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The classic theory of face perception holds that the invariant (e.g., identity and race) and variant (e.g., expression) dimensions of face information are independent of one another. Two separate neural systems are involved in face processing. However, the dynamic theory of face perception indicates that these two neural systems interact bidirectionally. Accordingly, by using the emotion categorization task and morph movies task, we investigated the influence of facial attractiveness on facial expression recognition and provided further evidence supporting the dynamic theory of face perception in both the static and dynamic contexts. In addition, this research used familiar celebrities (including actors, television personalities, politicians, and comedians) and explored the role of familiarity in face perception. In two experiments, the participants were asked to assess the expressions of faces with different levels of attractiveness and different levels of familiarity. We found that regardless of being in a static or dynamic face situation, happy expressions on attractive faces can be recognized more quickly, highlighting the advantage of happy expression recognition. Moreover, in static and dynamic familiar face situations, familiarity has a greater impact on expression recognition, and the influence of attraction on expression recognition may be weakened or even unaffected. Our results show that facial attractiveness influences the recognition of facial expressions in both static and dynamic contexts and highlight the importance of familiarity in face perception.
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INTRODUCTION

Facial expressions can convey information regarding individuals’ emotions and social intentions, which is of great importance for social interaction. The rapid and correct identification of facial expressions is a necessity for successful social interaction. A classic cognitive model of face perception emphasizes the difference between the processes involved in the recognition of identity and those involved in the identification of expression (Bruce and Young, 1986). Based on this model, Haxby et al. (2000) proposed a model for the workings of this system that emphasized a difference between the indication of constant and variant sides of faces. The representation of the constant characteristics of faces (e.g., sex, race, and identity) underlies the recognition of individuals, whereas the representation of the variant characteristics of faces (e.g., expression) underlies the perception of information that promotes social interaction.

In recent years, classic models of face perception have increasingly been challenged (Calder and Young, 2005; Hugenberg and Sczesny, 2006; Becker et al., 2007; Fisher et al., 2016). For example, one study found that the processing of facial identity and expression involves functional interactions and that their independence is not absolute (Calder and Young, 2005). This study proposed that the invariant and variable features of faces may be encoded by the same perceptual characterization system, followed by separation. Hugenberg and Sczesny (2006) found that participants could identify angry facial expressions faster in male faces than female faces. Becker et al. (2007) suggested that decisions regarding the gender of a face and facial expressions are not separate and found that subjects were faster and more accurate in discovering angry expressions on male faces and happy expressions on female faces. Fisher et al. (2016) identified the interaction between facial identity and expression. Similarly, other studies have concluded that there are different degrees of overlap between the brain regions that process face information (e.g., Ganel et al., 2005; Fox et al., 2009; Redfern and Benton, 2017). Specifically, Fox et al. (2009) found that the processes involved in facial identity and expression are not completely independent and that different degrees of overlap exist between the brain regions processing face information. Ganel et al. (2005) identified an interactive network responsible for the processing of expression and identity. Redfern and Benton (2017) used an identification task and concluded that expressions constitute a part of facial identity representation.

Given the debate regarding the classic theory of face perception, Quinn and Macrae (2011) proposed a dynamic theory of face perception. These authors proposed the existence of integrated processing pathways responsible for face processing. Facial characteristics (including invariant and variant characteristics) are processed in a multidimensional face coding system. The facial structure is coded in the primary stage; then, more sophisticated information is processed in the same dynamic system, and there is a general interaction. This view that facial characteristics are processed in a multidimensional face coding system has been confirmed by many studies (Ganel et al., 2005; Freeman et al., 2008; Fox et al., 2009). For example, Fox et al. (2009) found that facial identity and expression are not processed completely independently and that there are different degrees of overlap between the brain regions involved in face information processing. Other evidence suggesting that the invariant dimension of face information affects participants’ recognition of face’s variant dimensions has been reported (Craig et al., 2012; Fitousi and Wenger, 2013; Smith et al., 2017; Craig and Lipp, 2018).

Although previous research has typically focused on how invariant and variant face-related information is incorporated into judgments of facial expression, limited research has considered the relevance and importance of facial attractiveness. Face processing theories have paid minimal attention to the role of attractiveness and how attractiveness relates to other facial attributes. In the field of face perception, researchers have incorporated facial attractiveness into the invariant dimension of face information (Rhodes, 2006; Winston et al., 2007; Iaria et al., 2008). For example, Iaria et al. (2008) found that the fusiform gyrus (FFA) is activated when making facial attractiveness judgments and that the FFA mainly processes the invariant dimensions of faces. Additionally, noted attractiveness is based more on the temporally invariant aspects than the dynamic aspects of facial structure. Rhodes (2006) suggested that facial attractiveness may be more similar to the properties of identity and gender in terms of its processing demands. The attractiveness of a face is a salient social signal that reflects the overall effect of all physical attributes of a face.

Several studies have concluded that our perception of the attractiveness of a face is moderated by its facial expression (Magda and Goodwin, 2008; Tracy and Beall, 2011; Golle et al., 2014; Sutherland et al., 2017). In these studies, the participants perceived faces as more attractive when the facial expression was happy as opposed to other expressions. The apparent link between attractiveness and facial expression has been strengthened by recent neurological evidence emphasizing increased activity in the medial orbitofrontal cortex (OFC) during the presentation of stimuli that are attractive and positively valenced (O’Doherty et al., 2003). Sun et al. (2015) used the event-related potential (ERP) method to explore whether facial attractiveness and facial expression are processed similarly in the brain. They found that facial attractiveness and facial expression were separately embodied by two early components, i.e., N170 and P2, while their interaction effect was embodied by the late positive potential (LPP), which is a late component (Sun et al., 2015). Given that attractiveness is affected by facial expression recognition and that there is an overlapping brain region involved in facial attractiveness and facial expression recognition, we propose that attractiveness also affects expression recognition.

