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1. Introduction
 
It is beyond dispute that we live in an overwhelmingly visual culture, where our appearances are constantly evaluated by others. The consumer culture of the western world encourages us to invest unlimited effort to attain the best version of ourselves by looking and sounding right for a certain job or to meet the requirements of the modern dating game. Despite all the effort invested in our appearance, we are told that looks are unimportant and is a sign of shallowness and vanity to overly focus on what we perceive in the mirror. Still, it is apparent that visually appealing people tend to be rewarded in various ways for their appearance in our society. In this respect physical appearance is comparable to a form of capital, which can be exploited and accumulated in economic and social exchange (e.g. Anderson et al., 2010; Sarpila, 2013; Holla and Kuipers, 2015). Here we refer to this type of capital as aesthetic capital that can be understood as a combination of different resources or assets related to physical appearance including facial beauty, body shape, size and physique, as well as styles of grooming and clothing (Anderson et al., 2010). 

Our research contributes to the ongoing discussion about physical appearance and social stratification. Previous research on physical appearance and social stratification has to a large extent concentrated on the consequences of possessing or not possessing appearance-related assets. These include social (Mulford et al., 1998), socio-economic (e.g. Härkönen, 2007; Glass et al., 2010; Härkönen et al., 2011; Sala et al., 2013), as well as sociobiological (e.g. Jæger, 2011; McClintock, 2014) consequences. The aim of our paper is to shed light on the mechanisms through which physical appearance confers economic and social benefits. The paper does this by studying the social norms that lie behind these social and economic consequences.  

We argue that possibilities to convert aesthetic capital to social or economic advantages vary according to gender. Recent empirical studies suggest that women, in particular, might actually have more limited possibilities to use their physical appearance in such an exchange (Mears, 2015; Kuwabara and Thébaud, 2017). Furthermore, previous research indicates that the norms which regulate the use of aesthetic capital in economic and social exchange are stricter for women than for men (anonymised, reference to be added). In other words, evidence has been found for a so-called gendered double standard. Who endorses these gendered double standards is, however, unclear. In this article, we thus focus on these gendered double standards. We conceptualise gendered double standards as differences in how identical behaviour of men and women is evaluated and assigned morality differently on the basis of gender (cf. Foschi, 2000).

Previous research concerning double standards of gender norms have shown that respondents’ own gender affects the likelihood of holding a double standard (Allison and Risman, 2013; Rijken and Mertz, 2014). Drawing from various theories concerning physical appearance as a form of capital, we formulated four hypotheses on the role of gender in endorsing double standards. We are especially interested in whether it is women or men who are more disapproving of women exploiting their appearance. In addition to gender effects, we analyse the interaction between gender and one’s perceived attractiveness and ask whether the self-perceived attractiveness of the respondent affects attitudes towards the exploitation of aesthetic capital. 

We use unique data with a split-ballot design to study the double standards in the exploitation of aesthetic capital and to examine who upholds these double standards. A similar research design has been used previously in the European Social Survey to study double standards regarding family norms (Rijken and Mertz, 2014; Rijken and Liefbroer, 2016). Our data is drawn from a Finnish nationwide survey collected in 2016 (N=1,600). Finland is known for its high level of gender equality (e.g. Plantenga et al., 2009; Hausmann et al., 2011), which makes studying the double standards in Finland an intriguing example of gender differences.

We commence our paper with a brief literature review, in which we introduce the background to this article and put forth four possible hypotheses regarding who endorses double standards concerning the exploitation of aesthetic capital. We then present our data and methods, and proceed to presenting our results. We subsequently discuss the tested hypotheses and, finally, present the conclusion of this article.

2. Literature review and hypotheses

2.1 The logic of aesthetic capital in social exchange

According to Bourdieu’s (1984) original understanding of the principles of capital logic, the three basic forms of capital, i.e. economic, cultural and social capital, are convertible to one another. However, different social spaces have their own norms and rules which regulate the use and exchange of different forms of capital. Bourdieu has considered aesthetic traits, which he refers to as “body capital”, to be first and foremost a part of cultural capital. As Bourdieu also recognises the importance of economic capital in the accumulation of physical appearance -related assets, aesthetic capital in the Bourdieusian understanding is more or less a byproduct of other forms of capital which can help individuals to maintain or further improve their positions in the social hierarchy (Bourdieu, 1984; Holla and Kuipers, 2015). 

