided facial displays: If a person: Ekman 2007, 2009.


  121look to see if her smile is: Ekman, Hager, and Friesen 1981.


  121Timing of the emotional display: If you’ve: Ekman 2009.


  122several people in the blogosphere: Hamptonroads.com 2008; Schlesinger 2008.


  122Observations like these led The Onion: Onion 2008.


  122“Unless someone is having a peak”: Ekman 2009, 148.


  122The relationship between facial displays: Ekman 2009.


  122The eyes: Although there is some disagreement: See Vrij 2008; DePaulo et al. 2003.


  122evidence indicates that when we prevaricate: Ekman 2009; DePaulo et al. 2003.


  122because our nervous system is aroused: DePaulo et al. 2003.


  123The voice: People who lie: Ekman 2009; DePaulo et al. 2003; Frank 2009; Streeter et al. 1977.


  123One group of people walking: O’Sullivan and Ekman 2004; O’Sullivan 2009b.


  123truth wizards: O’Sullivan 2009b. These wizards of deception detection are not deemed wizards because they have magical abilities but rather because of their unique capacities to tell if someone is lying (Frank, Menasco, and O’Sullivan 2010; O’Sullivan 2007a).


  123Whereas most people correctly identify: There is some debate about whether truth wizards actually exist or are merely statistical anomalies. My take on the data is that they are real, but to learn more about the debate, see the following: Bond and DePaulo 2008a, 2008b; Bond and Uysal 2007; Bond 2008; O’Sullivan 2007b, 2008.


  123To date, researchers have identified: O’Sullivan 2009b.


  123One such truth wizard is: Most of the material in this chapter about EFL comes from an e-mail interview I conducted with her, though some comes from her website at www.eyesforlies.com.


  124As I write: August 8, 2012.


  124Truth wizards share one common: O’Sullivan and Ekman 2004; O’Sullivan 2007b, 2009b.


  124They analyze the subtleties of: O’Sullivan and Ekman 2004; O’Sullivan 2007b, 2009b.


  125“Our wizards are extraordinarily attuned”: McDonald 2004.


  125Are truth wizards innately gifted: O’Sullivan 2009a.


  125The answer is probably a combination: O’Sullivan and Ekman 2004; O’Sullivan 2009a, 2009b.


  125Truth wizards are likely the same: O’Sullivan 2007b.


  125It’s important to look for a cluster: Ekman 2009; Vrij 2004.


  125We are always revising probabilities: Silver 2012.


  125Instead, such a pattern should: Frank 2009.


  126Not much better than chance: Bond and DePaulo 2006.


  126Accurate analysis of tells: Ekman 2009; Frank, Yarbrough, and Ekman 2006.


  126Truth Wizards among us: O’Sullivan 2009b.


  CHAPTER 8: THE POWER OF ENTHUSIASM


  129“Good teaching is one-fourth preparation”: Godwin, n.d.


  130Consider one study in which students: Laws et al. 2010.


  131In other words, students form: Laws et al. 2010.


  131But what if students’ impressions: I’m indebted to N. Ambady, R. Rosenthal, S. Ceci, and others whose work inspired this chapter and many of the ideas it contains.


  132In a seminal study, Nalini Ambady: Ambady and Rosenthal 1993.


  132“Rate the quality of the section”: Ambady and Rosenthal 1993, 433).


  132“Rate section leader’s performance overall”: Ambady and Rosenthal 1993, 433.


  132In a study they dubbed: Ambady and Rosenthal 1993.


  133And, if you’re wondering: Researchers conducted a follow-up study to expand on Ambady and Rosenthal’s original study but examined a relatively large sample of seasoned professors who taught in Israel (Babad, Avni-Babad, and Rosenthal 2004). The researchers allowed judges to hear the instructor’s voice intonation while observing the clips, allowing non-Hebrew-speaking judges to assess the vocal qualities of the faculty without comprehending the content of their speech. Finally, the researchers coded more specific nonverbal behaviors exhibited by the faculty while teaching than that of the original study. Overall, the results replicated the general findings of Ambady and Rosenthal (Babad, Avni-Babad, and Rosenthal 2004): strangers’ evaluations of brief clips of lectures predicted students’ ratings of the instructors, including for humor, enthusiasm, clarity, and overall evaluation at the end of the semester.


