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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of different degrees of attractiveness of
faces and different tones of voices on individual voice attractiveness. Fifty-five subjects were used
in the experiment. Under the background of two different attractive faces, the preferences of sub-
jects of different genders for high pitch, original voice and low pitch of male and female voices
were measured. The results showed that women preferred lower-pitched male voices and men
preferred higher-pitched female voices; moreover, for the same voice, the voices rated as attrac-
tive by the highly attractive faces were higher than those rated by the less attractive faces.
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1. 51§

FARME N — MR RSO EILR, TG REON OB 2 2 A TR, R 2 K AR LR
FEMI A RRCE NI, WS E, I EHE, 2015). fEMEFESH, LR AMRAMREm, HAREH ALK 5]
71~ AL AN, LT ALR BRI A KSR i, i, ok, 2R, 2014).

FRIEFL 5] J1KTE, S8 Patzer (1985)1E S, AR — A NI T AL A B — P RRUBI A B 155 B A 596 9 B
fEf N A gl B AR B . e AR E — D NI iE . M. NS RIS REREE, £
NERIpE A AR e e EEAEH . @ SEUERE eI 1, AT LR 51 77 i A 2 A B
8 (Bronstad & Russell, 2007). #3X LR (Rhodes, Geddes, Jeffery, Dziurawiec, & Clark, 2002)1)—2 4,
BT R I AARLEZE ) LI St 55 XCE W 51 ) I TH FL(Rubenstein, Kalakanis, & Langlois, 1999). T LI 5]
JPOEEEAER =AM, SRR HEAERERRRE, B T3NSR O, (el
P 2PN P A ARV IR AR R RUTERRE DT 07, el 2012). 21 W], BEE ISR R
MR R, BEFN ST 6 G Dh e B HAR (F 22 IMRY), LAE 0 #R5. K e LA TG Q495 14 (1) At
TEBERER EARE S AL 5] JIAE R R HLE (=0, FREZE, 2010). 1 Hib A RIS Fh /M E R 2 45 Gk
WEFCIFLR S 77, B an®t 8 AN AR 25 T AL 5| J30F 55 AR i i 52, K T AL 51 5 NS bR 25 45
G R TR AL CE NG, BRI K, JEEME, 2015). SR, BRTIRLR, AR EILR AR R RS
TR A EARAT A R E AR ZAGE 50, i, 9K, B8, 2014). XTI EW 5] Jjix— i,
BRI FABATTIR 75 E AL TS B — B O IS AR5 2848 AK, RIS TR R — vy B AN T AR fh
PBEECRIEE, 2017). B, XANEZRCETIR TN R 2 (00, I8 2 7RO 3 22 (1 HE
BT, WEFE NS RIBABAT oA AE O 12 o] 52 215 5 (1 RE A )

RADEIIFFRIRE T B IRZAT AR & . Collins Al Missing (2003)&K3, 7E—HBRRES
NERAZEAEEE T, LIRSS S EE AR A TE ARG, TR P MR ) 2 R AR
Feinberg 5 N#H5E 1 123 AL MEFERHATHR B AT 158, iR SR TR B 5| J0vrsr, KI5
XTI 51 7 B ) 45 B (Feinberg, DeBruine, Jones, & Perrett, 2008). JHABHFF N B AL, it EAEH
KA SEIW 7, P s R BIPR B 7E 55 PRI A B = (IR 5] g, IXR B, A PERR S 1 R
I 51 /& IEAR K (Apicella & Feinberg, 2009). #RTH, —LEAfF N RUREEX — WL st, ARAT TR Lo MER & 1
W51 AN Y TR R TEAR SG G 8 AE — 8 IOFE B NARAE, B TR e I 2 Mg 5 7 T M R AN KA 51 )
(Borkowska & Pawlowski, 2011). 1E 5 PR RIS J13E0 T, P EV RS R BB S R8E ™S5 17,
I FEN SR IE I A U R 5 PRI 5 RIS, R TR IS 1Y) 53 I A MR R0 L A IR oot S, SR ikie
BEHAWGI IR, RI M =R TR B 55 EALIR #5 (Feinberg, Debruine, Jones, & Little, 2008). &A1 &
2, IXECHFIE ORI, PR SR S R A R, ot S A A R

