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How Do You Like Me Now?: An Image-rating 
Study of Librarian Approachability
Jennifer L. Bonnet and Benjamin L. McAlexander

Introduction
According to the American Library Association’s 
(ALA) guidelines for the behavioral performance of 
reference and information service providers, an im-
portant component of a successful reference interac-
tion is that a librarian be approachable.1 Yet, beyond 
the commonly accepted techniques of smiling, mak-
ing eye contact, and having an open posture, little is 
known about what a librarian can do to increase her/
his approachability. Does dressing up/down or wear-
ing a nametag make a librarian appear more or less 
approachable? Does clothing color make a difference? 
What about the times that a librarian is occupied with 
other endeavors: does it matter whether s/he is look-
ing at a book versus a computer? This paper presents 
a study that addressed these questions, and provides 
suggestions for enhancing librarian approachability 
in public service contexts.

Literature Review
Psychological studies conducted outside of the library 
setting have identified key features of approachability 
as category- and cue-based judgments.2–9 Category-
based judgments rely on demographic traits, such as 
gender, race, and age, while cue-based judgments are 
associated with perception signals, such as emotional 
expression and direction of attention. Several studies 
in the field of librarianship have observed category-
based trends that influence users’ decisions to ap-
proach a librarian.10–13

Largely missing from this body of research are 
controlled analyses of factors outside demography 
that specifically address perceptions of approachabili-
ty prior to user engagement with a librarian. Matthew 
Saxton14 systematically examined the applicability of 
several behavioral factors associated with the ALA 
guidelines for excellence in reference service (i.e., li-
brarian readiness, interest, understanding, and verifi-
cation). He found that these factors did in fact affect 
patron experiences with reference service. However, 
approachability was not treated as a singular, inde-
pendent variable; rather, characteristics of approach-
ability were combined with other variables into an 
aggregate factor of behavioral attributes, rendering it 
difficult to discern the effect of approachability in and 
of itself. Michele Potter15 designed her Master’s thesis 
to explore a variety of treatments that could poten-
tially affect patron perceptions of librarian approach-
ability in a service setting, including clothing and 
behavioral characteristics. She found that these fac-
tors did indeed have an impact on the experience of 
library patrons seeking assistance; however, she tested 
the perceptions of only one librarian, which may have 
affected the generalizability of the results. A small 
number of additional studies have looked at behav-
ioral trends that affect a patron’s choice to approach a 
librarian, although results have been mixed.16–18 These 
studies go beyond demography to indicate that in-
dividual librarian behaviors do affect patron percep-
tions of approachability. However, they also suggest a 
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need for further research on specific approachability 
factors that lead to user engagement with a librarian, 
and that examines a broad range of librarians and li-
brary users.

We conducted an image-rating study to assess 
how visibly salient, cue-based characteristics of hypo-
thetical librarians can influence patrons’ perceptions 
of librarian approachability. The study emphasized 
factors that librarians can readily change on a day-
to-day or even moment-to-moment basis: affect and 
clothing. Using a subset of previously rated images, 
we carefully balanced demographic characteristics 
(i.e., gender, age, and racial/ethnic affiliation) in or-
der to test a diverse sample of hypothetical librarians. 
Results of this study expand the extant research on 
behaviors that librarians can modify to enhance their 
approachability.

Methodology
Over the course of four weeks in March 2012, we 
distributed an online image-rating survey to a wide 
range of library users at a large, Midwestern universi-
ty. Image rating is the primary method for approach-
ability studies in the field of Psychology.19–21 With this 
method, we were able to hold many potentially con-
founding factors constant, including body posture, 
library setting, and image layout, while systematically 
varying librarian affect and clothing. 

Raters
There were 1,015 participants who responded to the 
anonymous survey throughout the 3-campus uni-
versity system, including students, faculty, and staff 
across gender, race, and age categories. There were 
730 female, 282 male, and 3 transgender raters. Fif-
ty-nine respondents identified themselves as African 
American or Black, 144 as Asian or Asian American 
or Pacific Islander, 681 as White (non-Hispanic), and 
131 placed themselves in additional categories includ-
ing “Other.” Within this sample, 61% were undergrad-
uates, 27% graduate students, and 12% faculty, staff, 
or other affiliation. 

