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Abstract : The shape of the male beard to be examined in this study was set as a mustache. This
study used frequency analysis and cross—tab analysis to conduct T—test and one—way variance analysis
using 300 final responses from the questionnaire that presented preference and non-—preference reasons
and demographic characteristics along with preference and non—preference options to measure the
likability of whiskers. As a result of the study, there were differences in men's preference and
non—preference for each beard formulation, and the level of difference was statistically significant
between the male and female groups and the age group. In addition, it was found that each group
category showed a difference in the reasons for judging likes/dislikes by beard form. There are
differences in preference and non-preference according to men's beard formations, and it was
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confirmed that there are various differences according to perceptual characteristics in the main reasons
for favorability and dislike, which are the basis for judgment. Through these results, academic and

practical implications were presented in the field of beauty.
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Table 1. Types of Male Beard Formations in this Study

Types of Male Beard Formations

Shape
Horse's Hooves Kaiser Natural Chaplin
Name Style Style Style Style
Types 1 Types 2 Types 3 Types 4

=4 a7 A4 29

Table 2. Composition of reasons for judging favorability

categorize Preference Reason Questions Non—-Preference Response Questions
1 be likable. be dislikable.

2 look capable. look incapable.

3 look masculine, impression too strong.

4 look free. look conservative.

5 look trustworthy. look old-looking face.

6 looks like it has an aesthetic. Look bushy.

7 look unique. doesn't look neat.

8 look enterprising. Doesn't inspire trust.

9 other. other.
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Table 3. Demographic characteristics of the sample

n=300 F(%) n=300 F(%)
male 189(63%) less than 17(5.7%)
1 million won
gender U il
female 111(37%) mon won 9(3.0%)
~ 1.5 million won
1,5 million won
205-30s 31(10.3%) 2 million won | YX14%)
Income 1
igmuﬁ‘.’“ won 33(13%)
40s 71(23.7%) mifion won
age 3 m11h~01~1 won 87(29%)
~4 million won
50s 115(38.2%)
over 112(37.3%)
4 million won
60 53(27.7%
° ( ) student 0(0%)
ied 233(77.7%
marital status marne ( & housewife 16(5.3%)
Single 67(22.3%)
- service jobs 137(45.7%)
high school graduate 122(40.5%)
or less than
, iob professional 105(35%)
Efvlvlzg_e egarra)lduatlon 63(20.9%)
lefveld . Y teaching 7(2.3%)
of education N .
university graduation 73(24.3%) sales position 9(3%)
(four—year)
graduate school 42(14%) other 26(8.7%)
or highe
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Table 4. Statistics of the study hypothesis and Judgment

hypothesis detail p—value adopted or not
Hi-1 difference in like (gender), Ha#0 p=.000*** Adopt
H1-2 difference in dislike(gender), Ha#0 p=.031* Adopt
H2-1 difference in  like  (age), Ha#0 p=.000%*** Adopt
H2-2 difference in dislike  (age), Ha#0 p=.000%*** Adopt

(pOOD*** / (p OD** / (p<.05)*

Table 5. Cross—Tab of (beard form) X (male and female group) preference response

Cross—Tab Column - Group Variables(gender)

Row — Independent variable \ ,

(Beard Type) male's preference female's preference
Types 1- Horse's Hooves 16N 8.5% ON 0.0%
Types 2— Kaiser 61N 32.2% 12N 10.2%
Types 3— Natural 107N 56.6% 99N 89.2%
Types 4- Chaplin 5N 2.6% ON 0.0%
Chi-square Test of model Value Sig. (two—sided test)
Pearson Chi-square 36.38(d=3) .000%**

Likelihood Ratio 44.86(df=3) .000% **

Lambda’s Symmetric=.000 Sig=.000 / Gender Dependent Sig=.000
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Table 6. Cross—Tab of (beard form) X (male and female group) non—preference response

Cross—Tab

Column - Group Variables(gender)

Row - Independent variable
(Beard Type)

male's non—preference

female's non—preference

Types 1- Horse's Hooves 34N 18% 31N 27.9%
Types 2— Kaiser 3N 1.6% 6N 5.4%
Types 3— Natural 10N 5.3% ON 0.0%
Types 4- Chaplin 142N 75.1% 74N 66.7%
Chi-square Test of model Value Sig. (two—sided test)
Pearson’s Chi-square 13.16(df=3) .004%**

Likelihood Ratio 16.28(df=3) .001%**

Lambda’s Symmetric=.000 Sig=.000 / Gender Dependent Sig=.000
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Table 7. Cross—Tab of (beard form) X