In more recent considerations, physical appearance has been considered an independent form of capital that can be used in exchange (Anderson et al., 2010; Hakim, 2010). In this respect, appearance can be perceived as a source of inequality in itself: appearance-related resources are unequally distributed and the social norms concerning the acceptability of taking advantage of this capital vary in different spheres of life. Moreover, beauty standards are not universally shared, so aesthetic repertoires also reflect the opposing popular and highbrow tastes (Kuipers, 2015). Given this, it is highly likely that social groups and situations vary in their norms and moral codes concerning the exploitation of appearance -related assets. 
 
It is likely that such norms are first and foremost gendered. The double standards of norms have been studied previously in several contexts, for example marriage and labour markets (e.g. Mulford et al., 1998), family norms (Rijken and Mertz, 2014; Rijken and Liefbroer, 2016) and sexuality (Allison and Risman, 2013; Bordini and Sperb, 2013), and it is widely recognised that in similar settings norms are not the same for men and for women. For example, norms regarding voluntary childlessness appear to be stricter for men than for women (Rijken and Mertz, 2014), whereas some evidence has been found for stricter norms regarding sexual behaviour for women than for men (Allison and Risman, 2013). Previous research on the accumulation and exploitation of aesthetic capital indicates that different social rules apply for men and for women in this type of social sphere as well (anonymised, reference to be added). The results confirm the common suspicion that there are double standards of norms for men and women in both developing and exploiting one’s appearance. These findings encourage us to investigate further the appearance-related double standards that have previously been underexplored.
 
2.2 Gendered norms of exploiting aesthetic capital?

Gendered double standards may be regarded as tied to the structural relations between genders. Cultural beliefs that differentiate between otherwise similar behaviour may be regarded as emanating from the groups’ relative status (cf. Fiske et al., 1999). As such, the suggestion that members of the dominant group are more likely to personally endorse double standards than are members of the subordinate group (cf. Ridgeway et al., 1998) appears plausible. If norms that prohibit women from exploiting their aesthetic capital are detrimental to women, then we should expect men to hold them. Such ideas have been put forth by Hakim (2010) who introduces the theory of erotic capital, which states that double standards are sustained by men, because they want to prevent women from taking advantage of their appearance (Hakim, 2010). 

The concept of erotic capital is presented to complement Bourdieu’s (1984) theory of economic, cultural and social capital, by emphasising the competition for power and control in social relationships. According to Hakim, erotic capital is a combination of aesthetic, social, visual and sexual attractiveness. Erotic capital is actively deployed to attract the attention of the opposite sex and women can exploit it more readily than men because, according to Hakim’s theory, men are sexually more active and want visual stimulation throughout their life. The use of erotic capital is a major advantage for women over men, so men try to prevent women from using their erotic capital by morally disapproving and stigmatising the women who seem to take advantage of their appearance. According to Hakim, the concept of erotic capital is constantly overlooked or disregarded in social scientific research, which reflects the patriarchal bias in the male hegemonic society. While we recognise that Hakim’s theory is problematic, and her concept of erotic capital overstretched and inconsistent (see e.g. Green, 2012), her ideas nevertheless resonate with general discourses and the postfeminist sensibilities that increasingly saturate media (Gill, 2007). We thus give Hakim’s ideas the benefit of the doubt, and put forth the following hypothesis (H1): Men hold the double standard of exploitation of aesthetic capital.

