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process: whether evaluations of clothing are influenced
by the attractiveness of the person wearing it. Across four
studies, results consistently revealed a “model effect,”
whereby attractive faces increased positive ratings of the
clothing. This effect was found to be robust, emerging
whether participants were explicitly instructed to assess the
clothing (Studies 2, 3 and 4) or the whole image (Study 1),
and across experimental (Studies 1, 2 and 4) and naturalistic
(Study 3) settings. The “model effect” emerged when
considering dresses worn by female models (Studies 1, 2 and
3), as well as models varying in ethnicity, age, and gender
wearing everyday clothing other than dresses (Study 4). This
effect was not moderated by one's experience and attitudes
towards the target garment (Study 2) nor general interest
and engagement towards fashion (Study 4), suggesting that
the effect is a general bias. These findings extend prior work
on the “attractiveness halo effect,” where the appeal of a
model can be transferred to fashion items, highlighting how
attractiveness-based biases operate in everyday aesthetic
judgements.

KEYWORDS

attractiveness halo effect, clothing preference, empirical aesthetics,
everyday aesthetics, facial attractiveness, fashion psychology

Young-Jin Hur and Bunyaporn Burechittinanta are joint first authors.

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction
in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.
© 2026 The Author(s). British Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of The British Psychological Society.

Br | Psychol. 2026;00:1-19. wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/bjop 1


www.wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/bjop
mailto:
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7591-0576
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:y.hur@fashion.arts.ac.uk
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fbjop.70099&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2026-07-14

2 | HUR and BURECHITTINANTA

Fashion is one of the world's major industries and encompasses a wide range of everyday functions,
from protection (both physical and psychological) to self-expression. This prevalence and breadth of
fashion invite a systematic examination of the factors behind one's fashion choices and preferences, as
recent empirical studies have explored the individual and cultural factors underlying everyday clothing
choices (Hur et al., 2023; Hur et al., 2025; Stolovy, 2021).

At the same time, because fashion is commonplace and is rarely presented in real life as an isolated
phenomenon or object, a study of fashion preference requires careful weighing of related variables.
Notably, research has frequently highlighted the dynamic relationship between a garment and its wearer.
It has been argued, for instance, that the human body and clothing form an integrated impression that
viewers visually perceive holistically, suggesting that clothing plays a crucial role in how its wearer is
perceived (Hester & Hehman, 2023). Reflecting this view, much has been written and studied about the
impact of clothing on impressions of the wearer (e.g., Elliot et al., 2013; Fasoli et al., 2018; Naumann
et al., 2009).

If a garment and its wearer are indeed perceived holistically, the wearer should likewise, at least in
part, influence the visual evaluation of the garment. In the context of advertising, for example, it may
be that the attractiveness of the wearer of a garment may influence the general pleasantness of the gar-
ment itself. While this phenomenon has rarely been empirically tested in fashion, two lines of research
support its plausibility.

Attentional bias to attractive faces

Firstly, research on social attention has consistently demonstrated that the visual attention system is
biased towards facial stimuli, such that people automatically attend to human faces even when it is
not required to do so. This finding has been replicated across various settings, including isolated or
schematic faces (Bindemann et al., 2005; Theeuwes & Van der Stigchel, 2000), naturalistic photographs
and videos (Stoesz & Jakobson, 2014), and human artefacts such as paintings (Massaro et al., 2012). Tt
has been argued that the human brain has evolved a highly specialized mechanism for attending to faces
(Tsao et al., 2000), rendering faces natural attentional targets. It is, therefore, reasonable to expect that a
similar attentional mechanism operates in the context of clothing evaluation, such that when a garment
is worn by a visible wearer, viewers' visual attention is automatically directed towards the wearer's face.

Importantly, the attentional capture of faces is unlikely to be equal across all faces. A number of
studies have demonstrated that aesthetically pleasing and attractive faces hold an especially privileged
attentional status. Attractive faces capture attention more readily compared to unattractive faces, which
seems to happen unconsciously, rapidly, effortlessly, and even against ongoing tasks (Leder et al., 2016;
Lindell & Lindell, 2014; Sui & Liu, 2009).

Attractiveness halo effect

What are the psychological consequences of this attentional bias towards attractive faces during
garment perception? Experimental works on advertisement effectiveness have previously reported on
the role of presenter attractiveness, which can lead viewers to evaluate products more positively (Park
et al., 2021; Tang et al., 2024; Trampe et al., 2010). A study by Filieri et al. (2023) recently reported its
potential mechanisms. That is, while source attractiveness (in this case, attractiveness of the influencer
advertising the product) predicted consumer purchase decisions, the attractiveness effect was explained
by source expertise and source trustworthiness (see also Amos et al., 2008). In other words, when
viewers encounter an attractive model in an advertisement context, they seem to automatically infer
positive qualities from the model, which are then transferred to the advertised product.

Such benefits of attractive faces can be construed as an instance of the “attractiveness halo effect”
(Batres & Shiramizu, 2022; see also “what is beautiful is good” stereotype by Dion et al., 1972), a cognitive
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bias whereby socially desirable traits, states, behaviours, and general life outcomes are attributed to phys-
ically attractive individuals. Where the attractiveness of an individual has been shown to bias judgements
of academic performance (Talamas et al., 2016), trustworthiness (Gulati et al., 2024), job-related outcomes
(Hosoda et al., 2003), and intelligence (Zebrowitz et al., 2002), it seems reasonable to assume that this bias
can also extend to the evaluation of objects and products associated with an attractive individual.

Individual differences and the attenuation of the attractiveness halo effect

At the same time, there are reasons to believe that the “attractiveness halo effect” can be attenuated
by viewer characteristics. Some works examining mating preferences, for instance, have reported that
an individual's attentional bias towards attractive faces was dependent on the participants' personal
attitudes towards their current relationship (Maner et al., 2007). On the surface, these findings imply
that not everyone responds to visual tasks in the same way. However, they can also represent more
systematic variations.

Specifically, theories in visual attention claim that there are at least three components to the attention
system: current goals (i.e., top-down goal-driven attention based on a given task or voluntary selection),
physical salience (i.e., attention selection based on properties of the stimulus as opposed to the mental state
of the observer), and past selection history (i.e., selection bias deriving from past experience of a viewer,
regardless of the viewet's explicit awareness; Awh et al., 2012). The last component is particulatly relevant;
a person's tendency to attend to attractive faces can systematically vary according to their past experiences.

In the present context of fashion preference, variations in personal past history can arise from, for
example, the amount of experience one has with particular garments e.g., how often one wears dresses,
how many dresses one owns, etc. and, relatedly, one's general engagement with fashion. For example,
someone who deals with dresses on a daily basis and is attuned to handling them, compared to those
who are not, could be less affected by the model's face when asked to judge a dress. Likewise, someone
who is generally more interested in and engaged with fashion may be less influenced by a model when
making daily fashion judgements during shopping. Thus, these prior experiences and attitudes can be
important personal factors that affect the attentional competition between physical salience (attractive-
ness of the model's face) and current goals (clothing evaluation).

Overview of studies and methodological considerations

Taken together, the reviewed literature demonstrates the possibility that the attractiveness of a clothing
wearer or a model, at least in part, influences a viewet's opinion and preference towards the clothing
itself. This influence could then be moderated by one's existing attitudes and experience. This idea was
examined across four studies.