(Age range group) preference response

Cross—Tab Column - Group Variables(age)

Row—Independent variable 20s 30s 40s 50s 60s
Types 1- Horse's Hooves [ON |0% [3N  [12% |3N  [4.2% |[3N [2.6% |7TN |[8.4%
Types 2— Kaiser 3N |50% |11IN |44% |ON |0% 24N 120.9% |35N [42.2%
Types 3— Natural 3N |50% |11IN |44% |68N |95.8% |88N |76.5% |36N |43.4%
Types 4= Chaplin ON |0% |ON |0% |ON |0% ON 0% SN | 6%

Chi-square Test of model Value Sig. (two-sided test)
Pearson Chi-square 71.91(dF~12) .000%***
Likelihood Ratio 86.45(d~12) .000%***

Lambda’s Symmetric=.07 Sig=.046 /| Age Dependent Sig=0.019

Post—hoc : Duncan

Typel Type2 Type3 Typed
Typel 0.003** 0.01* 0.01*
Type2 0.003** 0.003** 0.003**
Type3 0.01* 0.003** 0.01*
Type4 0.01* 0.003** 0.01*

Sig. p<0.001*** p0.01**, p¢0.05*

Table 8. Cross—Tab of (beard form) X (Age range group) non—preference response

Cross—Tab Column - Group Variables(age)
Row-Independent variable 20s 30s 40s 50s 60s
Types 1- Horse's Hooves | ON | 0% 8N | 32% | 6N | 8.5% | 24N | 20.9% | 27N | 32.5%
Types 2— Kaiser ON |0% |3N [12% |3N |4.2% |3N |26% |ON |0%
Types 3— Natural ON |0% |ON |0% |ON |0% |ON |0% 10N | 3.3%
Types 4— Chaplin 6N | 100% | 14N | 56% | 62N | 87% | 88N | 76.5% | 46N | 55.4%

Chi-square Test of model Value Sig. (two—sided test)

Pearson Chi—square 56.14(d12) .000***

Likelihood Ratio 57.80(d~12) .000***

Lambda’s Symmetric=.05 Sig=.04 / Age Dependent Sig=0.00

Aoz glstgint. &, AFHE H] Aeste 4 o] A%, 49 ot B ASeE Hoh T

dole Zel7t e Aoz, 7HE 1-4+= A g Re dgelA Aol Atole glou, 49

Aot FAAHc R Hd LH ei T 299 ol 582 HAE fPo=r uUsiEth 4%

A% gEo ouet HolE HA=A AHHEy 3ol deides AR L= 20/40/50HH9] 7%

2 gL A] 4 (Cross-Tab)& ottt Adte= 49 g 75% oAl ¥ AeEE H)

otg Table 83 Zt}. 20/30/40/50t)9] 7%, 3¥ Fedofl= H] ASE
BARA A, Aol oE H A= X 7b glod, fFdsHA 60dl= B AeeE Hich

ole} 1 S SAHCR Pearson FEAL F ol 60 F UF+= AAAHA ARG 4

o] 56.14(dF12), p=.000(p<.001) FFo2 U=

ok A ASE zpol: §AsH
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Table 9. Cross—Tab of (beard form) X (male and female group) preference reason

Cross—Tab (Gender X Preference Reason)
Preference Reason Total
gender |7 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
male 15N 1IN 48N 22N 35N 12N 39N ON TN 189N
79% | 5.8% | 254% | 11.6% | 18.5% | 6.3% | 20.6% | 0% 3.7% 63%
3N 3N 27N 9N 20N 3N 25N N 14N 111N
female e [ 27% | 4% | 12% | 18.5% | 27% | 225% | 63% | 126% | 37%