  133“What exactly happens in those”: Babad, Avni-Babad, and Rosenthal 2004.


  133“are very expressive in their faces”: Babad, Avni-Babad, and Rosenthal 2004, 27.


  133Fortunately, a team at Cornell University: Williams and Ceci 1997.


  134As you can see in the following: Graphs adapted from Williams and Ceci, 1997, table 1.


  135In terms of the course itself: Williams and Ceci 1997.


  136“Among courses that you have”: Williams and Ceci 1997, 21.


  136Although not a perfect: Given that the design of this study is a pre-versus post-test comparison, it’s always possible that other factors might play a role in explaining the difference between the fall and spring terms.


  137Nothing could be further: Of course, institutions vary to some degree in terms of the amount of weight they give to evaluations. My institution, for example, does not rely solely on evaluations to assess teaching quality, but some likely do. Others pay little attention to evaluations.


  137These evaluations often have: Weinberg, Hashimoto, and Fleisher 2009. My goal is not to definitively weigh the evidence regarding the use and appropriateness of evaluations, as there are sound arguments on both sides of the issue. Nonetheless, I do think these studies illustrate that evaluations measure not only student learning but other extraneous variables as well.


  137tenure, promotion, and salary decisions: Clayson 2009; Wilson 1998.


  137“If I trust one source of data”: Seldin 1999, 15.


  137Should some institutions reconsider the weight: Babad, Avni-Babad, and Rosenthal 2004.


  137The gravity placed on evaluations: Love and Kotchen 2010.


  137in 2008, 43 percent of grades: Rojstaczer and Healy 2012.


  138evaluations play such an important role: Love and Kotchen 2010.


  138“the research almost universally finds”: Clayson 2009, 26.


  138“If you make people think”: Clayson 2009, 27.


  138something called the “expressivity halo”: Bernieri et al. 1996.


  138people who are expressive and animated: Bernieri et al. 1996.


  138“I think I figured out how”: For the record, this faculty member recognized the ethical quandaries surrounding this issue.


  139“what is expressive is good”: Bernieri et al. 1996, 124.


  139goes beyond education: Bernieri et al. 1996.


  139at least one set of studies: Ambady et al. 2002.


  139which patients would improve most: Of course, the correlational nature of this study doesn’t allow us to infer that expressivity caused these patients’ improvements.


  139most people do not recognize: Bernieri et al. 1996.


  140The problem is that the effects: Bernieri et al. 1996.


  140Parallels between first- and: Laws et al. 2010.


  140Six seconds to a quality professor: Ambady and Rosenthal 1993.


  140The power of enthusiasm: Williams and Ceci 1997.


  CHAPTER 9: CATCHING THE CUES OF THE CASH COW


  141“One of the hardest tasks of leadership”: Flom, n.d.


  142“While the law of competition”: Carnegie, n.d.


  142According to Carnegie and: I thank my colleague Manu Raghav for our discussion about these economists.


  142Herbert Spencer, a nineteenth-century: Schultz and Schultz 2004.


  142A well-known scholar of his day: Regrettably, Spencer adapted the concept of natural selection too far, formulating what is known as social Darwinism.


  142what he termed “survival of the fittest”: Schultz and Schultz 2004.


  142Though companies such as Betamax: Business Pundit 2009.


  142Walt Disney’s family-oriented emphasis: Ranft et al. 2006.


  142In 1980, CEOs made about: Rasmus 2004.


  142by 2010 they earned a whopping: Lazonick 2011.


  143Even the academic studies: For example, some studies find that charisma, an extremely ephemeral quality, is important, whereas others do not (Agle et al. 2006).


  143Neither the popular nor the academic: Agle et al. 2006; Tosi et al. 2004.


  143accomplishments of CEOs—at least as: I’m indebted to N. Rule and N. Ambady and others whose work inspired this chapter and many of the ideas it contains.


  143In a landmark study, Nicholas Rule: Rule and Ambady 2008b.