Study 1 explored the influence of the model face and the garment itself on the overall evaluation
of a dress with a model, via an experimental design. To experimentally control for confounds whilst
maximizing external validity, a set of real-life dresses and human faces was selected before creating
a naturalistic composite image. Following the analytical framework of Hur et al. (2024), the relative
influence of model and dress was statistically tested via a study design in which each participant
rated three sets of images (i.c., dress-only, face-only, & dress-with-face composite images) on their
pleasantness. Importantly, while evaluations of faces are known to be relatively constant across par-
ticipants, at least compared to other image categories, it is known that individual taste still accounts
for about half the variance in ratings (Brielmann & Pelli, 2018; Vessel et al., 2018). To account for
this, the pleasantness of faces and dresses was not based on pre-selected ratings, but on each partic-
ipant's own ratings. Study 2 was a methodological refinement of Study 1, with a larger sample size
and with explicit instructions to participants to focus on the dress when rating the dress-with-face
images. Study 2 also examined the moderating role of individual differences, looking at whether
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4 | HUR and BURECHITTINANTA

one's attitude towards and experience with dresses could alter the extent to which one is influenced
by the model's face.

To provide a more naturalistic account of this process, Study 3 involved a content analysis of in-
terview transcripts. Here, in a naturalistic 1:1 interview setting, participants viewed images of models
with dresses and provided a verbal moment-to-moment narrative regarding their visual experience.
Afterwards, participants were involved in a discussion explicitly discussing whether they believed a
model's face played a role during dress evaluation. In each scenario, statistical analyses were conducted
to see if participants thought model faces were considered important during dress evaluation. Lastly,
Study 4 sought to further generalize the “model effect” while enhancing the ecological validity of the
stimuli. Using an experimental paradigm similar to the first two studies, the “model effect” was tested
using a wider range of participants, using real-life fashion photographs involving models that varied in
ethnicity, gender, and age, and who wore a wide range of everyday clothing. Study 4 also incorporated
the individual differences in general fashion engagement to examine whether the effect generalizes
across people with differing levels of fashion involvement.

Research hypotheses

From the preceding discussions, three hypotheses are derived. Firstly, it was hypothesized that model
faces would play a partial role in the evaluation of garments with models, which would be experimentally
verifiable (Studies 1, 2 and 4). Secondly, it was hypothesized that this effect would be modulated by one's
attitude and experience with the target garment and fashion generally (Studies 2 and 4). Thirdly, it was
expected that a study executed in a more naturalistic setting would replicate the experimental results
(Study 3). That said, the last hypothesis was also considered exploratory, considering the occasional
discrepancy observed between actual experience and explicit reporting in the context of aesthetic
judgement (e.g., Hur et al., 2020).

STUDY 1

The study investigated the extent to which a model's face influences aesthetic evaluations of a
dress (the “model effect”). Participants evaluated individual faces, individual dresses, and composite
images combining both. This design allowed for a direct statistical comparison of the relative
contributions of facial and dress cues to aesthetic judgements, following the analytical framework
of Hur et al. (2024).

Methodology
Participants
54 female participants1 (aged 19-75years; M=36.31; SD=10.36; two preferred not to say their age) were

recruited via social media platforms and personal networks. No monetary incentives were provided, and
anonymity was ensured.

'As a reviewer pointed out, the terminology “female participants” may conflate sex assigned at birth (e.g., Assigned Female at Birth; AFAB)
with gender identity, which the present work did not distinguish at the time of measurement. In the present work, demographic information
was collected via self-report items (e.g., “What is your gender?”, with the options of “Female”, “Male”, “Other”, and “Prefer not to say”), and
participants who selected “female” are described as “female participants.” Accordingly, the gender-related variables in the present work should
be understood as reflecting self-reported gender, rather than separate measures of sex assigned at birth or gender identity. For a recent
discussions on these topics and recommendations for future research, readers may refer to Beischel et al. (2023) and Darwin (2020).
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The sample size was determined through past studies of the “attractiveness halo effect”, which
demonstrated a fairly large effect size of facial attractiveness on product evaluation (Park et al., 2021;
Tang et al.,, 2024; Trampe et al., 2010). The expected sample size was calculated via G*Power (Faul
et al., 2007), for a two-tailed test in a linear multiple regression, with the following parameters as the
input:f:.35, a=.05, 1-p=.80, and number of predictors=2. While the recommended sample size was
25, a slightly larger sample was used in the final study to err on the side of caution, given the study's
novelty.

Design and procedure

The study had three experimental blocks. The face-only block consisted of participants rating the
pleasantness of five different female faces (“How pleasant do you find this face?””) Unless mentioned
otherwise, all ratings were based on a continuous scale of 1 (indifferent) to 7 (very pleasant). The dress-
only block consisted of participants rating the pleasantness of eight different dresses (“How pleasant
do you find this dress?”). The dress-with-face block consisted of participants rating the pleasantness of
images that had dresses with female models (“How pleasant do you find this look?”).

The dress-with-face block consisted of composite images taken from the images of the other two
blocks. While the combination of all five faces with all eight dresses creates 40 stimuli in total, it was
decided against the idea that each participant would rate all 40 images, as this would render a study ses-
sion too long and repetitive. Therefore, the 40 composite images were divided into four subgroups of 16
images. For this experimental block, participants were randomly allocated to one of the four subgroups
in approximately equal numbers (Ns=13, 15, 13, and 13). Statistically, the spread of participants did not
deviate from equal allocation, )(2 (3)=0.22, p=.974, 17=.04.

Specifically, in each subgroup, the facial stimulus with the neutral level of attractiveness (see
below in the Materials section for further details) appeared in all eight dresses, whereas the remain-
ing four faces each appeared twice, each time with a different dress. Within each subgroup, each
dress appeared twice, each with a different face. In this way, the four subgroups had equal appear-
ances of each facial and dress stimulus. In addition, the subgroups were balanced in a way that each
composite image appeared once (save for the composite image with the neutral face, which was
common to all) across all four subgroups.

For all participants, the dress-with-face block appeared first. The appearance order of the ensuing
face-only and dress-only blocks was counterbalanced, such that half of the participants rated the faces
before the dresses, whereas the other half of the participants rated the dresses before the faces. For each
study session, the order in which the stimuli appeared within each block was randomized.

The experimental blocks were preceded by a participant information sheet, a consent form, self-reported
demographics of age (“What is your age?”) and gender (“What is your gender?”), and were followed by a
debrief. The study was administered via Qualtrics, and each study session took approximately 10—15min.

Materials

Faces

Five standardized neutral-expression Caucasian/White faces were selected from the Chicago Face
Database (CFD; Ma et al., 2015). Given the study context of dress evaluation, female faces were selected.
The specific selection of the faces was based on the mean attractiveness ratings as provided in the
CFD's Norming Data and Codebook. As such, the following facial stimuli were selected: WF-219
(neutral attractiveness), WEF-229 (lowest attractiveness), WEF-233 (highest attractiveness), WF-242 (high
attractiveness), and WF-247 (low attractiveness).
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FIGURE 1 Visual stimuli used for Studies 1 and 2. The set of 40 composite images (right) was created from the
combination of the five faces (Chicago Face Database; Ma et al., 2015) and eight dresses (all left). Some images are blurred for
copyright reasons.