Images
Affect and clothing treatments were primarily drawn 
from the Psychology literature on social judgment 
formation. In particular, facial expressions and di-
rections of gaze provide powerful social cues, while 
clothing color and formality of clothing carry mean-

ing and social salience for observers. For this study, 
treatments included facial expression (smiling or neu-
tral), direction of gaze (forward-facing, looking down 
at a book, looking down at a computer), formality of 
clothing (dressed up or down, or wearing a nametag), 
and clothing color (blue, red, or white shirt). A sub-
set of images was used from a baseline assessment 
conducted during the Fall of 2011.22 These included 
full color images of hypothetical librarians display-
ing: neutral facial expressions; clothing uniformity; 
and situational parity (facing forward, sitting at a desk 
with a computer on the desk). The faces for the images 
were downloaded from multiple image databases, in 
order to compile a large set of faces with diverse de-
mographic characteristics. Most faces were obtained 
from the National Institute of Standards and Technol-
ogy Color FERET database.23,24 A smaller number of 
faces were drawn from the University of Texas Center 
for Vital Longevity Database25 and the European Con-
ference on Visual Perception.26 Several stock photos 
were purchased to guarantee that equal numbers of 
demographic variability were present (i.e., gender, age 
range, and racial/ethnic affiliation). 

A subset of 12 images was selected from the base-
line data set for the current study. These 12 images 
had similar baseline approachability ratings, between 
5.32 and 5.96 (on a scale of 1 to 10). The 12-image 
subset was balanced for gender, age, and race. Specifi-
cally, the baseline image count consisted of 6 male and 
6 female targets for the gender category, 6 younger 
and 6 older targets for the age category, and 4 White, 
4 African American, and 4 Asian targets for the race 
category. With this setup, each combination of demo-
graphic categories (e.g., male-younger-White) was 
represented by 1 image. The images were then manip-
ulated to test attire and affect. Each image displayed 
only one variable adjustment versus the baseline im-
age. Smiling images were available for all targets in 
the databases described above. Adobe Photoshop was 
used to modify the other variables of interest. An ex-
ample question is provided in Figure 1. 

Design and Procedure
The current study was conducted online, with the sur-
vey made available to a 3-campus university system 
at a large, public Midwestern university. Qualtrics 
survey software was used to develop and administer 
the survey. Given the large number of images tested 
(96 total), we reduced participant burden by splitting 
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the images into two groups, so that each participant 
who clicked on the link to the survey was taken to one 
group of images or the other. Images were presented 
in randomized order for both Group 1 and Group 
2. The same 12 baseline images were rated in both 
groups; however, between the two groups, different 
images were varied with respect to affect and cloth-
ing. Group 1 yielded 514 participants, and Group 2 
yielded 501 participants.

The survey was accessible over a 2-week period 
during the Spring of 2012, and raters were offered an 
incentive to enter a raffle for one of ten $50 gift cards 
upon completion of the anonymous survey. Each re-
spondent was introduced to the survey and shown 
a page of the 12 baseline images as a familiarization 
step. Respondents then rated the full set of images. 
Images were presented one-at-a-time, in a differ-
ent random sequence for each rater, for a total of 54 
images of hypothetical librarians in each survey (all 
12 baseline images plus 42 with a changed variable). 
Each image included both a photograph and the fol-
lowing verbal instructions: “Imagine you need to ask 
a librarian a question. Rate the approachability of this 
librarian.” Raters scored the target image’s approach-
ability on a Likert scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being “Least 
approachable” and 10 being “Most approachable.” 
See Figure 1 for an example. After they completed 
the image ratings, raters were asked 4 demographic 
questions regarding their gender, age, race/ethnicity, 
and affiliation with the university. Lastly, raters were 
asked 5 questions regarding their personality charac-

teristics. After completing the survey, raters 
were prompted to click on a link that took 
them to a web page where they were able 
to enter the gift card raffle. Median survey 
completion time, not including time to en-
ter the raffle, was approximately 9 minutes.