AINTIWEFCR I, T LA FE B e vy o X FR PR . g T L 2 1 A B R v e T 5] 7
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(Vingilis-Jaremko & Maurer, 2013; Trujillo, Jankowitsch, & Langlois, 2014), Fr, BHAb AL FR 2
FEALI A, DU S RRIE R LI EEARHE, =F W ammfL% sl /7, mimfLs sl IR
SXROMA AT R B 5] T PP, IR AT 0 ZEAE 2 AR 98 =3 X R W 5] i i) 520 o s T L =38
PR, DAARRE ST SR 57 5 T AL R R ORI S AL S SRS RS TR R,
Feinberg, Debruine, Jones I Little 5 A (2008)id it il 37 S BT FLIRIFR (L AL i) B AL, 53 vk iy 53 1%
T L) AR 2 3 s T SR I 3, IS TR BB PRI ), WP A0 B3 M i L — S R I 518 5 I i 2
B P20 225 R I ARG 3 T 55 1 I i B R TG 18 55« o)t 3 0 S A I B3 MR THT L s O’ Connor, Feinberg,
Fraccaro, Borak Al Tigue &5 A\ (2012) % &7 A5 v B H ) 55 14 S 28 T FLANIR & 40 AT 1 53 A et A
ARBE,  [F) B S B PR A TR AL A TR FL R AR, AT LA S AR, Mk AL AN £
PEACIEE R, oA I FLAN S VAR ), R MR O AT W 51 D98, R 5 X 55 A T L ) 2
) B B AR & T B BB PEALR % . O’Connor, Fraccaro, Pisanski, Tigue £l Feinberg (2013)% & 54040 A Bt
W L YESAS T FLAIR & 2 AT 7 S AL A S A A 3, R B 2 AP R TR FLITR,  EoR 55 M loxt
HEAT G T30 57 BRI, Bt Lot A0 R 55 M A 188 32 BRI R 51 70 9 20 B MR P 4 P A T L) H 3R T
P, BP 5 M A ARG Lot AT FL A i S B IR R 5] 73(O° Connor et al., 2013).

i LRk, AEtFst R, RV SRR RG] S, et e v ARG T ) B MR A R
J1s TAEVPAN PR IR 5| J18F, B m S R e MR & s A5 1 BFL G| 12
BT F R S| DIV, RS T AL N R R R ] D BV A e TR S| LR PRy

2. 5k
2.1. #it

RIE R 55 44, A 24 44, 3L A, FREN 18~24 % . FrAweallr IEH, M I
MAIEH, ABAMIRIE, AIRSINER . Sy AN S LA, SEREAHRE =20
LA

2.2. SCIGFTR

(1) mALE A 3% 4 skmnfLIE A, SrEmsl 2 5K, Wkl 1, bemmdl 2 5k, k2, Bikmmsls «tk
THFLI 2 5K 20 o e 5| 0 SARM S AN AR, B LA R . IR RIERER. b
Loy B S SR A Y — 2. X DY KT SLIR 51 0 B R B BTN RORT ST (R, RS &, A, 2015).

Figure 1. Male high attractiveness faces and male low attractiveness faces
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Figure 2. Female high-attractiveness faces and female low-attractiveness faces

2. TSRS EFL AL RN S| HEFL

(2) BEFEA. H 6 HREHA, FrEatg 34, 3HREFAS ST H. JFSE, KEH=
IR0 SRR B P ASASEE ) R BT U [ — A0 1E, O “Ramiolr R, R RE TR,
I HARFREREE, A Ak e = A, R 7T X AR . A Praat BOLF0 6 REA
BEATERN, FEJEE AL A BT R 20 AFEAS B E A . AR R IR B RRAR 20 AR 2R AR B IR A
Ao

2.3, SKIRIT

AHIFORAL 2 PakPEM R k) x 2 BARIESLR S ARG AT, =] 77) < 3 &R S1
ACPCaE L R RE R IR G S Bot, e gaktia v poalia 2 g, AR LR s 7K 58 E
WS KPR A AR . R AR RO O IR 51 TR