Dregses

The eight dress stimuli were based on variations of two base dress designs (one body-contouring
black dress from Armani Exchange, and one more structured, floral-appliqué halter neck dress from
Valentino). Each design was digitally manipulated using Adobe Illustrator and Photoshop to create
variations in colour (red [RGB 181, 1, 1] vs. black [RGB 0, 0, 0]) and length (short vs. long). The dresses
were varied in their colour and length, given the prevalence of studies on these two design attributes,
such as the “red dress effect” and the “little black dress” (e.g., Elliot et al., 2013). The colour manipulation
drew on two historically and psychologically meaningful dress archetypes. In Western fashion culture,
the “little black dress”, often associated with Coco Chanel's designs in the 1920s, has long been framed
as an elegant and desirable garment that is associated with sophistication and versatility. In contrast,
research on the “red dress effect” has suggested that wearing red dresses is associated with passion and
romantic attraction. Varying dress colour between red and black introduced variability in the stimuli
while holding constant the general desirability of both colours and other design features. To match the
facial stimuli, all images had a white background.

Dress-face composite images

The composite images of the facial and dress stimuli were generated using Adobe Illustrator and
Photoshop. From the five faces and eight dresses, a total of 40 images were created. In all images, the
models were depicted standing still and facing forward against a white background. To test and validate
the naturalness of the generated images, five female volunteers who are regular online shoppers were
asked to comment on the images. No participants raised questions regarding the quality and naturalness
of the images. Figure 1 presents a visualization of the created stimuli.

Analytical approach

The comparison of the five facial stimuli in the face-only block (one stimulus per condition) adopted
a one-way repeated-measures ANOVA. Greenhouse—Geisser adjustment to the degrees of freedom
was applied in the event of a violation of sphericity. All post hoc pairwise comparisons were
Bonferroni-corrected.

The analysis of the dress-only and dress-with-face blocks adopted linear mixed models (LMM),
where there were nested data. The LMMs were set up similarly to previous works that explored
aesthetic or general evaluations using LMM (e.g., Hur et al., 2024; Vartanian et al., 2019), using R's
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THE MODEL EFFECT 7

TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics (Mean [SD]) for Study 1's dress-only block ratings.

Short Long
Black 4.43 (1.40) 4.92 (1.37)
Red 4.12 (1.40) 4.68 (1.39)

Ime4 (Bates et al., 2015). Estimates of t-statistics were computed using the Satterthwaite approxi-
mation of degrees of freedom via the /Zzerlest package (Kuznetsova et al., 2017). Equality of regres-
sion coefficient testing was assessed using the Wald test of linear hypothesis implemented in the car
package (Fox & Weisberg, 2019). In line with Barr et al. (2013), the random effects structure was
initially specified to be maximal, including both random intercepts for stimuli and participants and
random slopes (allowing fixed effects to vary across both stimuli and participants). The structures
were simplified in the event of convergence errors. Please note that, as linear mixed-effect model
outputs do not yield a single default standardized effect size metric, unstandardized coefficients
were reported.

The analysis of the dress-with-face block was modelled after Hur et al. (2024), which predicted the
independent influence of auditory and visual stimuli on audiovisual multimodal stimuli. Unless men-
tioned otherwise, all analyses were run via R or SPSS.

Results
FEvaluation of facial stimuli

When participants rated the pleasantness of all five faces in the face-only block, the five faces were
not rated equally (F [2.64, 137.46]=108.69, »p<.001, np2:0.68). Post hoc pairwise comparisons of
the five faces revealed that the ratings reflected the Chicago Face Database's attractiveness levels
(Mygp19= 376, SDyypip19=1.305 Myyp 550=2.07, SDyypr 9= 1105 Mygp: 533=5.21, SDyypz 33 1.50;
Mp042 =463, SDyp04p=1.01; Mgy 5,7 =2.48, SDy . 5, =1.24). Mean ratings of all five faces were
significantly different from each other at p<.05.

Roles of colour and length on dress evaluation

Predicting the pleasantness rating of dresses when the dresses were presented without models (dress-
only block), there was no statistically significant effect deriving from colour (red vs. black; 4=0.14, I
[1, 4.02]=1.29, p=.320), length (short vs. long; 4=0.206, F'[1, 4.48] =4.46, p=.095), nor their interaction
(b=-0.02, F [1, 4.00]=0.02, p=.899). Descriptive statistics can be found in Table 1.

Impact of model face and dress on the evaluation of composite image

The pleasantness ratings of the dress-face composite images (dress-with-face block) for each participant
were predicted by the pleasantness ratings given to the individual faces (face-only block) and dresses
(dress-only block). Both the pleasantness of individual dresses (=0.50, # [41.36]=8.31, p<.001) and
faces (b=0.50, #[30.63]=9.73, p<.001) positively predicted the pleasantness of their composite images,
indicating that the perceived pleasantness of both dresses and faces contributed to the evaluation of
the composite image. The coefficients were not found to be significantly different from each other
(Ab=0.06, ¥° [1] =0.39, p=.532), meaning that the relative impact of the face and dress on the composite
image was similar. Visualization can be found in Figure 2.
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FIGURE 2 Impact of model face and dress on the evaluation of composite image (Study 1). Based on raw data. The grey
shaded area around the lines represents 95% CI.

Discussion

In answering the question of whether a model's face impacts the evaluation of a dress presented with
a model (the “model effect”), the results demonstrate that the model's face has a positive impact.
Furthermore, this effect was comparable to the pleasantness deriving from the dress itself. Concerning
the judgement of the dress itself, neither its colour nor its length had any overall impact on pleasantness.
These results support the view that even in the absence of preference towards certain design elements
of a dress, the evaluation of it may depend on contextual factors, such as one's evaluation of the model's
face.

STUDY 2

To derive a more generalizable and methodologically improved result of Study 1, the sample size was
increased in Study 2, participant instructions were refined (e.g., participants were explicitly asked to
rate the dress during the composite image rating task), and individual differences measures regard-
ing attitude towards and experience with dresses were included. The study of individual differences
would enable a better understanding of whether the “model effect” is modulated by one's familiat-
ity or positive views towards dresses, or whether it exists regardless of these measured individual
variations.

Methodology
Participants

180 female participants (aged 18—55years; M=25.65; SD =06.84; 36 preferred not to say their age) were
recruited via social media platforms and personal networks. No monetary incentives were provided,
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THE MODEL EFFECT | 9

and anonymity was ensured. The sample size is comparable to the sample used in previous works on
the “attractiveness halo effect” that have explored interactions in their analyses (Trampe et al., 2010).

Design and procedure

The design and procedure were identical to Study 1, apart from three changes. Firstly, in the dress-
with-face block, to study the impact of the model on dress evaluation more explicitly, participants were
asked to rate the pleasantness of the dress specifically (“How pleasant do you find this dress?”) instead
of being asked to rate the pleasantness of the general “look.” Secondly, for all rating trials, all the scales
were also renamed so that participants now rated on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much).