  143The researchers asked subjects: Researchers cropped pictures tightly around the head so as not to reveal clothing and other adornments. Although the authors do not reveal the ethnicity of the CEOs to my knowledge, virtually all of them were likely Caucasian.


  143“How good would this person”: Rule and Ambady 2008b, 109.


  143CEOs with faces perceived as powerful: This finding held true even when researchers controlled for ratings of leadership.


  144CEOs whom subjects thought: This finding held true even when researchers controlled for ratings of power.


  144A follow-up study showed: Rule and Ambady 2009.


  144“The ability to infer success”: Rule and Ambady 2009, 651.


  144“These findings,” wrote the authors: Rule and Ambady 2008b, 110.


  144In fact, most previous studies: Agle et al. 2006.


  144In contrast, Rule and Ambady’s study: Rule and Ambady 2008b; Rule and Ambady 2009.


  145To answer the first question: Rule, Moran, et al. 2011.


  145The researchers propose that these CEOs’ faces: Rule, Moran, et al. 2011.


  145Response of the left amygdala: The figure is from Rule, Moran, et al. 2011, 736.


  145One team at the University of Wisconsin: Wong, Ormiston, and Haselhuhn 2011.


  145the photos of fifty-five male CEOs: Ninety-eight percent of the CEOs were Caucasian.


  145a trait linked to aggression: Carré, McCormick, and Mondloch 2009.


  145psychological perception of power: Haselhuhn and Wong 2011.


  146The authors reported that although: Wong, Ormiston, and Haselhuhn 2011.


  146Are the differences in facial appearance: Rule, Moran, et al. 2011; Rule and Ambady 2011b.


  146One hypothesis—let’s call it: Collins and Zebrowitz 1995; Rule, Moran, et al. 2011.


  146From this perspective, looking successful: Rule, Moran, et al. 2011.


  146This effect can occur in any: Rule and Ambady 2011b.


  146People may treat powerful-looking people: Langlois et al. 1995.


  146A second hypothesis—let’s call it: Rule, Moran, et al. 2011; Rule and Ambady 2011a.


  146“success begets a face” hypothesis: This is sometimes called the “Dorian Gray effect” in the literature (Zebrowitz, Collins, and Dutta 1998).


  146Some evidence suggests that repeated: Zebrowitz, Collins, and Dutta 1998; Malatesta, Fiore, and Messina 1987.


  147Data also suggest that the facial structures: Zajonc et al. 1987.


  147Although no definitive evidence exists: Rule, Moran, et al. 2011.


  147First, consider the above study: Wong, Ormiston, and Haselhuhn 2011.


  147Researchers asked subjects to assess: Rule and Ambady 2011b.


  147Just as in their studies of CEOs: Rule and Ambady 2008b.


  147In contrast, no such possibility exists: Rule and Ambady 2011b.


  147not true for companies in Japan: Rule, Ishii, and Ambady 2011.


  147For instance, Japanese: Rule and Ambady 2008b; Rule et al. 2010.


  148Black CEOs who display a warmer: Livingston and Pearce 2009. The researchers did not examine whether facial characteristics correlated to company profitability to my knowledge.


  149Individuals who make their living: Ambady, Krabbenhoft, and Hogan 2006.


  149Researchers asked upper management: Ambady, Krabbenhoft, and Hogan 2006.


  150The eight judges readily differentiated: Ambady, Krabbenhoft, and Hogan 2006.


  150“No computer network with pretty”: Stoll 1995, 21.


  150According to one estimate, businesses spent: Kantar Media 2013.


  150As they have only a thin: Ambady, Krabbenhoft, and Hogan 2006.


  150considering the implications of these studies: Ambady, Krabbenhoft, and Hogan 2006.


  151CEO power predicts company profitability: Rule and Ambady 2008b.


  151Brain activity predicts company profitability: Rule, Moran, et al. 2011.


  151We can predict success in sales: Ambady, Krabbenhoft, and Hogan 2006.


  CHAPTER 10: POLITICAL PUNDITRY: ANY KID CAN DO IT


  153“Democracy is the theory that”: Mencken, n.d.


  153preference in candidates solely the result: Todorov et al. 2005; Rule et al. 2010; Little, Burriss, et al. 2007; Riggio and Riggio 2010.