On the other hand, scholars have noted that gendered cultural beliefs come to be held by the subordinate group as well. Individuals assume that others embrace the dominant cultural beliefs, and that others will treat and judge them according to what those beliefs prescribe. As such, they must take these beliefs into account in their actions. (Ridgeway and Correll, 2004). Even if they don’t personally prescribe to those beliefs, they come to act and judge accordingly (Ridgeway, 2001) – dominant cultural beliefs and the concomitant differential standards the beliefs imply may thus be internalised, even if they are harmful. Influential feminist theorists, like Wolf (1991) and Bordo (1993) have established that the double standard of physical appearance is a consequence of the internalisation of male normative forms of presenting the self in a patriarchal society. Under these circumstances, women are supposed to express their worthiness by controlling their bodies and suppressing their feminine features in order to be treated equally. An example of these requirements is that both men and women associate slenderness with highly valued qualities like detachment, self-mastery and self-containment. Disidentifying with the feminine body women declare symbolic allegiance to the professional male world and can inhabit public arenas without subverting them with “female values”. This approach underlines that the double standard of physical appearance appears as a consequence of the double embodiment of narrow femininity: women accumulate their aesthetic capital because they are defined by it, but they define themselves by it as well. In this case the double standards are endorsed by both men and women, who are victims of a so called “cultural conspiracy” of patriarchal and capitalistic society which suppresses female characteristics and which drives women to compete with each other. Thus, drawing from this line of feminist literature, we infer the following hypothesis (H2): Men and women are equally likely to hold the double standard of exploitation of aesthetic capital. 
 
It also is possible that the double standards are endorsed by women themselves. One example of this female endorsement of double standards is a study of female friendship and rivalry among female friends (Bleske-Rechek and Lighthall, 2010). According to this study, women tend to make friends with women who are similar in their level of attractiveness to attract the opposite sex. The selection of friends demands great precision: women prefer friends who are attractive enough to attract desirable mates together, but not too attractive to inhibit the woman’s own ability to gain attention from the possible partners. An example of women’s contribution to double standards in corporate sphere is the research on the so called “queen bee syndrome”. The concept of the queen bee refers to senior women who have internalised the masculine requirements of organisational culture and by that contribute to the gender stereotyping of other women and come to restrict other women of fulfilling their career aspirations (Ellemers et al., 2004; Derks et al., 2011). When investigating this through the underrepresentation of women in science, it was discovered that especially older female faculty members are more prone to hold stereotypical and biased views of the lower work commitment of female doctoral students (Ellemers et al., 2004). Another study suggests a more nuanced view of gender discrimination: it is more likely that the low gender identity of women is what triggers them to turn against their own group and stand in the way of women in the workplace, not their age or sex (Derks et al., 2011). Following these lines of evidence, we present the following hypothesis (H3): Women hold the double standard of exploitation of aesthetic capital. 

Some studies suggest that perceived physical attractiveness is a crucial predictor of the endorsement of the double standard alongside gender. Social stratification research suggests that appearance is more consequential for women, so it is plausible that the women who are more disadvantaged appearance-wise are the ones who more eagerly endorse double standards. In large-scale studies examining physical appearance and economic as well as social exchange, one of the most commonly used measures of physical appearance is the body mass index (BMI). Various empirical studies suggest that weight-related stigmas are more prevalent among women than men (e.g. Tiggemann and Rothblum, 1988; Falkner et al., 1999; Andreyeva et al., 2008). Furthermore, several studies on BMI and occupational attainment indicate that women with a high BMI face several labour market disadvantages, including a higher risk of being unemployed (e.g. Cawley and Danziger, 2005; Morris, 2007), receiving lower wages (e.g. Averett and Korenman, 1999; Pagán and Dávila, 1997; Cawley, 2004; Brunello and d’Hombres, 2007), and having a lower socio-economic status throughout their life course (Jæger, 2011). Also in Finnish studies, obesity has been found to be more strongly associated with women’s than men’s labour market success (Härkönen, 2007; Johansson et al., 2009; Härkönen et al., 2011). For women, perceived attractiveness has been found to correlate with BMI (Chithambo and Huey, 2013). What this suggests is that women who perceive themselves as less attractive have more likely suffered labour market penalties, and have an inferior labor market position compared to women with higher self-perceived attractiveness. Therefore, we elaborate on the third hypothesis by proposing a fourth hypothesis (H4): Women who perceive themselves as less attractive hold the double standard of exploitation of aesthetic capital. 	 	 		
 