Thirdly, three individual differences questions were added to the end of the study, measuring one's
experience and attitude towards dresses, namely how much one enjoys wearing dresses (“Do you enjoy
wearing dresses?”, measured on a scale of 1 [not at all] to 7 [very muchl]), the number of dresses one owns
(“How many dresses do you own?”, measured on a scale of 1 [none], 2 [1-3], 3 [4—6], 4 [7-9], and 5 [10
or more]) and how often one wears dresses (“How often do you wear dresses?”’, measured on a scale of 1
[a few times a week], 2 [once a week], 3 [a few times a month]|, 4 [once a month or less], 5 [a few times a
year], and 6 [never]). As before, primarily for the dress-with-face block, participants were randomly allo-
cated to one of the four subgroups in approximately equal numbers (Ns=41, 49, 45, and 45). Statistically,
the spread of participants did not deviate from equal allocation, )(2 (3)=0.71, p=.868, 1”=.04.

Materials
The materials were identical to those of Study 1, apart from the aforementioned three measures added
at the end of the study.

Analytical approach

The general analytical approach was identical to that of Study 1.

Results
FEvaluation of facial stimuli

In the face-only block, there was evidence to suggest that the five faces were not rated equally in
terms of pleasantness across all participants (I [3.42, 611.52]=96.29, p<.001, r]p2:0.35). Interestingly,
the pleasantness ratings did not reflect the Chicago Face Database's ratings, with WF-242 being
rated highest (M=5.04, SD=1.57), followed by the order of WF-233 (M=4.57, SD=1.57), WF-247
(M=3.82, SD=1.65), WF-229 (M=3.40, SD=1.71), and then WF-219 (M=3.21, SD=1.63). When post
hoc pairwise comparisons were run, apart from the last two faces (p=.698), all other faces were rated
significantly differently from each other at p<.001.

Roles of colour and length on dress evaluation

Predicting the pleasantness rating of dresses when the dresses were presented without models (dress-
only block), there was no statistically significant effect deriving from colour (red vs. black; 4=0.04, I
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10 HUR and BURECHITTINANTA

TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics (Mean [SD]) for Study 2's dress-only block ratings.

Short Long
Black 4.04 (1.58) 4.44 (1.60)
Red 3.96 (1.58) 4.37 (1.73)

Predictor == Dress Rating == Face Rating Number of points © 50 @ 100 @ 150 @ 200

Pleasantness

2 4 6
Predictor Value

FIGURE 3 Impactof model face and dress on the evaluation of composite image (Study 2). Based on raw data. The grey
shaded area around the lines represents 95% CI.

[1,4.50]=0.21, p=.669), length (short vs. long; 4=0.20, F'[1, 4.22]=5.52, p=.075), nor their interaction
(6=0.00, F[1, 4.00]=0.00, p=.976). Descriptive statistics can be found in Table 2.

Impact of model face and dress on the evaluation of composite image

A set of analyses was conducted to explore the relative influence of the face and dress on the evaluation
of the dress in the composite image in the dress-with-face block.” Both the pleasantness of individual
dresses (b=0.62, ¢ [163.39]=12.98, p<.001) and faces (b=0.17, 7 [117.60]=4.61, p<.001) positively
predicted the pleasantness rating of the dress when presented as composite images, indicating that the
perceived pleasantness of both dresses and faces contributed to the evaluation of the dress in the
composite image. The coefficients were found to be significantly different from each other (Ab=0.45,
7 [1]=44.97, p<.001), with the coefficient of the dress being around 3.5 times that of the face.
Visualization can be found in Figure 3.

Comparing the coefficients between Studies 1 and 2 using the formula from Clogg et al. (1995)
and Paternoster et al. (1998), the influence of dress did not differ across the studies (Ab=0.12, =1.56,
p=.119). However, the influence of face was stronger for Study 1 compared to that of Study 2 (Ab=0.39,

2=5.70, p<.001).

“Three participants were removed from all analyses for the dress-with-face block data, as they did not vary in their ratings for the block.

a0 's6z8vroT

wouy
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THE MODEL EFFECT 1

Moderating role of individual differences

Can this “model effect” be modulated by the viewer's personal attitude towards and experience with dress,
the target garment? To answer this question, the above analyses were re-run three separate occasions,
with each of the three individual differences measures capturing attitudes towards and experience with
dresses (i.e., enjoyment of wearing dresses, number of dresses owned, and frequency of wearing dresses)
entered as a moderator in turn. Given the multiple testing of three additional analyses and to account
for inflated Type 1 error, the reported p-values for the interactions have been Bonferroni-corrected.

No moderation analyses were statistically significant, indicating that the observed “model effect” on
dress evaluation held regardless of one's attitude towards and experience with dresses. Specifically, the
enjoyment variable did not interact with dresses (/=0.00, #[157.41]=0.10, p=1.000) and faces (b)=—0.03,
7 [125.11]=0.76, p=1.000) as predictors. Similarly, the number of dresses owned did not interact with
dresses (b=—0.03, #[160.78]=0.57, p=1.000) and faces (b=0.01, #[118.01]=0.15, p=1.000) as predictors.
Lastly, the frequency of wearing dresses did not interact with dresses (b=0.10, #[152.55] =2.17, p=1.000)
and faces (b=0.02, 7 [113.41]=0.68, p=1.000) as predictors.

Discussion

Using a larger sample size and refined participant instructions (e.g., explicit direction to focus on the
dress), the positive effect of the model's face during dress evaluation (the “model effect”) was replicated,
albeit weaker than in Study 1. This effect was not modulated by participants' experience with or attitude
towards dresses, indicating that the effect was there regardless of one's perceptions towards dresses.
The present study thus increases the validity and generalizability of the “model effect.” Also replicating
Study 1, there was a lack of influence of design elements (colour and length) on dress evaluation.

Y g g

STUDY 3

In Study 3, the “model effect” was studied beyond experimental designs, via a naturalistic approach. In
a 1:1 interview setting, participants were given a set of images and asked to narrate their moment-to-
moment experience with each image. Participants were afterwards directly asked whether they believe
the model's face plays an important role when evaluating a dress. The results were analysed via a content
analysis of interview transcripts.

Methodology

Participants

30 female participants (aged 18—40years; M=25.13; SD=4.80) were recruited via social media platforms
and personal networks. No monetary incentives were provided, and anonymity was ensured.

Design and procedure

A set of online semi-structured interviews took place, as part of a larger project on fashion psychology.
For each interview, the relevant questions for the present work were presented at the start of the
interview; thus, the answers to these questions are not influenced by previous questions. There were

three questions in the following order: (1) a moment-to-moment verbal description of viewing a picture
of a model wearing a red dress (“As you view this dress, please describe your experience. Where are you
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12 | HUR and BURECHITTINANTA

looking, and what are you thinking as you look? Feel free to view the image for as long as you like. We're
interested in your moment-by-moment experience of looking at the dress”), (2) the same task, but this
time a different model wearing a black dress, and (3) a discussion (without visual stimuli) regarding the
importance of the model's face during everyday evaluations of dresses (“Do you think a model wearing
a dress influences your opinion of the dress? Is there a particular attribute of the model you look at?
How important is the model's face?”).

Each interview was preceded by a participant information sheet and consent form, and was fol-
lowed by a debrief. Each interview took approximately 30 min.

Materials

Two images of models wearing dresses were taken from shopping websites. To emphasize the ecological
validity of the interviews (and to avoid the impression of a controlled experiment), the two dresses were
not identical in design but shared key parameters (e.g., mid-length and exposed arms). In both images,
the models had a minimal pose, looked straight at the camera, and were set against a neutral white/grey
background without any environmental objects.