To the best of our knowledge, few studies have explored whether facial attractiveness contributes to facial expression, and the results of these studies are not consistent. Taylor and Bryant (2016) found that there was no interaction between facial attractiveness and expression. In their study, the authors asked the participants to categorize different facial expressions (happy, neutral, or angry) that varied with respect to facial attractiveness (attractive or unattractive). Their results suggested that facial attractiveness does not play a significant role in the judgment of happy or angry facial expressions. An earlier study also found no interaction between facial attractiveness and facial expression in the ratings of emotion valence (Jaensch et al., 2014). In contrast, Lindeberg et al. (2018) used an emotion category task and found that facial social classification cues influenced emotion perception. Thus, the authors found an interaction between facial attractiveness and expression. Specifically, they identified a greater happy face advantage resulting in more positively evaluated attractive faces than unattractive faces. Golle et al. (2014) indicated that the attractiveness of a face could affect the assessment of the happy expression. We suspect that these different experimental results may be caused by different experimental paradigms selected for different experiments. Taylor and Bryant (2016) and Lindeberg et al. (2018) used an emotional classification task in an experiment, but Lindeberg et al. (2018) used a larger sample size. Golle et al. (2014) utilized two alternative forced choice (2AFC) paradigms. It is also possible that different experiments use angry expressions as negative expressions and that angry expressions are often confused with other expressions (Taylor and Jose, 2014), leading to inconsistent conclusions in different studies. Although Lindeberg et al. (2018) verified that face attractiveness affects expression recognition, the findings of their study are inconsistent with the findings reported by Taylor and Bryant (2016). Therefore, more evidence concerning whether facial attractiveness affects facial expression identification should be collected. In addition, the facial expressions used in this research are happy and sad, which are not exactly the same as the happy and angry expressions used by Lindeberg et al. (2018). We used an experiment consistent with Lindeberg et al. (2018) in Experiment 1a. On the one hand, the paradigm investigates whether the recognition of facial expressions is affected by attractiveness. On the other hand, this study is an extension of existing research. The sad expression represents experimental material that expands the range of expressions affected by attractiveness and further verifies the relationship between facial attractiveness and expression recognition.

In addition, previous research illustrates that familiar stimuli prompt diverse positive reactions (Zajonc, 1968; Bornstein, 1989). Many studies have found that familiarity affects the processing of face perception (i.e., facial attractiveness and facial expressions) (Moreland and Beach, 1992; Dubois et al., 1999; Claypool et al., 2007; Carr et al., 2017; Yan et al., 2017). Moreover, studies have shown that there are strong interactions between familiarity and expression recognition (Claypool et al., 2007; Carr et al., 2017). For example, Carr et al. (2017) concluded that familiar faces appear happier and less angry than unfamiliar faces, indicating that familiarity affects facial expression recognition. Claypool et al. (2007) also found the same result. Furthermore, previous studies have examined how multiple social category cues, namely, sex and race (Smith et al., 2017; Craig and Lipp, 2018) and sex and age (Craig and Lipp, 2018), simultaneously moderate expression recognition and provided evidence of the combined influence of these social cues on expression recognition. However, no studies have investigated how facial attractiveness and familiarity simultaneously moderate expression recognition. Thus, in the present research, we manipulate facial familiarity.

More importantly, most existing research concerning facial expression recognition has used static face images (Claypool et al., 2007; Dobel et al., 2008; Carr et al., 2017), whereas in real life, faces are typically seen in motion. In addition, the dynamic context is more ecologically valid. That is, in interpersonal contexts, people’s facial expressions are usually in a dynamic situation (Niedenthal et al., 2000; Rubenstein, 2005; Ishii et al., 2011). Therefore, in this research, we presented both static and dynamic faces to subjects to judge facial expressions.

As mentioned above, the present research uses the emotion categorization task (see Bijlstra et al., 2010; Taylor and Bryant, 2016; Lindeberg et al., 2018) and morph movies task (see Niedenthal et al., 2000; Hugenberg and Bodenhausen, 2003; Bijlstra et al., 2014) in static and dynamic contexts. Accordingly, we investigate the extent to which attractiveness and familiarity influence facial expression processing. We conduct two experiments to explore this problem. According to the dynamic theory of face perception, if the attractiveness associated with face information can affect the processing of expression recognition, the processing of facial attractiveness and expression recognition are dependent on one another. However, according to the classic theory of face perception, if the facial attractiveness related to face information does not affect the processing of expression recognition, the processing of facial attractiveness and expression recognition are independent of one another. Based on behavioral evidence suggesting that attractive faces are often associated with positive personality characteristics (Dion et al., 1972; Golle et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2015; Lindeberg et al., 2018), we hypothesize that participants can recognize the happy expressions of attractive faces more quickly and that the advantages of happy expression recognition do not apply to unattractive faces in either a static context or a dynamic context (Experiments 1a and 1b). In addition, in accordance with previous studies (Carr et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2017; Craig and Lipp, 2018; Lindeberg et al., 2018), we anticipate that if familiarity has a greater impact on facial expression recognition, under the familiar face condition, the impact of attractiveness on facial expression recognition may be weakened or even unaffected. Similarly, compared to the other conditions, if familiarity and attractiveness together affect expression recognition, happy expressions on familiar attractive faces can be identified more quickly.

In general, the main aim of this research is to investigate whether facial attractiveness affects expression recognition in both static (Experiment 1a) and dynamic (Experiment 1b) contexts. This research also explores how familiarity and facial attractiveness can affect expression recognition in static (Experiment 2a) and dynamic (Experiment 2b) contexts.



EXPERIMENT 1A

In Experiment 1a, we sought to determine whether facial attractiveness influences facial expression recognition in static faces. We predicted an interaction between facial attractiveness and expression recognition, i.e., we predicted that the participants would recognize the happy expressions on attractive faces more quickly and that the advantages of happy expression recognition would not apply to unattractive faces.


Method


Participants

According to selection criteria for participants used in previous research (Hugenberg, 2005; Taylor and Bryant, 2016), we recruited a total of 30 Chinese university students from South China Normal University (21 females, M = 21.00 years, SD = 1.39 years) to participate in an emotion categorization task. Based on a post hoc power analysis (α of 0.05, η2 = 0.50, G*Power 3.1), we found that this sample size yielded a high power of 1 − β = 0.85. The participants classified happy and sad emotional expressions displayed on both attractive and unattractive faces. All participants were right-handed and had normal or corrected-to-normal vision. The participants were paid for their participation. New participants were recruited for each experiment. Once the participants had completed both experimental blocks, they were thanked and debriefed.



Ethics Statement

This research was implemented following approval by the Institutional Review Board of South China Normal University, and written informed consent was obtained from all participants in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki.