3. Data and methods

3.1 Sample
 
The analysis utilises survey data collected in spring 2016. The purpose of the survey was to collect data on the aspects and meanings of physical appearance. The survey was distributed by mail to a simple random sample of 4,000 15 to 74-year-old Finns who speak Finnish as their native language. The sample was selected from the Population Register Centre of Finland. In addition to the paper questionnaire, the respondents were also given the opportunity to complete the survey online. The final sample included 3,994 Finns, as those who could not be reached were omitted from the sample. A total of 1,600 Finns responded, which amounted to a 40 percent response rate. 280 of those surveyed responded online, while 1,320 respondents delivered their responses by mail.  As is typical in survey research, younger men are somewhat under-represented in our final data (1-3 percentage points compared to the general population), whereas older women are, to some extent, over-represented (3-4 percentage points compared to the population). To correct the biases, the data have been weighted to correspond to the age and gender distribution of the Finnish population aged 15 to 74 years. All analyses were conducted by using these weights.  

3.2 Measures

Our four dependent variables were measured with the question “How much do you approve or disapprove if a man/woman tries to take advantage of his/her appearance to a) get a job, b) increase his/her salary, c) to get friends, and d) to get a spouse he/she wants”. The answers were originally measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1=definitely disapprove to 5=definitely approve. In our analysis it is collapsed into three points: 1=disapprove, 2=neutral and 3=approve, to overcome the limitations related to the small
number of cases at the low and high ends of the scale. We interpret these variables as measurements of the strictness of norms in different spheres of life, with more disapproval indicating stricter norms of exploiting aesthetic capital. 

To investigate the possible differences in the normative assumptions for exploiting appearance, a split-ballot design was used in this part of the questionnaire: half of the respondents were randomly assigned to answer the questions regarding men, while the other half of the respondents answered questions regarding women. The benefit of this approach is that it reveals the possible double standards at a societal level instead of investigating the individual attitudes towards exploiting appearance (see Rijken and Merz, 2014).
 
Our independent variables include target gender, respondent gender and self-perceived level of attractiveness. By target gender we refer to the version of the questionnaire, i.e. whether it is a woman or a man whose behaviour is evaluated. This variable indicates the existence and magnitude of double standards. Target gender was included as a dummy variable coded as 0=female (questions concerning the behaviour of women) and 1=male (questions concerning the behaviour of men). With respondent gender we refer to the gender the respondent, i.e. the gender the evaluator identifies with. Respondent gender is also included as a dummy variable coded 0=female and 1=male. Finally, to test for hypothesis four we include respondents’ self-perceived attractiveness as an independent variable in the latter models. This variable was measured with the question ‘How would you rate your own attractiveness as compared to others who are of the same age and gender as you?”, and respondents were instructed to consider their appearance as a whole, taking into account facial features, body shape and size, as well as their style of dressing and grooming. A similar survey instrument was previously used by French (2002). Originally measured as a five-point Likert-type item, the item is here reduced to three points: 1=not attractive, 2=neutral and 3=attractive. The categories are combined so as to avoid problems of statistical efficiency we might encounter, had we kept them separate. Combining the categories also facilitates interpretation of the effects.
 
We included several control variables, which according to previous research are associated with attitudes related to physical appearance. These variables are age, education, partner status and personal income. Age was measured in years and is included as a continuous variable. Education was recoded to 1=lower (than bachelor), 2=bachelor’s degree and 3=master’s degree from the original six-point education measure. Marital status is included as a dummy variable, where the value 1 refers to the respondent being single, and 0 refers to other, indicating the respondent is in some type of partnership. Personal income per month was measured as net income (euros per month), and is included in our regression models as log income in order to decrease the skewness typical to income distributions. A descriptive overview of the variables is shown in Supplementary Table 1 (Appendix I).

3.3 Methodology and analysis

We used ordered logistic regression to study the normative double standards for men and women. The method is a suitable way to analyse ordinal variables, as unlike linear models, ordinal regression analysis makes assumptions only of the order of the categories of the dependent variable, not the distance between the categories. This being the case, it is not assumed that the distance between the value 2 (“neutral”) and 3 (“definitely approve”) is the same as in “neutral” and “definitely disapprove” (=1). However, ordered logistic regression assumes that the relationship between each group is the same, which is called the parallel regression assumption or the proportional odds assumption. In other words, the odds ratios between the two versions are assumed to be the same, irrespective of which categories are examined, i.e. comparing approving to neutral and disapproving (i.e. 3 vs. 2+1) or comparing neutral and approving to disapproving (3+2 vs. 1) (e.g. Long, 1997). 
 
