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Abstract

The aim of this study was to find whether the perception of facial attractiveness is influenced by gender, age
and kinds of affective dimensions(sharp/soft, babyish/mature). In the study the participants (48 elementary school
students, 44 middle school students, 39 university students comprised of 60 males and 71 females) were shown
the photos of sixty female faces and asked to grade each face on a nine point scale in three different dimensions
(sharp/soft, babyish/mature, attractive/unattractive). Results using Multi-level analysis, faces that were babyish and
soft were perceived as more attractive regardless of gender and age. But differences were found in the strength
of facial attractiveness by gender and age. Two groups (elementary school students and middle school students)
perceived the same photos of female faces to be less attractive than the university students. Also, male participants
perceived the faces to be less attractive than female participants. Moreover the study showed a significant difference
between university students and elementary school students in relation to the sharp/soft dimension and this
dimension was more influential on elementary school students than university students. These results further suggest
that if a face looks babyish and soft, then the face will be perceived as attractive regardless of gender or age.

However, the degree of facial attractiveness perceived depends on the participant's gender and age.
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Table 1. Null model analysis of perception of facial attractiveness

Fixed effect I6] S.E. t df p
Intercept(3,,) 3.36 0.11  30.04 130 <.001
Random effect Variance e df )4
Perceiver
2 1.58 3885.36 130 <.001
level(o,,)

Photo level(c?)  3.29
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Table 2. Mean ratings for sharp/soft, babyish/mature, and attractiveness dimensions depending on gender and age groups

(standard deviations are within parentheses)

Sharp/Soft Babyish/Mature Degree of facial attractiveness
11 age 15 age  adults sum 11 age 15 age  adults sum 11 age 15 age  adults sum
n=2880 n=2640 n=2340 n=7860 n=2880 1n=2640 n=2340 n=7860 n=2880 n=2640 n=2340 n=7860
Male 3.28 437 4.64 4.04 5.49 6.00 5.72 2.82 1.89 3.10 2.63

n=3600  (2.35) (2.26) (2.28) (2.38)  (2.47)

Female  3.94 456 4.65 437 5.62
n=4260  (2.57) (2.18)  (236)  (239)  (2.48)

(2.14)  (224) (231  (2.03) (149) (2.03)  (1.95)

5.80 5.74 3.59 3.80 4.67 3.97

(2.16)  (234)  (233)  (234)  (2.03) (214 (222

Total 3.62 4.49 4.64 422 5.56
n=7860  (2.49) (221) (232) (239)  (2.48)

5.89 5.73 3.22 3.02 391 3.36

(2.15)  (230) (232)  (2.23)  (2.06) (2.23)  (2.20)

*n=The number of data.

Table 3. Main effects of gender, age, and affective dimensions(sharp/soft, babish/mature) on facial attractiveness.

Fixed effect B iz S.E. ‘ df p
Intercept( 3,) 3.41 0.16 21.84 127 <.001
Sharp/Soft(3;) 0.16 18 0.02 8.00 130 <.001

Babyish/Mature(35) -0.21 -22 0.02 9.82 130 <.001

dummy group1(3;)” -0.59 -13 0.18 327 127 <.001

dummy group2(3ys)” -1.08 =23 0.19 -5.68 127 <.001
Gender(3y3)” 1.18 27 0.15 7.88 127 <.001
Random effect Variance e df P

Perceiver level(JiU) 0.90 2139.02 130 <.001
Sharp/Sofi(c2 ;) 0.21 731.73 130 <.001

Babyish/Mature(o.) 0.22 693.46 130 <.001
Photo 1evel(JZ) 1.54

1) Unstandardized coefficients.
2) Standardized coefficients.

3) Elementary school students coded as 1, other two groups coded as 0.

4) Middle school students as 1, other two groups coded as 0.
5) Male coded as 0, Female coded as 1.
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Table 4. Interaction between ‘gender and affective dimensions’ and ‘age and affective dimensions

B, dItEthREd Ao IAAAITE B
of wel FosAl e FoE YER S (6°=0.21,

x°=731.73, p<.001), A= hA &35 A2 A
T GriAel] wek foltA v Ao E yehsth
(6°=0.22, x*=693.46, p<.001). =, H7}A7+ 3AA
9] ztol & AH ety 91k Wk 2] Wele] H

23t A oJulg.

AdAkglol miFdl mAE E3h ABHT E=
gl met BEA AFsdth A5 27T Table 4
| AAE]o] Stk Table 45 HW, 6719 Je44&

Fixed effect B" Jir) S.E. ‘ df p
Intercept(3y,) 3.25 0.17 19.31 127 <.001
Sharp/Soft( 1) 0.06 .07 0.04 1.51 127 135

Babyish/Mature(3) -0.18 -.19 0.05 -4.09 127 <.001
dummy groupl(By;) -0.41 -.09 0.20 -2.07 127 .040
dummy group2(Bs) -1.02 =22 0.20 -5.05 127 <.001

Gender(f3,3) 1.31 30 0.16 8.12 127 <.001

Sharp/Soft*

0.13 .14 0.05 2.67 127 .009
dummy groupl([3,)

Sharp/Soft* 0.06 0 0.05 1.22 12 22

dummy group2(f;,) ' 07 ' ' ! 227

Sharp/Soft” 0.06 0 0.04 1.46 12 14

Gender(ﬁm) . .07 . . 7 147
Babyish/Mature*

-0.01 -.01 0.05 -0.19 127 .854
dummy groupl(fBy,)
Babyish/Mature*
0.03 .04 0.05 0.49 127 .628
dummy groupl([3,,)
Babyish/Mature*
-0.06 -.09 0.04 -1.38 127 .169
dummy groupl(Bs3)
Random effect Variance % df P
Perceiver level(o2 ) 0.89 2096.94 127 <001
Sharp/Soft(JZl) 0.20 676.63 127 <.001
Babyish/Mature( Uiz) 0.22 691.93 127 <.001
Photo level(Ug) 1.54

1) Unstandardized coefficients.
2) Standardized coefficients.

3) Elementary school students coded as 1, other two groups coded as O.
4) Middle school students coded as 1, other two groups coded as 0.

5) Male coded as 0, Female coded as 1.
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