Materials and Procedure


Materials

We collected 100 photographs of unfamiliar Chinese male and female faces (50 male) with a neutral emotional expression from the Baidu website,1 which is a public website. The search keyword was images (Chinese photo). These materials are intended to be used for free in research and are not to be used for commercial purposes. The pictures of real human faces have often been utilized in previous studies concerning face perception. Such pictures have high ecological validity (Hugenberg, 2005; Sun et al., 2015), although controlling for their confounding elements (e.g., skin texture and hair color) is challenging. Here, we employed fabricated facial stimuli to control for variables of no interest (Bijlstra et al., 2014; Sun et al., 2015). The images were edited by using FaceGen software2 to obtain a virtual 3D picture of each real face. The software permitted the manipulation of the expression without changing the facial physiognomies of the targets. Fifteen additional Chinese participants (seven females) were asked to rate the level of attractiveness and familiarity of each FaceGen version of a face on a 7-point scale. Twenty facial images (10 males) with varying levels of attractiveness were selected as the experimental stimuli. The ratings of the attractive faces (M = 4.31, SD = 0.45) differed from the ratings of the unattractive faces (M = 2.47, SD = 0.64, F(1, 18) = 55.10, p < 0.01); however, there was no difference in the ratings of familiarity between the attractive faces (M = 3.05, SD = 0.25) and unattractive faces (M = 2.87, SD = 0.25, F(1, 18) = 2.63, p = 0.12). Each of the 20 stimulus faces was then further manipulated to create the following two versions: a version with a distinctly happy expression and a version with a distinctly sad expression. All images were sized at 400 × 400 pixels and presented on a black background. We also balanced the factors that might affect the participants’ responses, such as the greyscale and color. By using a series of paired t-tests, we found that there was no significant difference in the levels of attractiveness and familiarity between the neutral and happy faces in the same stimuli face, t(19) = 1.28, p = 0.22 and t(19) = 1.88, p = 0.08, respectively. There was no significant difference in the levels of attractiveness and familiarity between the neutral and sad faces in the same face stimuli, t(19) = 0.43, p = 0.67 and t(19) = 1.97, p = 0.06, respectively. There was no significant difference in the levels of attractiveness and familiarity between the happy and sad faces in the same face stimuli, t(19) =1.49, p = 0.15 and t(19) =0.15, p = 0.88, respectively.



Procedure

The emotion categorization task was consistent with existing research (Bijlstra et al., 2010) (see Figure 1). In these tasks, the stimuli were presented by using E-prime 1.1 software. The participants were seated at desks with Lenovo PCs approximately 60 cm from the display computer in a quiet room. The stimuli were presented on a 23.8-inch LEN monitor with a screen resolution of 1,024 × 768 pixels. Each trial consisted of a fixation cross, which was presented for 1,000 ms, followed by a face that exhibited one emotional expression for 200 ms. The participants were asked to identify the expression displayed in the images of the attractive and unattractive faces by pressing the “F” key for happy or the “J” key for sad; the reaction screen disappeared automatically after 1,800 ms, and there was one picture per trial. The task consisted of three blocks, namely, one practice block and two experimental blocks. The pictures used in the practice block were not used in the formal experimental blocks. Each experimental block consisted of all 20 photos (only one version of each face) exhibited once in random order. The duration of the experiment per participant was approximately 8 min.

[image: Figure 1]

FIGURE 1. Procedure of the emotion categorization task. The images presented on the screen were all virtual 3D pictures of real faces used in the experiments, but in this figure, we used blank profile pictures instead of a real facial stimulus due to privacy concerns.






Results and Discussion

Before the analysis, four participants with more than 25% missing data (32.5, 27.5, 35, and 32.5% of the trials) were excluded from further analysis (Lindeberg et al., 2018). Therefore, the final analysis included data from 26 participants. Meanwhile, errors (incorrect button presses; 5.29% of the trials), invalid responses (0.29% of the trials), and outliers (response times that deviated from an individual’s mean by more than 3 SD; 1.06% of the trials) were excluded from the response time analysis. SPSS 22.0 software was used for the data analysis, and the analysis only included correct trials.

The primary dependent variable in this study was the mean response time required to categorize the emotional expressions. Due to the skewed distribution of the response latencies (Whelan, 2008; Bijlstra et al., 2010; Lo and Andrews, 2015), all analyses were performed based on the log-transformed response latencies (Bijlstra et al., 2010, 2014; Lo and Andrews, 2015). To facilitate the interpretation of our findings, we report the mean response latencies in untransformed milliseconds. The mean log-transformed response latencies were subjected to a 2 (attractiveness: attractive vs. unattractive) × 2 (expression: happy vs. sad) mixed-model ANOVA. In the statistical test results, the spherical test was p = 0.15 > 0.05, indicating that the data satisfy the spherical hypothesis. This analysis revealed a main effect of expression, F(1, 25) = 7.36, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.23. The main effect of attractiveness was not significant (F = 0.81, p = 0.38). More importantly, the interaction between attractiveness and expression was significant, F(1, 25) =7.05, p < 0.01, η2 = 0.22 (see Figure 2), and a follow-up paired t-test confirmed that the happy expression (M = 524, SD = 97) was recognized faster than the sad expression (M = 579, SD = 136) on the attractive faces, t(25) = 3.53, p < 0.01, 95% confidence interval (CI) [0.02, 0.06]. No difference was found in the response latencies between the happy (M = 557, SD = 119) and sad (M = 563, SD = 118) expressions displayed on the unattractive faces [t(25) = 0.62, p = 0.54, 95% CI (−0.01, 0.03)].

[image: Figure 2]

FIGURE 2. Mean response latency and SEs (standard errors) in milliseconds under different conditions of attractiveness and expression as measured by the emotion categorization task. **p < 0.01.



Accuracy

We analyzed the error rate by the same method used to analyze the reaction time and found that the main effect of attractiveness was significant, F(1, 25) = 30.24, p < 0.01, η2 = 0.55; the main effect of expression was significant, F(1, 25) = 5.20, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.17; and the interaction between attractiveness and expression was significant, F(1, 25) =143.87, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.85. In the follow-up paired sample t-test, the error rate of the happy expression recognition on the attractive faces, t(25) =11.92, p < 0.001, and sad expression recognition on the unattractive faces, t(25) = 4.24, p < 0.001, was lower.

The results of Experiment 1a show an interaction between facial attractiveness and expression recognition, suggesting that facial attractiveness has an effect on expression recognition in static emotional face paradigms. Specifically, the participants were able to recognize the happy expressions on the attractive faces more quickly, and under the unattractive face condition, there was no difference between happy expression recognition and sad expression recognition. This finding shows that attractiveness affects expression recognition. Moreover, the results correspond with the dynamic theory of face perception.





EXPERIMENT 1B

The purpose of Experiment 1b was to explore whether the influence of facial attractiveness on expression recognition found in Experiment 1a appeared in a dynamic context. Simultaneously, to enhance the ecological validity of the experimental situation, this experiment used dynamic faces to replicate and extend the findings of Experiment 1a. Similarly, we predicted that the participants could recognize happy expressions on the attractive faces more quickly and that the advantages of happy expression recognition do not apply to unattractive faces.


Method


Participants and Design

In total, 33 new Chinese university students from South China Normal University (23 females, M = 21.12 years, SD = 1.63 years) completed an emotion morph movies task in which the participants watched short film clips of attractive and unattractive faces that changed from neutral-to-happy or sad expression. Based on a post hoc power analysis (α of 0.05, η2 = 0.50, G*Power 3.1), we found that this sample size yielded a high power of 1 − β = 0.88. All participants were right-handed and had normal or corrected-to-normal vision.