Ordered logistic regression is reported in the same way as ordinary logistic regression, as odds ratios (OR). However, here we present the differences in norms for men and women as average marginal effects (AME). We converted the odds ratios into average marginal effects because these estimates are not affected in the same way by unobserved heterogeneity related to the independent variables as logistic regression (and ordered logistic regression) estimates (Mood, 2010). In our figures the regression is reported in predicted probabilities: describing the probability to disapprove of exploitation of aesthetic capital in different spheres of life. We visualise these results with coefplot-command, where the results from multiple models can be freely combined and arranged in a single graph (Jann, 2014). Statistical analysis was performed using Stata version 14.1. The full models displayed in Supplementary Tables 2 and 3 (Appendix II) are reported as average marginal effects, separately for both respondent genders. 
 
The first part of our analysis tests hypotheses 1-3. We examine the interaction between target gender and respondent gender, i.e. we examine the differences in how the behaviour of men and women is evaluated depending on respondents’ gender in different spheres of life, while other relevant factors controlled for. In the second part of our analysis, to test for hypothesis 4, we add a three-way interaction to the earlier models for additional information on different combinations of between target gender, respondent gender and respondents’ self-perceived level of attractiveness. This is to find out whether self-perceived attractiveness has an influence on whether men and women endorse double standards in different spheres of life. To allow for comparisons across models, only respondents with valid scores on all the variables (N=1265, with 629 female respondents and 636 male respondents) are included in our models. 

Because of the relatively small sample size (N=1600) of our data, and the fact that our predictions are based on ordinal regression models, we cannot include more categories, more dependent variables, nor interactions in our models without compromising statistical power. Our research setting is thus of necessity simplistic, and unfortunately leaves little space for nuance and intersectionality. Another important limitation of our research design is that our dependent variables open to various interpretations. We will elaborate on this point in section five, Discussion and Conclusions, after presenting the results of our analysis. 

4. Results
 
To test for hypotheses one through three, we examined the differences in how the behaviour of men and women is evaluated depending on respondents’ gender in different spheres of life. To do this, we used ordered logistic regression with a two-way interaction between target gender and respondent gender. Figure 1 shows the differences in norms for men and women by respondents’ gender after controlling for respondent, age, education, partner status and personal income (for effects of control variables, please refer to Supplementary Table 2, Appendix II). The differences are presented as predicted probabilities, describing the probability for disapproving the exploitation of appearance by gender in different social settings. The line with a dot marker describes the likelihood of disapproving women and the line with a square describes the likelihood of disapproving men. The responses are presented by respondent gender, female and male, in the y-line.

<Figure 1: Predicted probabilities for disapproving of a male or female target exploiting aesthetic capital by respondents’ gender, controlling for age, education, partner status and personal income>

Figure 1 shows that the double standard exists and as it could be assumed, there are clearly gendered differences in the norms of disapproving the exploitation of aesthetic capital. The direction of the double standard is the same in all of the spheres of life: women are more disapproved of and women themselves endorse double standards against each other. The probability of women to more readily disapprove of women who exploit their appearance than to disapprove of men who do the same was statistically significant in all of the investigated spheres of life: getting a job, getting more salary, making friends and finding a partner. In the case of finding a partner, too, women disapproved of women taking advantage of their appearance, but the probability to disapprove was under 30 percent, which is notably less than in the other spheres of life. The most significant areas of disapproving the use of appearance were the job-related situations, i.e. getting a job or getting higher salary, where the probability for women to disapprove of other women was over 50 percent in finding a job and over 60 in getting a higher salary. Men were overall less disapproving in all of the cases compared to women, and the differences between target groups were not statistically significant for them. 

In order to get more exact information on the magnitude and statistical significance of the double standards that women hold, we did pairwise comparisons contrasting women’s likelihood of disapproving of a female target to their likelihood of disapproving of a male target. The pairwise comparisons reveal that women are, on average, ten percentage points more likely to disapprove of a woman exploiting her appearance to get a job than to disapprove of a man doing the same (p=0.003). Moreover, women are 11 percentage points more likely to disapprove of women than of men when it comes to exploiting aesthetic capital to get more salary (p=0.003). As for the more social spheres of life, the probability for women to disapprove of a woman who exploits her appearance to make friends is 9 percentage points (p=0.008) higher than the probability of disapproving of a man doing so. With regard to getting a spouse he/she wants, the corresponding number is 9 percentage points (p=0.001).