  154But, as you’ll see, superficial variables: I’m indebted to a number of researchers, including A. Todorov and J. Antonakis, whose work inspired this chapter and many of the ideas it contains.


  154Humans are unique within: Little, Burriss, et al. 2007.


  154Moreover, elections are a relatively: Shively 2012.


  154Elections are the linchpin between: Shea, Connor Green, and Smith 2011; Wayne 2011.


  154They give elected officials: Wayne 2011.


  154Political scientists suggest that: Shively 2012.


  154In a presidential election year: Bipartisan Policy Center 2012.


  154during a nonpresidential year: Roskin et al. 2012; Wasserman 2011.


  155And, of course, none of: Smith et al. 2010.


  155“There are two things that”: Shields 2010.


  155The amount of money spent: Center for Responsive Politics 2011.


  155They spend millions of dollars: Todorov et al. 2005.


  155place their lives on hold: Brooks 2012.


  155For decades, political science and economics: Downs 1957; Olivola and Todorov 2010; Shenkman 2008b; Quattrone and Tversky 1988.


  155that they base their decisions: Wasserman 2011; Zaino 2012.


  155But could some people vote: Kelley and Mirer 1974.


  155More than at any other: Olivola and Todorov 2010.


  155people are working longer hours: Bureau of Labor Statistics 2011.


  155for less pay: Chandra and Matthews 2010; Pear 2011.


  155and getting less sleep: Bureau of Labor Statistics 2011.


  156So even though we have: Shenkman 2008b.


  156An astounding 60 percent of Americans: Shenkman 2008a.


  156Less than a third of Americans: Craig and Martinez 2010.


  156Only 25 percent of Americans can name: Craig and Martinez 2010.


  156Curiously, one in five people think: Associated Press 2006.


  156If deciding whom to vote: Craig and Martinez 2010. Obviously, I’m not arguing that governments should require citizens to take a test of their civic knowledge.


  156When it comes to awareness: Shenkman 2008b; Craig and Martinez 2010.


  156“Do you happen to know”: Shenkman 2008b, 31.


  156voters’ ignorance of the issues: Craig and Martinez 2010.


  156It’s little surprise that: Shenkman 2008a.


  157they use heuristics to help them: Todorov et al. 2005; Olivola and Todorov 2010; Shenkman 2008b; Craig and Martinez 2010; Hayes 2010; Olivola and Todorov 2009.


  157such as my newspaper’s endorsement: Shenkman 2008b.


  158Just a few weeks before: New York Times 1966.


  158“My father has just home”: Trump 1977.


  159“My dear little Miss”: Trump 1977.


  160“He climbed down and sat with me”: Bedell 1860.


  160On September 26, 1960, two candidates: Plissner 1999; Maynard 2010.


  160A record 60 million viewers: Plissner 1999.


  160The face-off took place in: Germond and Witocover 1979.


  160Both Kennedy and Nixon understood: Plissner 1999.


  161including education and medical care: Plissner 1999.


  161But rather than their positions on the issues: Plissner 1999; Maynard 2010; Germond and Witocover 1979; Kirkpatrick 1979.


  161Kennedy arrived in Chicago the: Germond and Witocover 1979.


  161On the CBS studio stage, Kennedy: Maynard 2010.


  161Prior to the event, he: Plissner 1999.


  161Overall, he looked not only in: Ironically, Kennedy was actually in much worse health than Nixon. According to Robert Dallek (2002), Kennedy suffered from several serious medical issues, including Addison’s disease.


  161Nixon arrived in Chicago late: Germond and Witocover 1979.


  161Unlike Kennedy’s suit, which contrasted: Plissner 1999; Maynard 2010; Germond and Witocover 1979.


  161However, Kennedy’s staff applied some: Plissner 1999; Maynard 2010; Germond and Witocover 1979.


  161On top of all this, Nixon was: Plissner 1999.


  161and a recent stay in the hospital: Maynard 2010.


  161“Kennedy was bronzed beautifully”: Stanton 2000.


  161“After the program, callers, including”: Plissner 1999, 132.


  161With the help of professionally: Plissner 1999.