Materials and Procedure


Materials

We used the FaceGen versions of the face models from Experiment 1a to create short film clips by FataMorph.3 We created two film clips (neutral-to-happy and neutral-to-sad) for each of the 20 models. Furthermore, four film clips were established and used to familiarize the participants with the experimental task in an initial practice block.



Procedure

The participants were seated in individual cubicles and informed that they would be presented with short film clips of faces that demonstrate a neutral expression that changed into a second expression. The morph movies task was consistent with existing studies (Niedenthal et al., 2000; Bijlstra et al., 2014). We instructed the participants to watch each film clip of neutral expressions and press “F” or “J” the moment that they detected the onset of a happy or sad expression in a face. Each clip was shown once per test block; the presentation order of the film clips was randomized for each participant. The duration of the experiment per participant was approximately 15 min.





Results and Discussion

Before the analysis, one participant was excluded due to missing data exceeding 25% (30% of the trials). Meanwhile, errors (incorrect button presses; 5.31% of the trials) and invalid responses (1.95% of the trials) were excluded from the response time analysis.

The mean log-transformed response latencies were subjected to a 2 (attractiveness: attractive vs. unattractive) × 2 (expression: happy vs. sad) mixed-model ANOVA. The spherical test p = 0.59 > 0.05 in the statistical test results indicated that the data satisfied the spherical hypothesis. This analysis showed a main effect of attractiveness, F(1, 31) = 6.19, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.17. The main effect of expression was not significant, F(1, 31) = 0.63, p = 0.43. More importantly, the interaction between attractiveness and expression was significant, F(1, 31) = 7.78, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.20 (see Figure 3), and a follow-up paired t-test confirmed that recognition of a happy expression (M = 1,611, SD = 805) was faster than of a sad expression (M = 1,948, SD = 1,108) on the attractive faces, t(31) = 2.37, p < 0.05, 95% CI [0.01, 0.13]. No difference in the response latencies was found between the happy (M = 2,022, SD = 911) and sad (M = 1,930, SD = 1,018) expressions displayed on the unattractive faces [t(31) = 1.52, p = 0.14, 95% CI (−0.01, 0.09)].

[image: Figure 3]

FIGURE 3. Mean response latency and SEs in milliseconds under different conditions of attractiveness and expression as measured by the morph movies task. *p < 0.05.



Accuracy

An analysis of the error rate revealed that the main effect of facial attractiveness was significant, F(1, 31) = 5.92, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.16; the main effect of expression was not significant, F(1, 31) = 0.55, p = 0.46; and the interaction between attractiveness and expression was significant, F(1, 31) = 79.76, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.72. In the follow-up paired sample t-test, the happy expression recognition on the attractive faces, t(31) = 5.83, p < 0.001, and the error rate of sad expression recognition on the unattractive faces, t(25) = 6.26, p < 0.001, were lower.

The results of Experiment 1b revealed an interaction between facial attractiveness and expression; this finding suggests that facial attractiveness has an effect on expression recognition in dynamic emotional face paradigms.

Experiments 1a and 1b provide confirmatory evidence that the ability to process facial expressions is influenced by facial attractiveness. Studies have shown that familiarity affects the information processing of faces (Zajonc, 1968; Claypool et al., 2007; Carr et al., 2017). Previous studies have examined how multiple social category cues, sex and race (Smith et al., 2017; Craig and Lipp, 2018), and sex and age (Craig and Lipp, 2018) simultaneously moderate expression recognition and provided evidence of the combined influence of these social cues on expression recognition. However, no study has examined how facial attractiveness and familiarity simultaneously moderate expression recognition. Therefore, Experiments 2a and 2b were designed to explore whether facial attractiveness and familiarity simultaneously moderate expression recognition in static and dynamic contexts, respectively.





EXPERIMENT 2A

We aim to explore whether facial attractiveness and familiarity simultaneously moderate expression recognition in a static face display. We predict that if the impact of familiarity is greater, the role of attractiveness may be diminished under the familiar face condition. If familiarity and attractiveness combine to affect expression recognition, familiar and attractive happy expressions should be identified more quickly.


Method


Participants

Previous studies have observed the reliable effects of facial attributes, such as sex and race, on the happy face advantage in samples of approximately 30 participants (e.g., Craig and Lipp, 2018). Thus, in total, 32 new Chinese university students from South China Normal University (26 females, M = 21.19 years, SD = 1.91 years) completed an emotion categorization task consistent with Experiment 1a. Based on a post hoc power analysis (α of 0.05, η2 = 0.50, G*Power 3.1), we found that this sample size yielded a high power of 1 − β = 0.87. All participants were right-handed and had normal or corrected-to-normal vision.



Materials and Procedure


Materials

We used the 20 FaceGen versions of facial images from Experiment 1a as unfamiliar faces. In addition, we used 20 faces of familiar celebrities (10 males and 10 females) with varying levels of attractiveness from a range of prominent figures in China, including actors, television personalities, politicians, and comedians. The creation of the two versions of expression on these faces was consistent with the method described in Experiment 1a. Nineteen additional Chinese participants (10 females) were asked to rate the level of attractiveness and familiarity of each FaceGen version of each face. Each of the 40 stimulus faces was then further manipulated to produce the following two versions: one version with a distinctly happy expression and a second version with a distinctly sad expression. Using a series of paired t-tests, we found that there were no significant differences in the levels of attractiveness or familiarity between the neutral and happy faces in the same face stimuli, t(39) = 1.63, p = 0.11 and t(39) = 1.18, p = 0.24, respectively. There were no significant differences in levels of attractiveness or familiarity between the neutral and sad faces of the same face stimuli, t(39) = 1.53, p = 0.14 and t(39) = 0.84, p = 0.41. Moreover, there were no significant differences in the levels of attractiveness or familiarity between the neutral and sad faces in the same face stimuli, t(39) = 1.53, p = 0.14 and t(39) = 0.84, p = 0.41, respectively. In addition, there were no significant differences in the levels of attractiveness or familiarity between the happy and sad faces in the same face stimuli, t(39) = 0.03, p = 0.98 and t(39) = 0.03, p = 0.98, respectively.