<Figure 2: Predicted probabilities for disapproving of a male or female target exploiting aesthetic capital by respondents’ gender and self-perceived attractiveness, controlling for age, education, partner status and personal income>

To test for hypothesis 4, we added a three-way interaction to the earlier models for additional information on different combinations between target gender, respondent gender and respondents’ self-perceived level of attractiveness. Figure 2 shows the differences in norms for men and women by respondents’ gender and self-perceived attractiveness, when respondent age, education, partner status and personal income are held constant (for effects of control variables, please refer to Supplementary Table 3, Appendix II). Examining the interaction of respondent gender and subjective ratings of one’s own appearance reveals interesting findings concerning the relation of one’s own appearance to the level of disapproval. As Figure 2 illustrates, the general trend seems to be that those who do not find themselves attractive are more likely to disapprove of exploitation of aesthetic capital. Furthermore, examining the interaction of respondent gender and subjective ratings of one’s own appearance reveals that women who perceive themselves as attractive do not generally endorse double standards against other women. On the other hand, women who are more disadvantaged appearance-wise appear to be more prone to endorse double standards. Experienced unattractiveness is associated with disapproving attitudes towards exploiting appearance also among male respondents, especially when it comes to evaluating a woman who uses her appearance to get a job or higher salary. 
 
Again, we did pairwise comparisons to get more exact information on the magnitude of the double standards of particular interest; in this case we focused on the double standards that are held by women who perceive themselves to be of less than average attractiveness. The pairwise comparisons indicate that women who do not perceive themselves as attractive are as much as 27 percentage points more likely to disapprove of a woman exploiting her appearance to get a job than to disapprove of a man doing the same (p=0.003). The difference in getting more salary, about 11 percentage points, was not statistically significant (p=0.250). When it comes to exploiting aesthetic capital to make friends, women who perceive themselves as unattractive were 19 percentage points more likely to disapprove of women exploiting their appearance to make friends than to disapprove of men doing the same, but the difference was not statistically significant (p=0,072). As for getting a spouse he/she wants, the probability for normative differences was 19 percentage points (p=0,032), and again more likely to apply against other women than against men for the female respondents who regard themselves as non-attractive. 

5. Conclusions and discussion
 
In this paper we approached appearance as a combination of assets, i.e. a form of capital, which can be exploited in different spheres of life, and the exploitation of which is normatively governed. Thus, our research contributes to the current discussion about physical appearance and social stratification. Studying double standards is crucial, as it may help us to understand the mechanisms of social stratification and, at best, to prevent prejudice and discrimination (cf. Rijken and Mertz, 2014).

According to the general understanding and based on our previous research, the double standards of exploiting appearance are gendered: women are more disapproved of in the norms concerning taking advantage of one’s looks. In this article we put forth four possible hypotheses concerning who endorses these double standards. We first examined whether men and women equally endorse these double standards. We found the double standards are generally held by women, not men, which is in line with hypothesis three. We subsequently explored whether self-perceived attractiveness has an influence on the gendered endorsement of double standards, and found that it is particularly women who do not perceive themselves as attractive who are prone to hold double standards. This finding supports hypothesis four. 
 
These findings stand in opposition to our first hypothesis, drawn particularly from the theory of erotic capital (Hakim, 2010), which assumes that men discourage women from using their appearance to gain advantages in life. We found that men do not, in fact, appear to feel the need to restrict women exploiting their aesthetic capital any more than men wish to restrict other men doing the same. So, on top of the conceptual problems and possibly misguided premises the theory of erotic capital is ridden with (e.g. Green, 2012), our empirical results too would suggest Hakim’s theory is far from solid. 

Our second hypothesis, drawn from feminist theories, suggested gendered double standards of exploitation of aesthetic capital would be shared by women and men alike. The presumptions of feminist theories are only partly vindicated, because it is not both men and women who endorse these double standards. While feminist scholars are correct in that it is not solely men who normatively limit women’s exploitation of aesthetic capital, explanations drawing from feminist scholarship appear lacking in this context, as they cannot fully account for why women embrace these double standards, whereas men generally do not. As discussed, we found no evidence of double standards analysing men’s responses, which indicates that with respect to (dis)approving the exploitation of aesthetic capital, men’s normative judgements are similar on the basis of gender. Thus, while our results do not exactly refute the idea that double standards stem from internalised patriarchal values, they do call for further elaboration.