This dataset is the same one analyzed in 
Bonnet and McAlexander,27 except that for 
the current study, the treatments are aggre-
gated for all demographic variables (instead 
of separating demographics), and the ef-
fects of university affiliation are assessed as 
described below.

The ranking of approachability factors 
was achieved by using a hierarchical linear 
model (HLM), in order to characterize the 
differences in the image approachability 
ratings among the treatments (e.g., smiling 
face, or red shirt). The HLM model for this 

analysis follows:
Level 1 (Treatment Level): 
Yi,j = b0j + b1j*Xij + eij
Level 2 (Rater Level):
b0j = g00 + g01*Zj+ u0j
b1j = g10 + g11*Zj
Mixed Equation:
Yi,j = g00 + g01*Zj + g10* Xij + g11*Zj* Xij + u0j + eij
Where Yi,j is the image approachability rating for 

the ith treatment nested within the jth rater, respec-
tively, X is the treatment category (e.g., smiling, or 
red shirt), and Z is the rater category (university af-
filiation: undergraduate student, graduate student, or 
faculty/staff). With this model, image approachability 
ratings for a given treatment that repeat for each rater 
were entered at Level 1, and rater-specific categories 
were entered at Level 2. In the Level 1 equation, β 
indicates treatment-level intercept and coefficient. 
In the Level 2 equations, γ indicates rater-level inter-
cepts and coefficients. The e term represents random 
error associated with treatment-level effects (i.e., re-
sidual error), and the u term represents a random ef-
fect for each rater. When the Level 2 components are 
combined algebraically with the Level 1 equation, the 
mixed equation incorporates main effects of X and Z, 
as well as cross-level interactions between X and Z. 
The main and interaction effects for this type of mod-
el are reported relative to the reference value of each 
variable. The reference value for the treatment–level 
variables was set to the baseline image, and the ref-

FIGURE 1
Example Survey Question
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erence variable for rater categories was set to under-
graduate student. 

Results 
The HLM results for all raters combined are presented 
in Table 1 and Figure 2. Note that each participant in 
the study rated the baseline images for all 12 hypo-
thetical librarians, as well as an array of images of the 
same librarians with different treatments. Thus, it is 
possible to report approachability ratings for treat-
ments as greater than, less than, or equal to the rating 
for the baseline image. The y-axis on Figure 2 displays 
mean approachability ratings as plus or minus the 
baseline image value, with the baseline image value by 
definition set to zero (i.e., equal to itself). 

A statistically significant difference versus base-
line was observed for all treatments except for the 
“formal clothing” treatment. Hypothetical librarians 

displaying a smile were judged as more approachable 
than baseline, as well as hypothetical librarians wear-
ing a nametag. The rest of the treatments, except for 
hypothetical librarians wearing a formal shirt, were 
judged as less approachable than baseline. This in-
dicates that the baseline images were judged as rela-
tively approachable by raters. Both of the treatments 
that manipulated shirt color (i.e., white and red) were 
judged less approachable than the baseline of a blue 
shirt. Both of the treatments in which hypotheti-
cal librarians were looking down received the lowest 
overall approachability ratings, with the treatment 
of looking down at a book having the lowest average 
value. Note that, while formal clothing was rated as 
overall statistically similar to the baseline of informal 
clothing, a separate data analysis presented in Bonnet 
and McAlexander28 discovers that this is actually due 
to the “canceling out” of significant effects for various 

demographic groups.
The rater-level (i.e., undergraduate stu-

dents versus graduate students versus facul-
ty/staff) interaction effects are displayed on 
Table 2. Three of the treatments showed sta-
tistical significance for rater-level interac-
tions: looking down at a computer, looking 
down at a book, and wearing a formal shirt. 
For both of the direction-of-gaze treat-
ments, all interaction effects were negative. 
This indicates that, while all rater groups 
considered these two treatments as less 
approachable than baseline, the effect was 
especially strong when graduate students 
and faculty/staff rated the images (Figure 3 
and Figure 4). For the formal clothing treat-
ment, the interaction effect was negative for 
graduate students, and positive for faculty/
staff. As shown on Figure 5, the interaction 
effects with opposite sign are another ex-
ample of the “canceling out” of effects. This 
result suggests that the various user popu-
lations do not agree on whether formal 
clothing increases or decreases librarian 
approachability versus baseline (informal 
shirt). 