Overall, in the attractive group, the difference in the level of attractiveness between the familiar faces (M = 4.50, SD = 0.33) and unfamiliar faces (M = 4.31, SD = 0.45) in the neutral state was not obvious, F(1, 18) = 1.17, p = 0.29, and the difference in familiarity (familiar faces, M = 4.42, SD = 0.40; unfamiliar faces, M = 3.05, SD = 0.25) was significant, F(1, 18) = 85.08, p < 0.001. In the unattractive group, the difference in the level of attractiveness between the familiar faces (M = 2.47, SD = 0.64) and unfamiliar faces (M = 2.37, SD = 0.72) in the neutral state was not obvious, F(1, 18) =0.10, p = 0.77, and the difference in familiarity (familiar faces, M = 4.75, SD = 0.67; unfamiliar faces, M = 2.87, SD = 0.25) was significant, F(1, 18) = 69.76, p < 0.001. In addition, the level of attractiveness in the attractive (M = 4.40, SD = 0.40) and unattractive (M = 2.42, SD = 0.66) groups in the neutral state significantly differed, F(1, 18) =131.89, p < 0.001.



Procedure

Experiment 2a closely followed the procedure used in Experiment 1a, except for the face stimuli used.





Results and Discussion

Before the analysis, seven participants with missing data were excluded from further analysis due to missing more than 25% of the data (32.50, 35.00, 36.25, 36.25, 41.25, 35, and 36.25% of the trials). Therefore, the final analysis included data from 25 participants. Meanwhile, errors (incorrect button presses; 4.25% of the trials), invalid responses (0.05% of the trials) and outliers (response times that deviated from an individual’s mean by more than 3 SD; 1.60% of the trials) were excluded from the response time analysis. The primary dependent variable in the present study was the average reaction time to categorize emotional displays on attractive and unattractive faces. The mean log-transformed response latencies were subjected to a 2 × 2 × 2 mixed-model ANOVA devised with the factors of attractiveness (attractive vs. unattractive), expression (happy vs. sad), and familiarity (familiar vs. unfamiliar).

The spherical test p = 0.90 > 0.05 in the statistical test results indicated that the data satisfied the spherical hypothesis. The analysis showed no significant main effect of attractiveness [F(1, 24) = 0.45, p = 0.51] and no significant main effect of expression [F(1, 24) = 0.04, p = 0.84]. Furthermore, there was no significant main effect of familiarity [F(1, 24) = 0.46, p = 0.51].

Critically, however, there was a significant three-way interaction among attractiveness, expression, and familiarity, F(1, 24) = 4.98, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.17. Under the unfamiliar face condition, the post hoc tests with a series of paired t-tests showed that the recognition of a happy expression (M = 545, SD = 180) was faster than that of a sad expression (M = 637, SD = 182) on the attractive faces, t(24) = 2.83, p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.02, 0.12], and the recognition of a sad expression (M = 577, SD = 194) was faster than that of a happy expression (M = 630, SD = 191) on the unattractive faces, t(24) = 2.10, p < 0.05, 95% CI [0.00, 0.08]. Under the familiar face condition, there was no significant interaction between attractiveness and expression [F(1, 24) = 1.35, p = 0.26] (see Figure 4).

[image: Figure 4]

FIGURE 4. Mean response latency and SEs in milliseconds under different conditions of familiarity, attractiveness, and expression as measured by the emotion categorization task. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.



Accuracy

An analysis of the error rate showed that the main effect of familiarity was not significant, F(1, 24) = 0.07, p = 0.79; the main effect of attractiveness was not significant, F(1, 24) < 0.01, p = 0.99; and the main effect of expression was significant, F(1, 24) = 9.40, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.28. The interaction between familiarity and attractiveness was significant, F(1, 24) = 22.46, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.48. The follow-up paired sample t-test results showed that when presented with familiar attractive faces, expression recognition had a lower error rate, t(24) = 3.06, p < 0.01. The interaction between attractiveness and expression was significant, F(1, 24) = 84.97, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.78. The follow-up paired sample t-test found that happy expression recognition on the attractive faces had a lower error rate, t(24) = 8.85, p < 0.001; on the unattractive faces, sad expression recognition had a lower error rate, t(24) = 2.99, p < 0.01. The three factors of familiarity, attractiveness, and expression were not significant, F(1, 24) = 0.04, p = 0.85.

In Experiment 2a, we found that facial attractiveness had different effects on expression recognition under different levels of facial familiarity. Under the familiar face condition, the influence of attractiveness on expression recognition was weakened or even unaffected. This result suggests that familiarity can modulate the effects of facial attractiveness on expression recognition in a static context, which is consistent with our expectations.





EXPERIMENT 2B

The purpose of Experiment 2b was to explore whether the effects of familiarity and attractiveness on expression recognition found in Experiment 2a appeared in a dynamic context. Similarly, we expected that under the familiar face condition, the influence of attractiveness on expression recognition should be weakened or even unaffected. Thus, under the familiar face condition, the interaction between attractiveness and the expression recognition should not be significant.


Method


Participants

In total, 29 new Chinese university students (18 females, M = 20.90 years, SD = 2.47 years) completed a morph movies task consistent with Experiment 1b. Similarly, based on a post hoc power analysis (α of 0.05, η2 = 0.50, G*Power 3.1), we found that this sample size yielded a high power of 1 − β = 0.84. All participants were right-handed and had normal or corrected-to-normal vision.



Materials and Procedure


Materials

We used the same 40 face models used in Experiment 2a. Then, we created 80 film clips by using the method described in Experimental 1b.



Procedure

Experiment 2b closely followed the procedure used in Experiment 1b, except for the familiar face stimuli used.





Results and Discussion

Before the analysis, data from one participant with over 25% missing data were excluded (33.75% of the trials). Therefore, the final analysis included data from 28 participants. In addition, errors (incorrect button presses; 5.36% of the trials) and invalid responses (3.57% of the trials) were excluded from the response time analysis.

The dependent variable in this study was the average reaction time to identify the onset of the second expression in the film clips. The mean log-transformed response latencies were subjected to a 2 (attractiveness: attractive vs. unattractive) × 2 (expression: happy vs. sad) × 2 (familiarity: familiar vs. unfamiliar) mixed-model ANOVA. The spherical test p < 0.05 in the statistical test results indicated that the data did not satisfy the spherical hypothesis; therefore, the Greenhouse-Geisser corrected result is reported. The results showed a significant main effect of familiarity, F(1, 27) = 6.85, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.20; a significant main effect of attractiveness, F(1, 27) = 4.69, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.15; and no significant main effect of expression, F(1, 27) = 3.58, p = 0.07, η2 = 0.12.

Importantly, there was a significant three-way interaction among attractiveness, expression, and familiarity, F(1, 24) = 4.28, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.14. Under the unfamiliar face condition, the post hoc tests, i.e., paired t-tests, showed that the recognition of happy expressions (M = 2,069, SD = 958) was faster than that of sad expressions (M = 2,296, SD = 962) on the attractive faces, t(27) = 4.05, p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.03, 0.09]. The difference between the happy (M = 2,379, SD = 987) and sad (M = 2,334, SD = 1,045) expression recognition on the unattractive faces was not significant, t(27) = 1.30, p = 0.21, 95% CI [−0.01, 0.05]. Under the familiar face condition, there was no significant interaction between attractiveness and expression [F(1, 27) =1.33, p = 0.26] (see Figure 5).