Our third hypothesis was not based as much on a clear theoretical perspective as on empirical evidence suggesting women would be likely to disapprove of women exploiting their aesthetic capital. Our results support this hypothesis. Moreover, examining the interaction of gender and subjective ratings of one’s own appearance reveals that women who feel they are disadvantaged appearance-wise are particularly prone to endorse double standards. This finding favours our fourth hypothesis, which highlighted the importance of one’s own subjective evaluation of one’s appearance; the experience of possessing aesthetic assets. 
 
It could be concluded that it is primarily those who stand in a particularly vulnerable position in ”the appearance-game” who embrace these double standards. As discussed, developing aesthetic capital is more accepted for – perhaps even expected of – women than it is for men, and the consequences of not possessing it more severe for women. In this respect, women who regard themselves as lacking aesthetic capital may be considered doubly vulnerable.  

While survey designs like the one at hand provide invaluable insight into the gendered nature of double standards, a potential difficulty with this method lies in the problem of interpretation. Firstly, such designs ask people to respond to a social object – either a hypothetical social situation or a person (cf. Finch, 1987). While our dependent variables were formulated so as to incite judgements of situations, it is hard to tell whether respondents actually judged the scenario or the man or woman in the scenario. Moreover, it is impossible to deduce from survey responses what particular elements in the hypothetical situation provoked respondents to respond in a particular manner. Even with more elaborate vignettes, we cannot know what additional details respondents are ”filling in” (ibid.). What do respondents project into the scenario; do they for example imagine the employer as a male wishing to profit from the woman’s looks? Or are respondents in lieu of situation judging the woman in it, and if so, how do they imagine her? Is she cunning and competent, or is she compensating for the lack of other attributes? What is the appearance she is profiting of like –sexy and flirty, or just well dressed?

People may also relate the scenario to their own experiences. One possible and very easy explanation as to why it is women, not men, who endorse this double standard is that women, and less attractive women in particular, could have more negative experiences of appearance unjustly working as an asset. Furthermore, even if people lack experiences relating to the scenarios depicted, they most probably have been exposed to similar representations in the media. Media has a tendency to reduce women to aesthetic and sexualized value, and this is something we should reasonably expect some women to want to distance themselves from. Perhaps, then, in endorsing double standards, women are not necessarily morally judging other actual women, but are instead opposed to the idea of aesthetic criteria having an effect on women’s lives. So while endorsing gendered double standards is necessarily a sexist practice, endorsing them could perversely, for some women, be a way to oppose sexism.

Although our research is, to the best of our knowledge, the first study on appearance-related double standards utilising data from a nationally representative survey, our findings call for more in-depth research on the matter. In this article, we have proved the existence of a social phenomenon – the double standard of exploiting appearance – on the societal level in Finland, and explored who endorses it in terms of gender and attractiveness. Due to the general heteronormativity of the topical literature on the subject, as well as the nature and even the sheer size of the data we employ, the research design of this article is necessarily somewhat simplifying. We agree with recent calls pointing out that intersectional approaches to aesthetic capital are much needed (Holla and Kuipers, 2015). In order to understand the double standard of exploiting appearance, we need to take to different methods, and ask different questions. Why and how do women endorse these double standards? How are these gendered norms constructed? 

Both theoretical and empirical accounts are needed to understand the gendered norms that govern how aesthetic capital is used in everyday exchange. As our study was conducted in Finland, the results may not be generalisable to other countries. Finland, along with other Nordic countries, is a country with comparatively high levels of gender equality (e.g. Plantenga et al., 2009; Hausmann et al., 2011). Previous studies on gendered double standards have found that the direction and strength of the double standards are similar within the Nordic countries (Rijken and Mertz, 2014; Rijken and Liefbroer, 2016), so it is plausible that our results can be generalised to these countries. International comparisons are needed to understand how widespread these double standards are, and to consider them in relation to structural inequalities.
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