  161Nonetheless, his destiny was sealed: Germond and Witocover 1979.


  162people who listened to the debate on the radio: Plissner 1999; Maynard 2010; Germond and Witocover 1979; Hellweg, Pfau, and Brydon 1992. There has been some disagreement on this point, however (Vancil and Pendell 1987).


  162Naive undergraduate viewers and listeners: Druckman 2003.


  162it’s widely thought that Nixon’s: Maynard 2010; Kirkpatrick 1979.


  162Before the first debate, Nixon: Germond and Witocover 1979.


  162Kennedy left such a positive impression: Maynard 2010.


  162Kennedy would go on to win: Leip 2012.


  162is one-sixth of 1 percent: Plissner 1999.


  162the weight of these tells on the outcome: Rosenberg, Kahn, and Tran 1991.


  162We may not be nearly as rational: Olivola and Todorov 2010; Shenkman 2008b.


  162studies published in Science conducted by Alexander Todorov: Todorov et al. 2005.


  162pairs of head shots like the pair: The image is from Todorov et al. 2005.


  163Todorov and his colleagues also asked: Todorov et al. 2005.


  164Without any knowledge of their: Researchers have replicated Todorov’s general findings in other countries and also at various levels of electoral politics, such as gubernatorial elections (Rule et al. 2010; Olivola and Todorov 2010; Atkinson 2009; Ballew and Todorov 2007).


  164Researchers asked kids between: Antonakis and Dalgas 2009.


  164“Imagine that you will now”: Antonakis and Dalgas 2009.


  164pictures of the candidates for US Senate: Todorov et al. 2005.


  165children chose Obama 77 percent: Antonakis, personal communication. The children may have been familiar with the candidates in this study, which may have influenced the results. Also, gender and age may obviously be confounding factors in the children’s decisions.


  165The Swiss study suggests that: Antonakis and Dalgas 2009.


  165“Facial competence is a highly”: Olivola and Todorov 2010, 83.


  165People seem to associate competency: Todorov et al. 2005.


  165dependability, attractiveness, and emotional stability: Olivola and Todorov 2010.


  165In one study, subjects’ assessments: Ballew and Todorov 2007.


  165When researchers directed subjects to deliberate on: Ballew and Todorov 2007.


  165All of these seem like viable: Lenz and Lawson 2011. There is some evidence, albeit limited in my opinion, that competent-looking candidates may run in less competitive races (Atkinson 2009).


  165It’s difficult to tell if impressions: Olivola and Todorov 2010; Lenz and Lawson 2011. Although, see Atkinson 2009, which suggests that candidates with competent faces may possess more wealth and human capital.


  165We do know that it’s: Lenz and Lawson 2011; Lawson et al. 2010.


  166A number of other appearance-related: Olivola and Todorov 2010.


  166One such movie for me: IMDB, n.d.


  166The ideal candidate’s face signals: Todorov et al. 2005; Olivola and Todorov 2010.


  166The older and more familiar: Olivola and Todorov 2010.


  166A host of perceived traits in: Olivola and Todorov 2010.


  166When one study asked subjects: Mattes et al. 2010.


  166One might think the ideal: Armstrong et al. 2010; Miller and Lundgren 2010.


  166some studies showing a positive association: Olivola and Todorov 2010; King and Leigh 2009; Poutvaara, Jordahl, and Berggren 2009.


  166others showing no relationship: Rule et al. 2010; Riggle et al. 1992.


  166One carefully conducted study: Mattes et al. 2010. Most of the candidates in this study were male.


  167“attempting to make a candidate”: Mattes et al. 2010, 55.


  167Some evidence suggests that during: Little, Burriss, et al. 2007.


  167If male, the ideal presidential candidate’s: Gregory and Gallagher 2002; Tigue et al. 2012.


  167Researchers measured the vocal quality: Gregory and Gallagher 2002.


  167Of the presidential elections in: Lyndon Johnson and Barry Goldwater did not debate each other in 1964. Richard Nixon declined to debate his opponents in 1968 and 1972.


  167Researchers surmised that a low-pitched: Tigue et al. 2012.


  167The probability of electoral success: Gillis 1982.