[image: Figure 5]

FIGURE 5. Mean response latency and SEs in milliseconds under different conditions of familiarity, attractiveness, and expression as measured by the morph movies task. **p < 0.01.



Accuracy

An analysis of the error rate showed that the main effect of attractiveness was significant, F(1, 27) = 7.90, p < 0.01, η2 = 0.23; the main effect of familiarity was not significant, F(1, 27) = 3.12, p = 0.09; and the main effect of expression was not significant, F(1, 27) = 0.34, p = 0.56. The three factors of familiarity, attractiveness, and expression were significant, F(1, 27) = 26.82, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.50. The follow-up paired sample t-test results showed that when presented with familiar attractive faces, the error rate of happy expression recognition was lower, t(27) = 3.22, p < 0.01. Under the familiar unattractive face conditions, there was no difference in the error rate between happy and sad expression recognition, t(27) = 0.67, p = 0.51. Happy expression recognition on the unfamiliar attractive faces exhibited a lower error rate, t(27) = 5.57, p < 0.001, and sad expression recognition on the unfamiliar unattractive faces exhibited a lower error rate, t(27) = 8.46, p < 0.001.





GENERAL DISCUSSION

Following the debate between classic and dynamic theories of face perception, the purpose of the current research was to investigate whether facial attractiveness influenced expression identification. In addition, we explored the role of familiarity in this effect.

The first goal of the present research was to investigate whether facial attractiveness affects expression recognition in both static and dynamic contexts. The results show a significant interaction between facial attractiveness and expression recognition and suggest that facial attractiveness influenced the participants’ identification of facial expressions, which was reflected in the fact that the participants were able to recognize the happy expressions on attractive faces more quickly, further demonstrating the advantage of happy expression recognition. The recognition of attractive faces and happy expressions may offer benefits via rewards, which could facilitate their rapid recognition (Chatterjee et al., 2009; Golle et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2017, 2019). In the absence of attractive faces, this advantage may be lacking in both dynamic and static experimental contexts, which is consistent with the prediction of the dynamic theory of face perception. In addition, the predicted interaction between facial attractiveness and facial expression was found, which is consistent with the results reported in previous studies (Golle et al., 2014; Lindeberg et al., 2018) and the prediction of the dynamic theory of face perception.

The second goal of the present research was to investigate whether visual familiarity and facial attractiveness simultaneously moderate expression recognition. Experiments 2a and 2b found that familiarity altered the influence of the attractiveness of the target face on expression recognition. Specifically, we found that under the familiar face condition, attractiveness did not affect expression recognition. Thus, the influence of familiarity on expression recognition was greater. Under the effect of familiarity, the influence of attractiveness on expression recognition may be weakened or even unaffected. We speculate that this finding may be related to the effect of familiarity on facial expression recognition because familiarity increases the fluency of facial expression processing and makes it easier to process expressions on familiar faces such that they can be recognized by the perceiver more quickly (Jacoby and Dallas, 1981; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1994; Claypool et al., 2007). One possible reason might be that familiarity affects the subjective feelings of facial attractiveness. According to the mere exposure effect proposed by Zajonc (1968), when an unattractive face has been seen for a long period of time, it is subjectively perceived in a manner that increases its level of attractiveness. Therefore, when the visual familiarity of the face is enhanced, the difference in the level of attractiveness of the face is not particularly obvious. Notably, this possible explanation requires additional investigation in future research. Future research is needed to further examine the interaction between facial attractiveness and familiarity in expression recognition and verify this possibility.

In general, this research examines whether attractiveness affects expression recognition. Previous studies have used static situations (Taylor and Bryant, 2016; Lindeberg et al., 2018). In our research, both static and dynamic contexts were used to increase ecological validity. Furthermore, the results show that the relationship between attractiveness and expression recognition is also consistent with the theory of dynamic face perception and provides more evidence supporting this theory. This research also expands the category of attractiveness that affects expressions and makes certain contributions to research in the field of face perception. In addition, this research examines whether familiarity and attractiveness affect expression recognition. It is found that under the familiar face condition, the influence of attractiveness on expression recognition is not very strong. In this respect, this research has a certain degree of innovation.

However, this research has the following limitations. First, this research only examined the expressions of happiness and sadness. Facial expressions also include many other types, such as surprise, disappointment, and fear. Future research could consider exploring the relationship between facial attractiveness and expression recognition and the rich relationship between facial attractiveness and expression recognition. Second, in this research, static and dynamic contexts were used as different experimental conditions to examine the relationship between attractiveness and expression recognition. Each study involved different participants. Future research could also consider static and dynamic contexts as internal factors to investigate the relationships among attractiveness, familiarity, and expression recognition. Finally, although this research provides an initial examination of the impact of familiarity and attractiveness on expression recognition, the specific mechanisms need to be further explored. For example, future research could deeply explore the cognitive neural mechanism of familiarity and attractiveness affecting expression recognition from the perspective of cognitive neuroscience.

In conclusion, this research demonstrates that the ability to categorize other people’s facial expressions is influenced by the attractiveness of the face in both static and dynamic experimental contexts. The interaction between facial attractiveness and expression identification suggests that facial attractiveness may affect expression identification, which is consistent with the dynamic theory of face perception. More specifically, we find that happy expressions on attractive faces can be recognized more quickly, highlighting the advantage of happy expression recognition in both static and dynamic contexts. However, when introducing familiar faces, the advantage of such happy expression recognition was weakened. Thus, in static and dynamic familiar face contexts, attractiveness does not strongly affect expression recognition, and the influence of familiarity is greater. This finding also reflects the fact that under the influence of familiarity, the influence of attractiveness on expression recognition may be weakened or even unaffected. Our research is the first to examine the relationship between facial attractiveness and expression recognition in a dynamic context. In addition, we find that familiarity can modulate the effects of facial attractiveness on the identification of facial expression in both static and dynamic contexts, emphasizing the importance of familiarity in visual cognition.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

All datasets generated for this study are included in the article/supplementary material.



ETHICS STATEMENT

The Institutional Review Board of South China Normal University that approved the study. Consent procedure used for human participants. This study was carried out in accordance with the recommendations of “Human Research Ethics Committee for Non-Clinical Faculties, Institutional Review Board of South China Normal University” with written informed consent from all subjects. All subjects gave written informed consent in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. The protocol was approved by the “Institutional Review Board of South China Normal University”.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

XH and LZ conceived and designed the research. LZ participated in the data collection. JL participated in the data analysis and data interpretation. JL and DH wrote the paper. JL and XH participated in the revision of the article. XH, XZ, TZ, and WZ helped provide constructive advice. XH supervised the entire project.