Analytical approach

The data were analysed using content analysis of the interview transcripts. Specifically, for each image,
whether each participant spontancously mentioned the model's face during their moment-to-moment
viewing desctiption was binomially coded (yes/no). Similatly, a separate binary code (yes/no) was
adopted to determine if each participant verbally reported that the model's face played an important
role in the evaluation of dresses.

To examine whether people cite face as a contextual cue during dress evaluation, assuming it is not
an important cue, a series of binomial tests was run to determine if the proportion of people who men-
tioned the model's face during the answering of the three questions was significantly different from 00>
To determine if the proportion of people who highlighted the model's face differed from those who did
not, a series of goodness-of-fit tests (testing equal proportion) were conducted.

Results

The binomial tests revealed that faces were mentioned significantly more (13% of participants for each
image; ps<.001, /s=.67) than the null probability (probability of 0) for both images. Similarly, when
participants were directly asked about the relevance of faces, a higher proportion responded positively
(23% of participants; p<.001, /=.94) than would be expected under the null proportion.

Furthermore, the ) goodness-of-fit tests revealed that more participants did not highlight the mod-
el's face during the viewing of the first image ()(2 [1]1=16.13, p<.001, ["=.73), the second image ()(2
[11=16.13, p<.001, ’=.73), and the discussion (){2 [1]=8.53, p=.003, "=.53).

Discussion
Adopting a naturalistic approach, this study tested the “model effect”
paradigm. The results replicate the findings of the two previous studies, confirming that the model's
face plays a role in the evaluation of dresses.

outside of an experimental

IAs the null probability cannot technically be 0, .001 was used as the null proportion.
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THE MODEL EFFECT 13

STUDY 4

Study 4 returned to the experimental approaches of Studies 1 and 2 while incorporating insights from
Study 3. This study had two main aims. First, it sought to extend the generalizability of the observed
“model effect” by expanding the stimulus set beyond dresses worn by Caucasian/White women to
include a broader range of everyday garments and models systematically varying in ethnicity, age, and
gender. The participant sample was also balanced by male and female participants. In addition, general
interest and engagement with fashion were measured as moderating individual differences variables,
allowing the examination of whether the “model effect” varied across individuals with differing levels
of fashion involvement. Second, consistent with Study 3's aim of increasing the naturalism of the stimuli,
Study 4 employed real-life images rather than the composed images used in Studies 1 and 2, thereby
enhancing the ecological validity of the findings.

Methodology
Participants

161 participants (aged 19—65years; M=37.09; SD=11.54) were recruited via Prolific, where participants
were paid the amount in line with Prolific's official guidelines. Participant anonymity was ensured
throughout the study.

Design and procedure

As in Study 2, all participants first rated the whole image (garment-with-face) block (“How pleasant do
you find this outfit?”’), followed by a face-only rating block (“How pleasant do you find this face?”), and
a garment-only rating block (“How pleasant do you find this outfit?”’). The order of the face-only and
garment-only blocks was counterbalanced across participants.

Differing from Studies 1 and 2, the “composite”, garment-with-face, images were no longer artificial
composite images, but rather real-life images that could be found on the internet. 72 such images were
selected and were balanced with respect to gender (two levels: male vs. female), ethnicity (three levels:
East Asian vs. White vs. Black), and age (two levels: approximately 18—25years vs. 25years old and
older). Care was taken to ensure that a wide range of everyday clothing, as outlined in Hur et al. (2025),
was represented across the images.

The 72 images were then pseudo-randomly assigned to six subgroups of 12 images, with each sub-
group containing all combinations of the model characteristics outlined above. During data collec-
tion, participants were randomly allocated to one of the six subgroups in approximately equal numbers
(Ns=25, 29, 26, 28, 24, and 29). Statistically, the distribution of participants did not deviate from equal
allocation, y* (5)=0.85, p=.972, I’=.03.

The ratings blocks were preceded by a measure of demographics (age and gender), and were fol-
lowed by a block measuring one's attitude towards and experience with fashion. Fashion attitudes were
measured via Gutman and Mills' (1982) fashion orientation scale, which produced four independent
measures, namely fashion leadership (@=.86), fashion interest (@=.83), the importance of being well-
dressed (@=.79), and anti-fashion attitude (@ =.31). Anti-fashion attitude was dropped from subsequent
analyses, considering its low internal reliability. Due to low variability, measures regarding one's work
experience in the fashion industry and fashion education (measured in years), while measured, were not
used in the analysis.
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14 | HUR and BURECHITTINANTA

Materials

The 72 images (of 72 unique faces and clothing) were taken from publicly available marketing materials
produced by existing brands, as well as from publicly accessible online platforms (e.g., Pinterest). To
maximize the naturalness of the face-only and garment-only images deriving from these sources,
ChatGPT (OpenAl, 2026) was used to crop out and standardize the images. Specifically, the face-only
images were cropped to resemble passport-style photographs, with a neutral background and all models
wearing a white t-shirt. The garment-only images were edited such that the model was removed, leaving
only the garment on a neutral background. Two independent judges verified that this method produced
superior stimuli compared to more traditional, manual cropping methods, specifically that the resulting
cropped images appeared natural, as if they had been originally photographed in this format.

Analytical approach

The general analytical approach was similar to that of Study 2. Given a key aim of the study to further
generalize the “model effect”, the analysis reported the impact of model face and garment evaluations
on the evaluations of the whole, garment-with-face images. In the individual differences moderation
analysis, the dress-related individual differences questions from Study 2 were replaced with the fashion
orientation measures as the moderators.

Results
Impact of model face and garment on the evaluation of the whole image

Both the pleasantness of individual garments (b)=0.71, 7 [174.91]=36.84, p<.001) and faces (b)=0.13,
# [1413.72]=7.00, p<.001) positively predicted the pleasantness rating of the whole images. The
coefficients were significantly different from each other (Ab=0.58, b [1]=407.70, p<.001), with the
coefficient of the garment being around 5.5 times that of the face.

How do these coefficients compare to those of Study 2? The influence of garment/dress did not
significantly differ across the studies (Ab=0.09, z=1.75, p=.080). Similarly, the influence of face did not
significantly differ across the studies (Ab=0.04, =0.97, p=.333). Taken together, these results indicate
that they are comparable to Study 2's results.

Moderating role of individual differences

Fashion interest interacted with garment evaluation (4=0.03, 7 [1882.20]=2.92, p=.021) in predicting
whole image ratings, indicating that those with a high interest in fashion relied more on garment
information when evaluating a whole, garment-with-face image. No other interactions were significant.
Specifically, fashion interest did not interact with face evaluation (b=—0.03, 7 [1762.93]=2.29, p=.132).
Fashion leader did not interact with garment evaluation (b=0.02, 7 [1880.55]=2.23, p=.155) and
face evaluation (b=—0.02, 7 [1727.49]=1.72, p=.512). The importance of being well dressed did not
interact with garment evaluation (b)=0.02, # [1881.43]=1.49, p=.813) and face evaluation ()=—0.01, ¢
[1715.92]=0.81, p=1.000). These results illustrate that, although personal interest in fashion increases
the weight given to garments when evaluating whole images, the influence of the model's face remains
consistent regardless of fashion engagement.
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THE MODEL EFFECT 15

Discussion

Study 4 further strengthened evidence for the “model effect” by demonstrating its robustness across a
more diverse and generalizable set of stimuli and participants. Moreover, the absence of moderation by
fashion attitudes suggests that the effect generalizes across individuals with varying levels of engagement
with fashion. Finally, the use of real-world images likely to be encountered online provides an additional
layer of ecological validity.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Fashion, being a commonplace and essential product in day-to-day life, is rarely examined as an isolated
object and phenomenon. Previous research has notably discussed how clothing and its wearer are
holistically perceived (Hester & Hehman, 2023), and how garments affect the evaluation of their wearer
(e.g., Elliot et al., 2013). Conversely, whether and how the wearer influences the evaluation of a garment
has rarely been tested. This is even though faces, especially attractive ones, have a privileged position for
visual attention (e.g., Lindell & Lindell, 2014), and facial attractiveness can positively bias the evaluation
of associated objects and features (e.g., Park et al., 2021).