Discussion
In the following discussion we will delve 
deeper into the results described above. 
This discussion includes recommendations 

TABLE 1
Image Hierarchical Linear Model Results for

All Raters Combined

Image Treatment Coefficient 95% Confidence 
Interval

P > |z|

Looking at Computer -0.79 +/- 0.04 0.000

Looking at Book -0.93 +/- 0.04 0.000

Smiling 1.90 +/- 0.04 0.000

Nametag 0.16 +/- 0.04 0.000

Formal Shirt 0.00 +/- 0.04 0.884

Red Shirt -0.14 +/- 0.04 0.000

White Shirt -0.10 +/- 0.04 0.000

FIGURE 2
Approachability Ratings by Treatment
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for practice, with the assumption that the trends ob-
served in this image-rating study extend to the real-
life environment of the library. 

Smiling had a positive effect across all rater groups, 
demonstrating that no matter the university affiliation 
of the patron, participants tended to consider smiling 
librarians as having increased approachability versus 
baseline (i.e., neutral expression). Additionally, this 
was the variable with the largest magnitude of effect 
(either positive or negative). In other words, smil-
ing made the most difference of all of the treatments, 
which reveals the uniquely powerful effect that smil-
ing might have on patron perceptions of librarians. As 
a result, our recommendation for librarians who wish 
to maximize their perceived approachability in public 
service settings is to smile when making eye contact 
with patrons.

Librarians who wore a nametag came in second 
(albeit a distant second) in the ranking of tested treat-

ments. This finding suggests that patrons consider an 
explicit indication of a librarian’s role as a public ser-
vice provider to be approachable. Thus, our recom-
mendation for librarians at public service desks is to 
wear a nametag.

The effect for formal clothing was complex. 
At first glance, wearing a formal shirt versus a ca-
sual shirt appeared to make no difference. However, 
when we looked closer at the interaction effects for 
this variable,29 we saw that this supposed parity was 
actually masking the competing effects of the formal 
shirt treatment on different gender and age categories 
of the hypothetical librarians. In particular, we found 
that wearing formal clothing increased the approach-
ability of male librarians, while it decreased the ap-
proachability of female librarians. In another twist, 
we found that younger librarians were considered less 
approachable when they wore formal clothing (ver-
sus their casual wear), whereas older librarians were 