  167In the forty-six presidential elections: All heights for this chapter are from Wikipedia, n.d.


  168taller candidate won twenty-nine times: There have been times in history when the taller candidate won the popular vote but lost the election (e.g., 2000: George W. Bush versus Al Gore; 1888: Benjamin Harrison versus Grover Cleveland; 1876: Rutherford Hayes versus Samuel Tilden).


  168Though the vast majority of shorter: Gillis 1982.


  168Al Gore won the popular vote: Supreme Court of the United States 2009.


  169we see no relation between height: Benjamin 2009.


  169Researchers have uncovered links between: Sommers 2002.


  169presidential greatness scores: Graph based on data reported by Taranto 2005. According to Taranto, James Lindgren of Northwestern University Law School collected the data.


  169I computed a relatively simple: p < .05.


  169this represents a statistically significant height difference: p < .05.


  171A number of different evolutionary: Murray and Schmitz 2011.


  171Appearance seems to influence our voting: Todorov et al. 2005; Olivola and Todorov 2010; Ballew and Todorov 2007.


  171we should have replaced our first impressions: Todorov et al. 2005; Antonakis and Dalgas 2009.


  171It’s the equivalent of having: Thanks are in order to one of Mitt Romney’s advisors for inspiring this analogy. See Shear 2012.


  171Subjects in one study watched ten-second: Benjamin 2009.


  172It’s the swing voters and the uninformed: Olivola and Todorov 2010; Ballew and Todorov 2007; Lenz and Lawson 2011.


  172Recall that Kennedy defeated Nixon: Plissner 1999.


  172Al Franken defeated Norm Coleman: Minnesota Secretary of State 2008.


  172In the 2000 presidential election: Federal Election Comission 2008.


  172Here I include a few recommendations: Olivola and Todorov 2010; Lenz and Lawson 2011; Armstrong et al. 2010.


  172Recommendation 1: Olivola and Todorov 2010; Lenz and Lawson 2011.


  172Television exacerbates the influence: Lenz and Lawson 2011.


  173One study examined how various Internet: Hehman et al. 2012.


  173Recommendation 3: Riggio and Riggio 2010.


  173Recommendation 4: Olivola and Todorov 2010.


  173studies show that this may strengthen: Olivola and Todorov 2010; Banducci et al. 2008; Buckley, Collins, and Reidy 2007.


  173Strategists could then use this information: Armstrong et al. 2010.


  174Recommendation 6: Armstrong et al. 2010.


  174The University of Iowa runs: University of Iowa Tippie College of Business 2012.


  174as studies show they are: Tetlock 2005; Barrie 2011; Begley 2009.


  174Predictive accuracy increases when you: Olivola and Todorov 2010; Surowiecki 2004.


  174Present candidates faces in pairs: Todorov et al. 2005.


  174Forty, according to the research: Olivola and Todorov 2010.


  174listening to the collective wisdom: Surowiecki 2004.


  174better bet than listening to pundits: Taylor 2011.


  174In The Republic: Bloom 1991.


  174Plato argued that people: Antonakis and Dalgas 2009.


  175Perceived competence predicts election: Ballew and Todorov 2007.


  175Prediction of election outcomes begins: Antonakis and Dalgas 2009.


  175It pays to be tall: Gillis 1982.


  CONCLUSION: THE IMPORTANCE OF PREDICTIVE HUMILITY


  177When meeting others we are: Ambady and Skowronski 2008; Ambady, Bernieri, and Richeson 2000.


  178Because our brains have: Ifould 2009. Psychologists refer to this as confirmation bias because we are biased to confirm our preconceived views (Mendel et al. 2011).


  178Another foible of the mind: Psychologists refer to this as hindsight bias because we are biased to believe we knew something the whole time when we really didn’t (Myers 2013; Kahneman 2011; Roese and Vohs 2012).


  178you “knew it all along”: Roese and Vohs 2012, 411.


  178unwarranted confidence in our capacity: Kahneman 2011; Taleb 2010.


  178Numerous studies reliably show that: Kahneman 2011.


  179“I’ll just text her mom”: These quotes come from a conversation I had with a friend.
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