FUNDING

This research was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (grant number 31671132).


FOOTNOTES

1http://www.baidu.com/

2www.facegen.com

3http://www.fantamorph.com/index.html



REFERENCES

 Becker, D. V., Kenrick, D. T., Neuberg, S. L., Blackwell, K. C., and Smith, D. M. (2007). The confounded nature of angry men and happy women. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 92, 179–190. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.92.2.179 

 Bijlstra, G., Holland, R. W., Dotsch, R., Hugenberg, K., and Wigboldus, D. H. (2014). Stereotype associations and emotion recognition. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 40, 567–577. doi: 10.1177/0146167213520458 

 Bijlstra, G., Holland, R. W., and Wigboldus, D. H. J. (2010). The social face of emotion recognition: evaluations versus stereotypes. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 46, 657–663. doi: 10.1016/j.jesp.2010.03.006

 Bornstein, R. F. (1989). Exposure and affect: overview and meta-analysis of research, 1968–1987. Psychol. Bull. 106, 265–289. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.106.2.265

 Bornstein, R. F., and D’Agostino, P. R. (1994). The attribution and discounting of perceptual fluency: preliminary tests of a perceptual fluency/attributional model of the mere exposure effect. Soc. Cogn. 12, 103–128. doi: 10.1521/soco.1994.12.2.103

 Bruce, V., and Young, A. (1986). Understanding face recognition. Br. J. Psychol. 77, 305–327. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8295.1986.tb02199.x

 Calder, A. J., and Young, A. W. (2005). Understanding the recognition of facial identity and facial expression. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 6, 641–651. doi: 10.1038/nrn1724

 Carr, E., Brady, T. F., and Winkielman, P. (2017). Are you smiling or have I seen you before? Familiarity makes faces look happier. Psychol. Sci. 28, 1087–1102. doi: 10.1177/0956797617702003 

 Chatterjee, A., Thomas, A., Smith, S. E., and Aguirre, G. K. (2009). The neural response to facial attractiveness. Neuropsychology 23, 135–143. doi: 10.1037/a0014430 

 Claypool, H. M., Hugenberg, K., Housley, M. K., and Mackie, D. M. (2007). Familiar eyes are smiling: on the role of familiarity in the perception of facial affect. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 37, 856–866. doi: 10.1002/ejsp.422

 Craig, B. M., and Lipp, O. V. (2018). The influence of multiple social categories on emotion perception. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 75, 27–35. doi: 10.1016/j.jesp.2017.11.002

 Craig, B. M., Mallan, K. M., and Lipp, O. V. (2012). The effect of poser race on the happy categorization advantage, depends on stimulus type, set size, and presentation duration. Emotion 12, 1303–1314. doi: 10.1037/a0028622 

 Dion, K., Berscheid, E., and Walster, E. (1972). What is beautiful is good. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 24, 285–290. doi: 10.1037/h0033731 

 Dobel, C., Geiger, L., Bruchmann, M., Putsche, C., Schweinberger, S. R., and Junghofer, M. (2008). On the interplay between familiarity and emotional expression in face perception. Psychol. Res. 72, 580–586. doi: 10.1007/s00426-007-0132-4

 Dubois, S., Rossion, B., Schiltz, C., Bodart, J. M., Michel, C., Bruyer, R., et al. (1999). Effect of familiarity on the processing of human faces. NeuroImage 9, 278–289. doi: 10.1006/nimg.1998.0409 

 Fisher, K., Towler, J., and Eimer, M. (2016). Facial identity and facial expression are initially integrated at visual perceptual stages of face processing. Neuropsychologia 80, 115–125. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2015.11.011

 Fitousi, D., and Wenger, M. J. (2013). Variants of independence in the perception of facial identity and expression. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 39, 133–155. doi: 10.1037/a0028001 

 Fox, C. J., Moon, S. Y., Iaria, G., and Barton, J. J. (2009). The correlates of subjective perception of identity and expression in the face network: an fMRI adaptation study. NeuroImage 44, 569–580. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.09.011 

 Freeman, J. B., Ambady, N., Rule, N. O., and Johnson, K. L. (2008). Will a category cue attract you? Motor output reveals dynamic competition across person construal. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 137, 673–690. doi: 10.1037/a0013875 

 Ganel, T., Valyear, K. F., Goshen-Gottstein, Y., and Goodale, M. A. (2005). The involvement of the “fusiform face area” in processing facial expression. Neuropsychologia 43, 1645–1654. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2005.01.012

 Golle, J., Mast, F. W., and Lobmaier, J. S. (2014). Something to smile about: the interrelationship between attractiveness and emotional expression. Cognit. Emot. 28, 298–310. doi: 10.1080/02699931.2013.817383

 Haxby, J. V., Hoffman, E. A., and Gobbini, M. I. (2000). The distributed human neural system for face perception. Trends Cogn. Sci. 4, 223–233. doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(00)01482-0 

 Hugenberg, K. (2005). Social categorization and the perception of facial affect: target race moderates the response latency advantage for happy faces. Emotion 5, 267–276. doi: 10.1037/1528-3542.5.3.267 

 Hugenberg, K., and Bodenhausen, G. V. (2003). Facing prejudice: implicit prejudice and the perception of facial threat. Psychol. Sci. 14, 640–643. doi: 10.1046/j.0956-7976.2003.psci_1478.x

 Hugenberg, K., and Sczesny, S. (2006). On wonderful women and seeing smiles: social categorization moderates the happy face response latency advantage. Soc. Cogn. 24, 516–539. doi: 10.1521/soco.2006.24.5.516

 Iaria, G., Fox, C. J., Waite, C. T., Aharon, I., and Barton, J. J. (2008). The contribution of the fusiform gyrus and superior temporal sulcus in processing facial attractiveness: neuropsychological and neuroimaging evidence. Neuroscience 155, 409–422. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroscience.2008.05.046

 Ishii, K., Miyamoto, Y., Niedenthal, P. M., and Mayama, K. (2011). When your smile fades away: cultural differences in sensitivity to the disappearance of smiles. Soc. Psychol. Personal. Serv. 2, 516–522. doi: 10.1177/1948550611399153

 Jacoby, L. L., and Dallas, M. (1981). On the relationship between autobiographical memory and perceptual learning. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 110, 306–340. doi: 10.1037/0096-3445.110.3.306 

 Jaensch, M., van den Hurk, W., Dzhelyova, M., Hahn, A. C., Perrett, D. I., Richards, A., et al. (2014). Don’t look back in anger: the rewarding value of a female face is discounted by an angry expression. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 40, 2101–2105. doi: 10.1037/a0038078 