TABLE 2
Image Hierarchical Linear Model Results for Rater University Affiliation

Rater Category Effect Type Coefficient 95% Confidence 
Interval

P > |z|

Undergraduate Main -0.71 +/- 0.05 0.000

Graduate Student Interaction -0.11 +/- 0.10 0.026

Faculty/Staff Interaction -0.39 +/- 0.14 0.000

Undergraduate Main -0.80 +/- 0.05 0.000

Graduate Student Interaction -0.24 +/- 0.10 0.000

Faculty/Staff Interaction -0.49 +/- 0.14 0.000

Undergraduate Main 1.92 +/- 0.05 0.000

Graduate Student Interaction -0.04 +/- 0.10 0.409

Faculty/Staff Interaction -0.11 +/- 0.14 0.120

Undergraduate Main 0.18 +/- 0.05 0.000

Graduate Student Interaction -0.04 +/- 0.10 0.471

Faculty/Staff Interaction -0.09 +/- 0.14 0.190

Undergraduate Main 0.01 +/- 0.05 0.752

Graduate Student Interaction -0.10 +/- 0.10 0.038

Faculty/Staff Interaction 0.15 +/- 0.14 0.036

Undergraduate Main -0.12 +/- 0.05 0.000

Graduate Student Interaction -0.08 +/- 0.10 0.122

Faculty/Staff Interaction 0.00 +/- 0.14 0.973

Undergraduate Main -0.07 +/- 0.05 0.014

Graduate Student Interaction -0.09 +/- 0.10 0.081

Faculty/Staff Interaction -0.06 +/- 0.14 0.359
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considered more approachable when wearing formal 
clothing. There may have been a similar phenomenon 
occurring within the race category, but not all inter-
action effects were significant. For the formal cloth-
ing treatment, we do not have a recommendation for 
practice because the observed patterns are contingent 
upon characteristics that are outside the control of li-
brarians (i.e., their demographics). 

Wearing a red or white shirt resulted in lower ap-
proachability scores, versus the blue shirt that served 
as the baseline. These findings were counter to expec-
tations. In a study by Roberts et al.,30 participants rat-
ed targets wearing red shirts as more attractive than 
the same targets wearing white shirts (in fact, these 
colors ended up on opposite ends of the attractive-
ness spectrum). Given that attractiveness correlates to 
some degree with approachability,31, 32 the authors ex-
pected that a red shirt would also increase perceptions 
of the approachability of hypothetical librarians. In-
stead, the results indicated the opposite trend; hypo-
thetical librarians wearing red shirts were perceived 
as less approachable than those wearing the other 
two shirt colors. Perhaps this trend is related to the 
trait of “dominance” that can be associated with the 
color red.33 It is possible that in a library context, red 
is perceived as dominant and thus, less approachable. 
Our recommendation is to follow the hierarchy of ap-
proachable colors that emerged from this study, from 
most to least approachable: blue >white> red.

Looking away from patrons is a behavior that oc-
curs frequently at points of service. Thus, we tested 
whether or not there was a difference in approachabil-
ity ratings for two types of activity in which librarians 
often engage when not making eye contact with pa-
trons. Overall, looking down, whether at a computer 
or a book, was considered less approachable than the 
baseline (i.e., looking forward, and making eye con-
tact). In fact, this was the least approachable behavior 
in the set of treatments tested. Given that the over-
all ratings for looking down placed looking at a book 
in last place, we suggest that librarians who want to 
multi-task while providing service at a reference desk 
would be better off looking at a computer than a book.

The rater-level effects suggest that graduate stu-
dents and faculty/staff are especially negatively affect-
ed by librarians looking down. This is not to say that 
undergraduate students found hypothetical librarians 
looking down to be approachable; undergraduates, on 
average, also rated images with this treatment as less 

FIGURE 3
Looking at Computer Treatment with Rater 

Interaction Effects

FIGURE 4
Looking at a Book Treatment with Rater

Interaction Effects

FIGURE 5
Formal Shirt Treatment with Rater

Interaction Effects
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approachable than baseline. However, the negative ef-
fect was even stronger for graduate students and fac-
ulty/staff. If these trends extend to the actual reference 
desk, it is an indication that graduate students and 
faculty/staff would be especially receptive to eye con-
tact with a librarian prior to the reference encounter. 

Implications for Library Service
The results of this study suggest that patrons do con-
sider visually salient behavioral characteristics when 
judging the approachability of librarians. These find-
ings add much-needed data to our understanding of 
first impressions in reference encounters. In addition, 
these findings present valuable information that li-
brarians can readily incorporate into their behaviors 
in public service environments. However, we do not 
feel that the outcomes of this study necessarily merit 
policy changes for a couple of reasons. Firstly, in cer-
tain cases, there is the potential for discriminatory 
practice (for example, by asking librarians to wear 
specific types of clothes based on their gender or age). 
We find this practice inappropriate, particularly con-
sidering the important role that the library plays in 
empowering diverse populations.34 Secondly, not only 
do the actions we take affect patrons’ perceptions of 
us, but they can affect our own opinions of ourselves.35 
Thus, we feel that individual librarians are in the best 
position to make a decision regarding how they want 
to implement any given recommendation.