Pearson Chi-square 271.36(df=8), 2-tailed=.001**

/ Likelihood Ratio 29.76(df=8), 2—tailed=.000***
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Table 10. Cross—Tab of (beard form) X (male and female group) non—preference reason
Cross—Tab (Gender X Non-Preference Reason)
non—preference reason Total
gender 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
man 73N 3N 3N 6N ON ON 12N 70N 22N 1899
38.6% | 1.6% 1.6% 3.2% 0% 0% 6.3% 37% 11.6% | 63%
25N ON 8N TN 8N 10N 3N 3IN 19N 11IN
WO 7205% 0% | 72% | 63% | 12% | 9.0% | 27% | 27.9%]| 171%]| 31%
Pearson Chi-square 27.36(df=8), 2-tailed=.001**
/ Likelihood Ratio 29.76(df=8), 2-tailed=.000***
Table 11. Cross—Tab of (beard form) X (Age range group) preference reason
Cross—Tab (Age X Preference Reason)
preference reason Total
age
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
20s ON ON ON 3N 3N ON ON ON N 6N
0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
305 ON 6N 6N 3N ON ON 10N ON ON 25N
0% 24% 24% 12% 0% 0% 40% 0% 0% 8.3%
405 3N ON 18N ON 15N 6N TN 3N 10N TIN
4.2% 0% 254% | 12.7% | 21.1% | 8.5% 9.9% 4.2% 14.1% | 23.7%
505 6N 5N 30N 12N 26N 3N 25N 4N 4N 115N
5.2% 4.3% 26.1% | 10.4% | 22.6% | 2.6% 21.7% | 3.5% 3.5% 38.3%
60s 9N 3N 21N 4N 11N 6N 22N ON TN 83N
10.8% | 3.6% 25.3% | 4.8% 13.3% | 7.2% 26.5% | 0% 8.4% 27.1%
Pearson Chi-square 83.62(df=32), 2-tailed=.000***
/ Likelihood Ratio 86.39(df=32), 2-tailed=.000***
20t]e] g, 4¥l/5% olfRte] 7Y 4 3.3.4. =4 23 oigt 9% 7 HEF A9
AElo] o] {7t HAlth ol 20t AREH B 2to]
ola A7 glo] Hol= YAple] f¢do] 23+ T 239 HoZG Al glo] dA-d Hd
L7t goAE A omRittal & 4 ek 30 Aol 3o WHg-2 off Table 129} £t
tjo] %, 3R/79 oo o] 64%= Ayl o] AZd Zolel wet HZF & 4 Ao of
Aol el olfE AgSH & 4 Uk o] & gt o]f Hol Ae]E HTh
e @4 g9 omArt BAdAoR Holil 20t9] 7%, 3¥/7TH o]fRto] H|ZH & 4
M ol B wf a4 %7t FoAle A on o A=l olf7t Hlth ols 20tiE <ol
& 4 Utk &, 200} 30dE IS aEe 7ol HolAu dAs Holx] o= g HAt
woots oA I wg AV AR e S FotslA g= S oulgieh. 30t9] 3%,
& 4 Qlok 50te] A, B AgdiETh 37 & 251739 o= SH®e] flal, 1¥ olf9o HF
g HFol =25 =elskln o] 7t A UEht=d oA 2e 54 X
Sh= 4 "HARRlE FobshA] %+ e g
T Uk
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Table 12. Cross—Tab of (beard form) X (Age range group) non—preference reason

Cross—Tab (Age X Non-Preference Reason)

non-preference reason Total
R 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
20s ON ON 3N ON ON ON 3N ON N 6N
0% 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 0% 0% 2%
305 8N ON ON ON 3N 3N 6N 2N 3N 25N
32% 0% 0% 0% 12% 12% 24% 8% 12% 8.3%
405 28N ON 5N TN 3N ON ON 20N 6N 71N
39.4%| 0% 1% 9.9% 12% 0% 0% 282%| 8.5% 23.7%
505 30N ON ON 6N ON TN ON 43N 20N 115N
26.1%| 0% 0% 5.2% 0% 6.1% 0% 374%| 25.2%| 38.3%
60s 32N 3N 3N ON ON ON 6N 36N 3N 83N
38.6%| 3.6% 3.6% 0% 0% 0% 7.2% 43.4%| 3.6% 27.7%
Pearson Chi-square 180.58(d=32), 2-tailed=.000***
Likelihood Ratio 158.19(df32), 2-tailed=.000***
40te] A, 29/69/79 olf= SEFel # =AE Y@tk E3h, 22O AFA A
a1, 1§19] HFo] 71 A eI B4 5 A8y a¥dg J9S 750 = Sto] A

ol B3, 30th9t 40th BFOR 2w
Mo Y 2AR Agehs AEst o
2 BAsIgr B, 30det 40t 7
T 20 Aole} 19 ST AolE
sodlel A%, 2/3/5/7/M ol el
1, 88 ol§el wFe] b AA rrepgeh
60c1e] 7%, 2/4/5/6/91 olf= SEEl 8
g9 olfol HZo] b A Uekdth. ol F
s, sodhel 60t EEoR /5w ade HE
7w 2z Aget Aot ke gow B
Hotgck. tiel, Sothet 60t 8% Sl
A Aol Balt,

% 1L do o to

4.7 2
4.1, 947 2 20

B EEe dAo) 44 290 e sAES
BHsks 22 1 BHow skl AaHet. of
24 Wge Fol B4 59 23 s
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Fol BT Fxe] G WA 5 Uk W
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i
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