The present work addressed the question of whether the attractiveness of a model's face influences
the visual evaluation of clothing, aka the “model effect.” Across four studies, there was converging
evidence that this was the case. This effect was observed in both experimental (Studies 1, 2, and 4)
and naturalistic, non-experimental (Study 3) settings. When participants were explicitly instructed to
focus on the garment (Studies 2, 3 and 4), the influence of the face was weaker compared to when they
were not (Study 1), but it remained statistically significant. This pattern suggests that while explicit task
goals can attenuate the effect, they do not remove it altogether. It should also be noted that individual
differences regarding clothing experience and attitude, whether it was for the particular target garment,
that is, dress (Study 2) or general interest and engagement with fashion (Study 4) did not moderate this
effect, implying that the “model effect” operates independently of one's personal engagement and fa-
miliarity. As such, two out of the three hypotheses were supported, and these studies make a convincing
case for the generalizability of the effect.

The present work's findings are consistent with prior literature on the “attractiveness halo effect”
(Batres & Shiramizu, 2022), which has been studied frequently in advertising and marketing (e.g., Amos
et al,, 2008). According to these studies, physical attractiveness biases extend to evaluations of asso-
ciated attributes or objects. The present research advances this literature in three key ways. First, the
present work presents one of the first known empirical cases to test this idea in the context of fashion,
manipulating the attractiveness of the model of a dress. Second, it demonstrates that the halo effect can
operate even when the source of attraction (the model's face) is independent from the object of evalua-
tion (the garment). Third, it extends the phenomenon into an aesthetic rather than commercial context,
showing that mere visual co-presence suffices for positive spill-over effects. These views suggest that
attractiveness-based biases are not limited to social, consumer, or target object-based judgements, but
also shape broader aesthetic experiences of everyday objects.

From a cognitive perspective, the findings highlight a potential interplay between attention capture
and evaluation judgements. Attractive faces may draw early visual attention (Lindell & Lindell, 2014),
increasing their visual saliency, which, in turn, facilitates spill-over effects to nearby objects such as gar-
ments. This process is likely to occur automatically and involuntarily, which is consistent with Sui and
Liu (2009), who reported that attention towards facial beauty automatically competed against ongoing
tasks. For this reason, the “model effect” was persistently observed in the present work, even when
participants were explicitly asked to focus on the clothing,
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The model effect in practice

For marketing, advertising, and fashion design, the “model effect” suggests that the choice of model
can systematically guide or bias consumers' evaluations of a product. Accordingly, companies or
individuals who advertise products should remain attentive to which models potential consumers may
find attractive.

However, this is by no means a straightforward process. While the present work consistently demon-
strated that what a viewer perceives as attractive in a model's face influences subsequent product eval-
uations, it was not the aim of the study to specify what those faces look like. Although the Chicago
Face Database (Ma et al., 2015) was used as a guiding reference to approximate the broad distribution
of attractiveness ratings in faces, the normative, standardized measures provided by the original au-
thors were not used in any part of the analysis. Indeed, Study 2 found that the original ratings did not
replicate the source ratings from Ma et al. (2015). This aligns with the view that, while ratings of facial
attractiveness tend to be consistent across observers, this consistency is only relative to other image
types, and that individual taste still accounts for about half the variance in facial attractiveness ratings
(Brielmann & Pelli, 2018; Vessel et al., 2018). The more appropriate baseline assumption, therefore, is to
expect individual variation rather than uniformity (see Albohn et al. (2025) for a recent examination of
individual differences in facial attractiveness).

There is also an ethical dimension. Even if the results had identified an “ideal” face, one must rec-
ognize that public-facing advertisements may also shape, rather than merely mirror or reflect, societal
pressures surrounding idealized beauty (Campbell et al., 2025). In the most detrimental cases, such
portrayals may impose psychological burdens on those who do not conform to these idealized views
(Sarwer et al., 2022). In other words, while the present findings in themselves paint a robust phenome-
non, they invite a number of nuanced considerations when it comes to real-world applications.

Strengths and limitations

A particular strength of the present work lies in its triangulated design across four studies. The
combination of controlled experimental manipulations (Studies 1, 2, and 4) with qualitative, ecologically
valid data (Study 3) enhances both internal and external validity. The use of participants' individual
ratings as predictors of facial attractiveness in the experiments provides additional validity. As discussed
above, participants' face ratings diverged from those reported in the Chicago Face Database (Ma
et al., 2015). Thus, by utilizing individual ratings and not relying on aggregated group-level data of
facial attractiveness, the latter of which is a common practice in research, the results accounted for
these individual differences and present a more realistic picture of the reported effects. Overall, the
replication of the “model effect” across distinct methodological contexts demonstrates its robustness as
a perceptual and evaluative bias in the context of fashion.

Nevertheless, several limitations are worth considering. Firstly, the stimuli consisted of static, front-
facing images under neutral emotional conditions. In everyday fashion contexts, bodily movement and
posture may further amplify or diminish the “model effect.” Indeed, previous works have explored that
the smiling of models may have detrimental effects on advertisement effectiveness (Essiz et al., 2025),
and works have also reported on the affective perception of particular body movements (Christensen
et al., 2016). Systematic control of these dynamic and contextual stimuli could reveal additional nuances
of the “model effect.” Secondly, while the present work reported a general impact of facial attractive-
ness, previous research has suggested that perceptions of facial attractiveness are influenced by the
viewet's sexual orientation, sex assigned at birth, and gender identity (e.g., Ciocca et al., 2014). Such a
nuanced analysis was not conducted in the present work, but it, including the differentiation between
the said variables, may further elucidate the mechanisms through which the “model effect” operates.

Thirdly, while the present work estimated the importance of visual attention as an important
mechanism of the “model effect”, the study's reliance on self-reported ratings may, in turn, under- or
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over-estimate the automatic components of visual attention. While Study 3 used moment-to-moment
verbal reports to track a viewet's gaze, eye-tracking (as was done in Tang et al., 2024) could provide a
more direct measure that is not mediated by language, in which researchers can examine how, when, and
for how long the fixation on the model face occurs, and how this may impact subsequent experiences
and evaluations. This could further clarify the dynamics of gaze and visual attention in the context of
how the facial attractiveness of a model influences garment evaluation.