 Lindeberg, S., Craig, B. M., and Lipp, O. V. (2018). You look pretty happy: attractiveness moderates emotion perception. Emotion 19, 1070–1080. doi: 10.1037/emo0000530 

 Lo, S., and Andrews, S. (2015). To transform or not to transform: using generalized linear mixed models to analyse reaction time data. Front. Psychol. 6:1171. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01171 

 Magda, L., and Goodwin, K. A. (2008). Consequences of negative information on perceptions of facial attractiveness. Percept. Mot. Skills 106, 508–516. doi: 10.2466/pms.106.2.508-516 

 Moreland, R. L., and Beach, S. R. (1992). Exposure effects in the classroom: the development of affinity among students. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 28, 255–276. doi: 10.1016/0022-1031(92)90055-O

 Niedenthal, P. M., Halberstadt, J. B., Margolin, J., and Innes-Ker, A. H. (2000). Emotional state and the detection of change in facial expression of emotion. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 30, 211–222. doi: 10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(200003/04)30:2<211::AID-EJSP988>3.0.CO;2-3

 O’Doherty, J., Winston, J., Critchley, H., Perrett, D., Burt, D. M., and Dolan, R. J. (2003). Beauty in a smile: the role of orbitofrontal cortex in facial attractiveness. Neuropsychologia 41, 147–155. doi: 10.1016/S0028-3932(02)00145-8 

 Quinn, K. A., and Macrae, C. N. (2011). The face and person perception: insights from social cognition. Br. J. Psychol. 102, 849–867. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8295.2011.02030.x

 Redfern, A. S., and Benton, C. P. (2017). Expression dependence in the perception of facial identity. i-Perception 8:2041669517710663. doi: 10.1177/2041669517710663

 Rhodes, G. (2006). The evolutionary psychology of facial beauty. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 57, 199–226. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.57.102904.190208 

 Rubenstein, A. J. (2005). Variation in perceived attractiveness. Psychol. Sci. 16, 759–762. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.2005.01610.x 

 Smith, J. S., LaFrance, M., and Dovidio, J. F. (2017). Categorizing intersectional targets: an “either/and” approach to race-and gender-emotion congruity. Cognit. Emot. 31, 83–97. doi: 10.1080/02699931.2015.1081875

 Sun, D., Chan, C. C., Fan, J., Wu, Y., and Lee, T. (2015). Are happy faces attractive? The roles of early vs. late processing. Front. Psychol. 6:1812. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01812 

 Sutherland, C. A., Young, A. W., and Rhodes, G. (2017). Facial first impressions from another angle: how social judgements are influenced by changeable and invariant facial properties. Br. J. Psychol. 108, 397–415. doi: 10.1111/bjop.12206 

 Taylor, A. J. G., and Bryant, L. (2016). The effect of facial attractiveness on facial expression identification. Swiss J. Psychol. 75, 175–181. doi: 10.1024/1421-0185/a000183

 Taylor, A. J. G., and Jose, M. (2014). Physical aggression and facial expression identification. Eur. J. Psychol. 10, 783–797. doi: 10.5964/ejop.v10i4.816

 Tracy, J. L., and Beall, A. T. (2011). Happy guys finish last: the impact of emotion expressions on sexual attraction. Emotion 11, 1379–1387. doi: 10.1037/a0022902 

 Wang, T., Mo, L., Mo, C., Tan, L. H., Cant, J. S., Zhong, L., et al. (2015). Is moral beauty different from facial beauty? Evidence from an fMRI study. Soc. Cogn. Affect. Neurosci. 10, 814–823. doi: 10.1093/scan/nsu123 

 Whelan, R. (2008). Effective analysis of reaction time data. Psychol. Rec. 58, 475–482. doi: 10.1007/BF03395630

 Winston, J. S., O’Doherty, J., Kilner, J. M., Perrett, D. I., and Dolan, R. J. (2007). Brain systems for assessing facial attractiveness. Neuropsychologia 45, 195–206. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2006.05.009 

 Yan, X., Young, A. W., and Andrews, T. J. (2017). The automaticity of face perception is influenced by familiarity. Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 79, 2202–2211. doi: 10.3758/s13414-017-1362-1 

 Zajonc, R. B. (1968). Attitudinal effects of mere exposure. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 9, 1–27. doi: 10.1037/h0025848

 Zhang, W., He, X., Lai, S., Wan, J., Lai, S., Zhao, X., et al. (2017). Neural substrates of embodied natural beauty and social endowed beauty: an fMRI study. Sci. Rep. 7, 1–12. doi: 10.1038/s41598-017-07608-8 

 Zhang, W., He, X., Liu, S., Li, T., Li, J., Tang, X., et al. (2019). Neural correlates of appreciating natural landscape and landscape garden: evidence from an fMRI study. Brain Behav. 9, 1–10. doi: 10.1002/brb3.1335 


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Li, He, Zhou, Zhao, Zhao, Zhang and He. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02496-g005.jpg
Response laten

OHappy BOSad

attractive  unattravtive

Familiar

attractive  unattractive

Unfamiliar





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02496-g003.jpg
Response latency(ms)

2500

2000

1500

1000

500

OHappy BOSad

—
T
!
1
g 1
attractive unattractive





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02496-g004.jpg
OHappy OSad

800 1
2700 i
600 1 I

2500 A
Q

5 400 -
2300
2.200
100 4

H

Res

attractive unattravtive attractive unattractive

Familiar Unfamiliar





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		The Effects of Facial Attractiveness and Familiarity on Facial Expression Recognition



		Introduction



		Experiment 1a



		Method



		Participants



		Ethics Statement



		Materials and Procedure



		Materials



		Procedure















		Results and Discussion



		Accuracy















		Experiment 1b



		Method



		Participants and Design



		Materials and Procedure



		Materials



		Procedure















		Results and Discussion



		Accuracy















		Experiment 2a



		Method



		Participants



		Materials and Procedure



		Materials



		Procedure















		Results and Discussion



		Accuracy















		Experiment 2b



		Method



		Participants



		Materials and Procedure



		Materials



		Procedure















		Results and Discussion



		Accuracy















		General Discussion



		Data Availability Statement



		Ethics Statement



		Author Contributions



		Funding



		Footnotes



		References



















OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02496-g001.jpg
+

Fixation
(1000ms)

Target
(200ms)
Wait to response
(1800ms)
Buffer interval
(800ms)






OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02496-g002.jpg
OHappy OSad

700 1 .
- .
600

S
G

T
T

sponse latency(s
N W A G
=4 o o <o
S & & &
P

100 A

attractive vnattractive





OPS/images/cover.jpg
frontiers
in Psychology

The Effects of Facial Attractiveness and
Familiarity on Facial Expression
Recognition









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