2.4. SEIGIRFF

FEAPAR D AT 52568, 70wl x T H AR 5 i fL S 8 (U pror, DAL H Ao ki fL 518
BV, P SE I, Bl AR RN AT SE R S5 . TR IR S RO “AESEI T 2 2L
AR BT FLARATT A B, S AR AT B U 1~5 SRS IR IR, 1~5 KT
TR TAT BT AR SR a U 7 R ZE A Xt 55 P 5k 5 R () T FL B A &5 6 B0 = 4 95 1k (e ) W i AT P
Wy, FEAFN R RE IS J1. 3o A, RRAREHLEIL 3 K, RIS 18 4. R TSR, A 2
Kfl, R EECE) RG] . BRI RRE T, BRICE 1 3KmL, % A BEPLILAS 3
AE(EE IR A ), I 6 41, 43 W, RID8 18 k. It TR gl i MR &
SHREIL 6 K. FHRIE LS RE RN MBL WAL T BRI . Uroems &, MUh P e sk E S Bl 1 s
gty ER A

3. 58

AHEICE Je i LI HHR AT T 2 HEEWED N, HOGHT 7RG SRS EIE T fmil i 753
o pr g Rt ATt ie, M Esie.

3.1. EFLIR S| A7 i e R aF SR B 53 4
XA B 5] T3V T BB AR HEZE 036 1 R
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Table 1. The attractiveness of the female voice (M £ SD)
1. NEMRERWS] SIFN (M +SD)

. Pl A
T L IR 5 %
i 3.73+0.82 3.56 +0.83
2R3 ) J5 3.45+0.71 3.61+0.97
&R 278 £0.92 3.05+0.87
T i 3.42+0.99 3.16 +0.80
K2 F JR 2.92+0.81 3.02+0.82
K& 2.33+0.69 2.73 £ 0.69

MFE T AT LA, X T A MR S RN, A LR R SRS TR BR3P R i O 7 e R PR R
T [l —F eI, A LT FLIR S A, LIRS A s s o R RS W i s, 1 L5 oM
selnh, RT3 Lot L i I 5] o AR AL 5] T

H 7 Z o Mg FEoR, THFLR G| J1 2= R8 83, F(1,53) =25.653, p=0.000, =51 JHFLIFS
(M = 3.36)% 3 = T 5] DAL (M = 2.93). BRE I ERAN T, F(1,83)=34.897, p=0.000, =&
WRE RS D BEm T RS, EAERENHRS DEERS TSN X EERRE, RE AR
A2 HAEH R, F(1,83)=4.675, p=0.018. JE— DRJEAM T LI, X rEglkil, &s&E SR
PSR G ) E AR, A 5EHEARERG PN ZR B2 XSk, =FAE
MR = R R, M ARE ism, HUOGRER, (RS RERAR. B Lot bl innt IR 7 5 AR o i
A 55 A R B A e ) TR R

LT AL 5] )5 RS A BAE A2 53, F(1,83) =3.062, p=0.051, X! IrmfL,
SRR RNEREZREE, F2,108)=25.062, p=0.000. &M G| 70T ALK RS 2 5 B3,
F(2,108)=26.073, p=0.000 =& WG] Jifrmy, HOGEERAS, CEHRIK.

ST AR UL, LS S B TR BA RS S 3, F(1,54) = 13.502, p=0.001, X T 5 75 i85 ok
Vi, LRG| /7 fa s 35, F(1,54) = 32.525, p=0.000, XFFARE Ak, 1AL 5G] 7 s
BN, F(1,54)=14.915, p=0.000, ML G| 77005 53 & T AL s TR

3.2. EFLIRS| A7 BERS WIFR RIS
X 53 PEIR IR 51 FI PP P B AR HE 22 U035 2 BT

Table 2. The attractiveness of the male voice (M £ SD)
2. WBMRFHWSI SN (M £ SD)