CONCLUSION

The present research provides convergent evidence that the facial attractiveness of a model systematically
shapes the visual evaluation of the clothing they are wearing. This “model effect” underscores the role
of the social context of aesthetic experience, such that even in object-focused tasks and judgements,
human features exert a powerful influence on the viewer. These findings highlight the importance of
contextual factors in shaping aesthetic preference and challenge object-centred accounts of aesthetic
experience by demonstrating that evaluations are not determined solely by features or evaluations of
the target object.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Young-Jin Hur: Conceptualization; formal analysis; methodology; project administration; writing —
original draft; visualization. Bunyaporn Burechittinanta: Conceptualization; methodology; investiga-
tion; visualization; writing — review and editing.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank the following research assistants for assisting the data collection process: Aristos Patsalidis,
Demi Nwadike, Grace (Yuhan) Guo, Jianing Lu, Lisa Eikmeier, Lyric Haughton, Pakhi Jain, Xuechunyi
Bai, Xinhui Huang, and Yining Yang,

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
The authors declated no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, and/or
publication of this article.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Raw data from the present work are available in a trusted repository at https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figsh
are.32877431.

ETHICS STATEMENT
All studies were considered minimal risk research and were ethically approved by the London College
of Fashion, University of the Arts LLondon.

ORCID
Young-Jin Hur ‘© https://otcid.org/0000-0001-7591-0576

REFERENCES

Albohn, D. N., Uddenberg, S., & Todorov, A. (2025). Individualized models of social judgments and context-dependent repre-
sentations. Scientific Reports, 15(1), 4208.

Amos, C., Holmes, G., & Strutton, D. (2008). Exploring the relationship between celebrity endorser effects and advertising
effectiveness: A quantitative synthesis of effect size. International Journal of Advertising, 27(2), 209-234.

Awh, E., Belopolsky, A. V., & Theeuwes, J. (2012). Top-down versus bottom-up attentional control: A failed theoretical dichot-
omy. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 16(8), 437—443.

Barr, D. J., Levy, R., Scheepers, C., & Tily, H. J. (2013). Random effects structure for confirmatory hypothesis testing: Keep it
maximal. Journal of Memory and Language, 68(3), 255-278.

SUONIPUOD Pue SWIB | 8Y) 39S *[9202/20/ST] Uo Aiqi auluo AB|iIM * uopuosuY JO AISBAIN - INH uir-Buno A Aq 66002 dolq/TTTT OT/I0p/L0Y A8 |1 ARIq 1 RUIIUO gNURASSda/SANY WOI) PAPEOIUMOQ ‘0 ‘6287702

0o ok

el

85UB0| 7 SUOWIWIOD dAIERID 3|cedldde ayy Aq pausenob a1e so e O ‘88N Jo sejni Joj Aiq1T 8ulUO A8]IM Uo (Suonipt


https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.32877431
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.32877431
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7591-0576
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7591-0576

18 | HUR and BURECHITTINANTA

Bates, D., Michler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4. Journal of Statistical
Software, 67(1), 1-48. https://doi.org/10.18637/iss.v067.i01

Batres, C., & Shiramizu, V. (2022). Examining the “attractiveness halo effect” across cultures. Current Psychology, 42(29),
25515-25519.

Beischel, W. J., Schudson, Z. C., Hoskin, R. A., & van Anders, S. M. (2023). The gender/sex 3 x 3: Measuring and categorizing
gender/sex beyond binaries. Psychology of Sexcual Orientation and Gender Diversity, 10(3), 355-372.

Bindemann, M., Burton, A. M., Hooge, 1. T., Jenkins, R., & De Haan, E. H. (2005). Faces retain attention. Psychonomic Bulletin
& Review, 12(6), 1048—1053.

Brielmann, A. A., & Pelli, D. G. (2018). Aesthetics. Current Biology, 28(16), R859—-R863.

Campbell, C., Sands, S., McFerran, B., & Mavrommatis, A. (2025). Diversity representation in advertising. Journal of the Academy
of Marketing Science, 53(2), 588—616.

Christensen, J. F., Gomila, A., Gaigg, S. B., Sivarajah, N., & Calvo-Merino, B. (2016). Dance expertise modulates behavioral
and psychophysiological responses to affective body movement. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and
Performance, 42(8), 1139-1147. https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000176

Ciocca, G., Limoncin, E., Cellerino, A., Fisher, A. D., Gravina, G. L., Carosa, E., ... Jannini, E. A. (2014). Gender identity rather
than sexual orientation impacts on facial preferences. The Journal of Sexnal Medicine, 11(10), 2500-2507.

Clogg, C. C., Petkova, E., & Haritou, A. (1995). Statistical methods for comparing regression coefficients between models.
American Jonrnal of Sociology, 100(5), 1261-1293.

Darwin, H. (2020). Challenging the cisgender/transgender binary: Nonbinary people and the transgender label. Gender & Society,
34(3), 357-380.

Dion, K., Berscheid, E., & Walster, E. (1972). What is beautiful is good. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 24(3), 285-290.

Elliot, A. J., Tracy, J. L., Pazda, A. D., & Beall, A. T. (2013). Red enhances women's attractiveness to men: First evidence sug-
gesting universality. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 49(1), 165—168.

Essiz, O., Senyuz, A., & Yurteri, S. (2025). The dark side of a big smile: Detrimental effects of smile intensity on luxury brand
advertising effectiveness. Psychology ¢ Marketing, 42(6), 1476-1527.

Fasoli, F., Maass, A., Volpato, C., & Pacilli, M. G. (2018). The (female) graduate: Choice and consequences of women's clothing.
Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 2401.

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A. G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G* power 3: A flexible statistical power analysis program for the
social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Bebavior Research Methods, 39(2), 175-191.

Filieri, R., Acikgoz, F., Li, C., & Alguezaui, S. (2023). Influencers'“organic” persuasion through electronic word of mouth: A
case of sincerity over brains and beauty. Psychology &> Marketing, 40(2), 347-364.

Fox, J., & Weisberg, S. (2019). A#n R companion to applied regression (Third ed.). Sage.

Gulati, A., Martinez-Garcia, M., Fernandez, D., Lozano, M. A,, Lepri, B., & Oliver, N. (2024). What is beautiful is still good:
The attractiveness halo effect in the era of beauty filters. Royal Society Open Science, 11(11), 240882.

Gutman, J., & Mills, M. K. (1982). Fashion life-style, self-concept, shopping orientation, and store patronage—An integrative
analysis. Journal of Retailing, 58, 64—86.

Hester, N., & Hehman, E. (2023). Dress is a fundamental component of person perception. Personality and Social Psychology Review,
27(4), 414-433.

Hosoda, M., Stone-Romero, E. F., & Coats, G. (2003). The effects of physical attractiveness on job-related outcomes: A meta-
analysis of experimental studies. Personnel Psychology, 56(2), 431—-462.

Hur, Y. -], Segal, N. L., Etcoff, N. L., & Silva, E. S. (2025). Understanding the psychology of fashion: Demographic, personality,
and fashion factors underlying everyday clothing choices in the United Kingdom and United States. Psychology of Aesthetics,
Creativity, and the Arts. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000766

Hur, Y. J., Etcoff, N. L., & Silva, E. S. (2023). Can fashion aesthetics be studied empirically? The preference structure of every-
day clothing choices. Empirical Studies of the Arts, 41(2), 525-545.

Hur, Y. J., Medeisyte, R., & McManus, I. C. (2024). Cathedrals of sound: Predictors of the sublime and the beautiful in music,
images, and music with images. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 20(2), 476—488.