Conclusion
Whether or not a librarian appears approachable to 
patrons is essential to service provision, and presents 
a first impression that could have an enduring effect 
on the reference interaction. This study found that 
factors associated with attire and affect (i.e., factors 
within the control of an individual librarian) influ-
enced perceptions of approachability. We anticipate 
that these findings will be directly applicable to refer-
ence environments, providing librarians with a range 
of factors from which to choose when considering 
enhancements of perceptions of approachability. Ad-
ditionally, these results enrich our understanding of 
interpersonal communication and social judgment 
formation in library contexts.

Notes
 1. “RUSA Guidelines for the Behavioral Performance of Refer-

ence and Information Service Providers”, 2004, accessed 

February 28, 2012, http://www.ala.org/rusa/resources/
guidelines/guidelinesbehavioral 

 2. Megan L. Willis, Romina Palermo, and Darren Burke, 
“Judging Approachability on the Face of It: The Influence of 
Face and Body Expressions on the Perception of Approach-
ability,” Emotion 11 (Jun 2011): 514-523. 

 3. Lynden K. Miles, “Who is Approachable?”, Journal of Ex-
perimental Social Psychology 45 (Jan 2009): 262-266.

 4. Melanie A. Porter, Max Coltheart, and Robyn Langdon, 
“The Neuropsychological Basis of Hypersociability in Wil-
liams and Down Syndrome”, Neuropsychologia, 45 (May 
2007): 2839-2849.

 5. Norman P. Li, Rosa A. Halterman, Margaret J. Cason, 
George P. Knight, and Jon K. Maner, “The Stress-Affiliation 
Paradigm Revisited: Do People Prefer the Kindness of 
Strangers or Their Attractiveness?”, Personality and Indi-
vidual Differences, 44 (Jan 2008): 382-391. 

 6. Judith H. Langlois, Lisa Kalakanis, Adam J. Rubensein, 
Andrea Larson, Monica Hallam, and Monica Smoot, “Max-
ims or Myths of Beauty? A Meta-Analytic and Theoretical 
Review”, Psychological Bulletin, 126 (May 2000), 390-423.

 7. Darren W. Campbell, Tanya Neuert, Krista B. Friesen, 
and Nancy A. McKeen, “Assessing Social Approachability: 
Individual Differences, In-group Biases, and Experimental 
control”, Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 42 (Oct 
2010): 254-263.

 8. Robert W. Livingston and Marilynn B. Brewer, “What Are 
We Really Priming? Cue-based Versus Category-based Pro-
cessing of Facial Stimuli”, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 82 (Jan 2002): 5-18.   

 9. Ursula Hess, Reginald B. Adams Jr., and Robert E. Kleck, 
“Facial Appearance, Gender, and Emotion Expression”, 
Emotion 4 (Dec 2004): 378-388.

 10. Edward Kazlauskas, “An Exploratory Study: A Kinetic 
Analysis of Academic Library Public Service Points”, The 
Journal of Academic Librarianship 2 (Jul 1976): 130–34. 

 11. Beth Strickland and Jennifer Bonnet, “Are All Transactions 
Created Equal?: How Gender Might Matter to Our Patrons”, 
Association of College and Research Libraries Conference 
Proceedings (Mar 2011): 7-19.

 12. Kevin R. Risner, Seeking Assistance at the Reference Desk: A 
Study to Determine Gender Bias, (Master’s thesis, Kent State 
University, OH, 1990).

 13. Marie L. Radford, “Approach or Avoidance? The Role of 
Nonverbal Communication in the Academic Library User’s 
Decision to Initiate a Reference Encounter”, Library Trends 
46 (Spring 1998): 699–717.

 14. Matthew Lock Saxton, “Evaluation of Reference Service 
in Public Libraries Using a Hierarchical Linear Model: 



How Do You Like Me Now? 269

April 10–13, 2013, Indianapolis, IN

Applying Analysis to a Multi-level Research Design.” (PhD 
Dissertation), 1997.

 15. Michele Potter, Factors affecting the approachability of help 
givers at a university library (M.A. Thesis, University of 
California, Riverside), 2007.