- B Bk )
5% £/8
A 2.75 £ 0.69 2.72 +0.88
il J5i 7 2.56 +0.88 2.48 % 0.99
(y=lt 2.78+1.15 295+ 1.11
i 2.51+0.89 2.60 +0.94
2] J 2.24£0.66 2.27+0.88
K& 275+ 1.06 2.67 £ 1.09
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M 2 a6 BRIV, RS LR e AR R . o T B R
MIVEAY, 0 A —FhR AL S| 7 @ A O PPN LU T ALK 51 0 s, i L 53 Lo P AT 2 itk
DAL 6 7] DAAS 1 55 P 5 Ak L e g 5 W 5] 70 B AR TR AL 5] T

T ES A RN, WIS A ERN R, F(1,53)=7.913, p=0.007, &5 /HEfLED %
TR S AL Sy, SBME SR 2,706, 2.504.

BRI ERUN B2, F(1,70)=5.002, p=0.019, &, JEA. KFRSERESRRT A, K5
Wenl Jifmr, HUOEmEE, &ERNER. sERRENRE D EESTES, KERREMR5 I
EET M.

4. g

ARG AT T T LIRS I S50 E RS D MR R, FRE 6 sEI o, B0t oe 7 i AL
W 5| JIX R E W 5| Sy B gema o I AR TR A0, AT BT AR AL S| 7S el SRR E IR g . X T
FVERRE VP b, LR G I ORI, G| AT AL YE A B s TR S ALYy X T
PERRE VPN b, TEFLIR S 0 RN R B, S| DT ALVE o B TR S Ly &
PETI AL 5 7758 2 0928 AR AL R35, 0 m 5] 7T ALK Ui g 7 iR T SR AN B 3 o RHMIEIR 51 7 1)
T AL IR B T PN B3, S AR 5] Jyderm, LGRS, ARE AR, % W35 5 R T fe 2
A, X RESEE R KD, BREMWIRE W, UG REE R, T 5L s 58 Em
LHAEMARE, XA 62 FE 5 5] LSRR 5] 2T ALIE v 22 A 2 AR B i S 801,
FIFEATE 5, EUEAT PR, AR ISR e 4R A (A S 6 W v W 5 | 0 S AR 5] AL, DR DL AT BAYE X
Ji BT BS0EE . R SRR VA b, 55 Ao MR TR AR R IR, I ELNE e A BT LU R A (T
i, VPR FE Dy CLRTAF 3 347 1 R AR NI 7T, SR PN B, R & —AE
BREBGW . 1 E L b R 0 B e O R B e e R PR T DM R AR, T
AR SR R, RGN IR (i L Ak 1) 55 1 e (1 B 2 P ok iy, LR s W S o
MR, DRI A ) AT LR AL — T .

A SRAE [ AN A6 A IR W S| IR AL, I AR IR E D, AN IAER T f# 2
(2 5 IEAERE B AN . SR IR A K D 2R R ST W 2R R 45 Al R A 7T, DR ASHIT S T LI 5| 7 g
B G| JI 8 AR ST BAR BT FLR S| 77 2 s R W 5| J PPN, X —ANE AR
%, R — 2 IR L. SR, A RKIEETFE AR,

o, W AT NPT, R AL G| IR E IR 5] S R AR T KR AR, H FI
T AL IR B W5 T i e b, AR s — AR . BT eI R S A IR, KK
WEFE AT Dis F—2e S it (R R BT B, 9 U IR 2 B B S AH O F A B AR S5 LR AT R 1

UbAh, RRHITE TR A B AL S R0 BUA S5 2 AN R 25 R B AF 9 TR AL 5 | 7 dn e s
MR EIR G s BRSNS PR 2% e e ok 5 EL R P o] SRR IR IR 51 ) BIVEARY R — AN RO 5E
BB B . ] DL TS A AT
5. &g

(1) 7E BRI RG] VR by SO TR AR & 5 A IR 5]

(2) 1ELHERE IS IVER b, B EE T R0 S s B A R 5] 7

(3) AL 5| J1 2= gEma o0t B B 51 JHIVPAN, =i 5| JJTH AL S X IR B R 51 v 43 i TR 51 )
[ AL T HIVF 4
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