Hur, Y.-J., Gerger, G., Leder, H., & McManus, 1. C. (2020). Facing the sublime: Physiological correlates of the relationship
between fear and the sublime. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 14(3), 253-263. https://doi.org/10.1037/aca00
00204

Kuznetsova, A., Brockhoff, P. B., & Christensen, R. H. B. (2017). ImerTest package: Tests in linear mixed effects models. Journal
of Statistical Software, 82(13), 1-26.

Leder, H., Mitrovic, A., & Goller, ]. (2016). How beauty determines gaze! Facial attractiveness and gaze duration in images of
real world scenes. Perception, 7(4), 2041669516664355.

Lindell, A. K., & Lindell, K. L. (2014). Beauty captures the attention of the beholder. Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 26(7), 768—780.

Ma, D. S., Correll, J., & Wittenbrink, B. (2015). The Chicago face database: A free stimulus set of faces and norming data.
Behavior Research Methods, 47(4), 1122—1135.

Maner, J. K., Gailliot, M. T., & DeWall, C. N. (2007). Adaptive attentional attunement: Evidence for mating-related perceptual
bias. Evolution and Human Bebavior, 28(1), 28—306.

Massaro, D., Savazzi, F., Di Dio, C., Freedberg, D., Gallese, V., Gilli, G., & Marchetti, A. (2012). When art moves the eyes: A
behavioral and eye-tracking study. PLoS Oune, 7(5), e37285.

a0 's6z8vroT

wouy

SUONIPUOD PUE SLLLB L 8L) 885 *[9202/20/GT] U0 ARiq1T8UNUO ABIIM * UOPUOTSUY JO AISBAIIN - INH UIL-Buno A Aq 66002°doIQ/TTTT 0T/10p/W0D A8 I

hoymA

35UB01 7 SLOWWOD aAEa1D 3(qeal dde ayy Aq pausenob afe sapile YO ‘88N Jo sajni Joj Aeigi auluQ |1 uo


https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000176
https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000766
https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000204
https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000204

THE MODEL EFFECT 19

Naumann, L. P., Vazire, S., Rentfrow, P. J., & Gosling, S. D. (2009). Personality judgments based on physical appearance.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35(12), 1661-1671.

OpenAlL (2026). ChatGPT (May 27 version) [Large language model]. https://chat.openai.com/

Park, J., Spence, C., Ishii, H., & Togawa, T. (2021). Turning the other cheek: Facial orientation influences both model attractive-
ness and product evaluation. Psychology & Marketing, 38(1), 7-20.

Paternoster, R., Brame, R., Mazerolle, P., & Piquero, A. (1998). Using the correct statistical test for the equality of regression
coefficients. Criminology, 36(4), 859—8606.

Sarwer, D. B., Siminoff, L. A., Gardiner, H. M., & Spitzer, J. C. (2022). The psychosocial burden of visible disfigurement fol-
lowing traumatic injury. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 979574.

Stoesz, B. M., & Jakobson, L. S. (2014). Developmental changes in attention to faces and bodies in static and dynamic scenes.
Frontiers in Psychology, 5, 193.

Stolovy, T. (2021). Styling the self: Clothing practices, personality traits, and body image among Isracli women. Frontiers in
Psychology, 12, 719318.

Sui, J., & Liu, C. H. (2009). Can beauty be ignored? Effects of facial attractiveness on covert attention. Psychonomic Bulletin ¢
Review, 16(2), 276-281.

Talamas, S. N., Mavor, K. 1., & Perrett, D. 1. (2016). Blinded by beauty: Attractiveness bias and accurate perceptions of academic
performance. PLoS One, 11(2), €0148284.

Tang, X., Hao, Z., & Li, X. (2024). The influence of streamers' physical attractiveness on consumer response behavior: Based
on eye-tracking experiments. Frontiers in Psychology, 14, 1297369.

Theeuwes, J., & Van der Stigchel, S. (20006). Faces capture attention: Evidence from inhibition of return. V7sual Cognition, 13(6),
657-665.

Trampe, D., Stapel, D. A, Siero, F. W., & Mulder, H. (2010). Beauty as a tool: The effect of model attractiveness, product rele-
vance, and elaboration likelihood on advertising effectiveness. Psychology ¢ Marketing, 27(12), 1101-1121.

Tsao, D. Y., Freiwald, W. A., Tootell, R. B., & Livingstone, M. S. (20006). A cortical region consisting entirely of face-selective
cells. Science, 311(5761), 670—674.

Vartanian, O., Navarrete, G., Chatterjee, A., Fich, L. B, Leder, H., Modrofio, C., ... Nadal, M. (2019). Preference for curvilinear
contour in interior architectural spaces: Evidence from experts and nonexperts. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the
Arts, 13(1), 110-116.

Vessel, E. A., Maurer, N., Denker, A. H., & Starr, G. G. (2018). Stronger shared taste for natural aesthetic domains than for
artifacts of human culture. Cognition, 179, 121-131.

Zebrowitz, L. A, Hall, . A., Murphy, N. A., & Rhodes, G. (2002). Looking smart and looking good: Facial cues to intelligence
and their origins. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(2), 238—249.

How to cite this article: Hur, Y.-J., & Burechittinanta, B. (2026). The model effect: How the
facial attractiveness of a model shapes clothing evaluation. British Journal of Psychology, 00, 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.70099

a0 's6z8vroT

wouy

SUONIPUOD PUE SLLLB L 8L) 885 *[9202/20/GT] U0 ARiq1T8UNUO ABIIM * UOPUOTSUY JO AISBAIIN - INH UIL-Buno A Aq 66002°doIQ/TTTT 0T/10p/W0D A8 I

hoymA

35UB01 7 SLOWWOD aAEa1D 3(qeal dde ayy Aq pausenob afe sapile YO ‘88N Jo sajni Joj Aeigi auluQ |1 uo


https://chat.openai.com/
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.70099

	The model effect: How the facial attractiveness of a model shapes clothing evaluation
	Abstract
	Attentional bias to attractive faces
	Attractiveness halo effect
	Individual differences and the attenuation of the attractiveness halo effect
	Overview of studies and methodological considerations
	Research hypotheses
	STUDY 1
	Methodology
	Participants
	Design and procedure
	Materials
	Faces
	Dresses
	Dress-face composite images

	Analytical approach

	Results
	Evaluation of facial stimuli
	Roles of colour and length on dress evaluation
	Impact of model face and dress on the evaluation of composite image

	Discussion

	STUDY 2
	Methodology
	Participants
	Design and procedure
	Materials
	Analytical approach

	Results
	Evaluation of facial stimuli
	Roles of colour and length on dress evaluation
	Impact of model face and dress on the evaluation of composite image
	Moderating role of individual differences

	Discussion

	STUDY 3
	Methodology
	Participants
	Design and procedure
	Materials
	Analytical approach

	Results
	Discussion

	STUDY 4
	Methodology
	Participants
	Design and procedure
	Materials
	Analytical approach

	Results
	Impact of model face and garment on the evaluation of the whole image
	Moderating role of individual differences

	Discussion

	GENERAL DISCUSSION
	The model effect in practice
	Strengths and limitations

	CONCLUSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	ETHICS STATEMENT
	ORCID
	REFERENCES