 16. Kazlauskas, “An Exploratory Study”.
 17. Radford, “Approach or Avoidance?”.
 18. Marynelle DeVore-Chew, Brian Roberts, and Nathan Smith. 

“The Effects of Reference Librarians’ Nonverbal Communi-
cation on the Patrons’ Perceptions of the Library, Librarians, 
and Themselves”, Library & Information Science Research 10 
(1988): 389–400.

 19. Ralph Adolphs, Daniel Tranel, and Antonio R. Damasio, 
“The human amygdala in social judgment”, Nature (June 4 
1998): 470-473.

 20. Elisa Frigerio, D. Michael Burt, Chiara Gagliardi, Giusep-
pina Cioffi, Sara Martelli, David I. Perrett, and Renato 
Borgatti, “Is everybody always my friend? Perception of 
approachability in Williams syndrome”, Neuropsychologia: 
44 (2006): 254-259. 

 21. Marilee A. Martens, Sarah J. Wilson, Paul Dudgeon, and 
David C. Reutens, “Approachability and the amygdala: 
insights from Williams syndrome”, Neuropsychologia 47, no. 
12 (2009): 2446-2453.

 22. For a detailed description of this assessment, see Jennifer L. 
Bonnet and Benjamin McAlexander, “Structural Diversity 
in Academic Libraries: A Librarian Approachability Study”, 
The Journal of Academic Librarianship (Sep 2012): 277-286.

 23. P. Jonathan Phillips, Harry Wechsler, Jeffery Huang, and 
Patrick J. Rauss, “The FERET Database and Evaluation Pro-
cedure for Face Recognition Algorithms”, Image and Vision 
Computing Journal 16 (Apr 1998): 295-306. 

 24. P. Jonathan Phillips, Hyeonjoon Moon, Syed A. Rizvi, 
Patrick J. Rauss, “The FERET Evaluation Methodology for 
Face Recognition Algorithms”, IEEE Transactions on Pattern 
Analysis and Machine Intelligence 22 (Oct 2000): 1090-1104.

 25. Meredith Minear and Denise C. Park, “A Lifespan Database 
of Adult Facial Stimuli”, Behavior Research Methods, Instru-
ments, & Computers 36 (Nov 2004): 630-633. 

 26. European Conference on Visual Perception, “2D Face Sets: 
Utrecht ECVP”, 2008, accessed July 31, 2011, http://pics.
psych.stir.ac.uk/2D_face_sets.htm

 27. Jennifer L. Bonnet and Benjamin McAlexander. “First 
Impressions and the Reference Encounter: The Influence 
of Affect and Clothing on Librarian Approachability.” The 
Journal of Academic Librarianship (forthcoming, 2013).

 28. Ibid. 
 29. Ibid.
 30. S. Craig Roberts, Roy C. Owen, and Jan Havlicek, “Distin-

guishing Between Perceiver and Wearer Effects in Clothing 
Color-Associated Attributions”, Evolutionary Psychology, 8 
(Vol 3 2010): 350-364.

 31. Norman P. Li, Rosa A. Halterman, Margaret J. Cason, 
George P. Knight, and Jon K. Maner, “The Stress-Affiliation 
Paradigm Revisited: Do People Prefer the Kindness of 
Strangers or Their Attractiveness?”, Personality and Indi-
vidual Differences, 44 (Jan 2008): 382-391.

 32. Langlois, Kalakanis, Rubensein, Larson, Hallam, and 
Smoot, “Maxims or Myths of Beauty? A Meta-Analytic and 
Theoretical Review”, Psychological Bulletin, 126 (May 2000), 
390-423.

 33. Russell A. Hill and Robert A. Barton, Psychology: Red En-
hances Human Performance in Contests. Nature, 435 (May 
19 2005): 293.

 34. American Library Association (n.d.). ALA policy 
manual: Governance, 2012, from http://www.ala.org/
aboutala/governance/policymanual/updatedpolicymanual/
section2/60diversity 

 35. Roberts et al., “Distinguishing Between Perceiver and 
Wearer Effects”.


