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Abstract

Background: Achieving a high facial attractiveness is the main reason why Iranians tend to undergo such a surgery.
Objectives: Accordingly, the current study aimed at investigating the relationship between age, gender, education level, and per-
ceived attractiveness of various nose profiles.
Methods: Various nose profiles were created by making changes in the 4 variables of the nose including alar width, tip shape, tip
projection, and columella. Three images were provided in respect to each variable; a nose with a standard value, a nose with a more
than standard value, and a nose with a lower than standard value. A total of 400 people (200 males and 200 females) were asked to
rank each set of images based on their perceived attractiveness. In the next step, the effect of various factors such as age, gender, and
education level on the perceived attractiveness was assessed. Chi-square test and SPSS software were utilized to perform statistical
analyses.
Results: A standard profile had the highest level of attractiveness among participants. Moreover, profiles with values higher than
the standard were the least attractive. There was no significant association between gender of participants and the perceived at-
tractiveness of the nose profiles. The associations between education level and the perceived attractiveness of such variables as alar
width in males, tip shape of males, columella in males, and tip projection in females were significant.
Conclusions: In conclusion, Iranian people prefer the average and standard nose. Age and gender had no effect on the perceived
nose attractiveness, while the effect of education level was significant.
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1. Background

Facial attractiveness is the main factor affecting many
aspects of human lives. It has a predominant effect on
self-confidence, the way people interact to each other, aca-
demic success, etc. (1, 2). Therefore, people are always look-
ing for a more pleasant face. Nose is the most prominent
element of face and plays an important role in the facial
attractiveness. The anatomical structure of the nose dif-
fers from one geographical area to another. Due to the ge-
netic and racial issues, the humped nose is of high preva-
lence among Iranian population (3). Unfortunately, many
young Iranians are not satisfied with such a nose type; con-
sequently, achieving a more beautiful facial profile is the
main reason why Iranian people have a high tendency to-
ward rhinoplasty (4, 5).

On the other hand, attractiveness and beauty are an ab-
stract concept; hence, different people have different crite-
ria in this regard and finding a consensus on the most at-

tractive face and nose profile is not an easy goal to achieve
(6). While some of the previous studies showed that a
face composed of elements with average dimensions is the
most attractive one (7), the averageness hypothesis is re-
jected by some other studies (8), and there does not seem to
be a consensus on this issue (6). Moreover, previous studies
demonstrated that factors such as age, gender, race, educa-
tion level, occupation, social trends, and other similar ones
may affect the perception of people toward attractiveness
and beauty (6, 9-11). Therefore, it would not be surprising if
what is perceived as a beautiful face in one society or pop-
ulation be considered attractive in another society or pop-
ulation.

Considering the high prevalence of rhinoplasty among
Iranian people and the lack of consensus and even raw data
on the ideal dimensions of a beautiful and attractive nose,
it seemed necessary to investigate the attractiveness crite-
ria among such a population.
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Table 1. Categorization of Participants Based on Age, Gender, and Education Level

Variable Group Number of
Participants in Each

Group (%)

Gender
Male 200 (50)

Female 200 (50)

Age
Less than 30 years 181 (45.25)

Above 30 years 219 (54.75)

Education level
Lower than diploma 70 (17.5)

Diploma or higher 330 (82.5)

2. Objectives

Accordingly, the current study aimed at investigating
the attractiveness of various nose shapes created by chang-
ing various nose related variables to find out which shapes
are more attractive among Iranian people.

3. Methods

The current cross sectional study was conducted
among common non-dentist people in Hamadan, Iran, in
2017. The study population consisted of 400 common non-
dentist persons (200 male and 200 female) within the age
range of 16 to 60 years.

Various nasal shapes were created by changing 4 di-
mensions of the nose, including alar width, tip shape, col-
umella show, and tip projection. This step of the study was
performed by utilizing Adobe Photoshop software pack-
age. At first, the standard values of these dimensions were
extracted from the reference books, then by increasing
and decreasing the standard values of each dimension, 3
images were created; lower than standard, standard, and
higher than standard. In the next step, the participants
were asked to rank these 3 images based on their perceived
attractiveness.

In the following section, a brief description is provided
for each variable and the associated images.

- Alar base width: The nasal shapes of images created
by changing this dimension for males and females are pre-
sented in Figure 1. The images located in the middle of
upper and lower rows present the standard shape of alar
base width for females and males, respectively. The alar
base width of images located on the left of the Figure is 20%
lower than those of the standard views, and the alar base
width of images located on the right of the Figure is 20%
higher than those of the standard views.

- Tip shape: The nasal shapes created by changing this
dimension for males and females are presented in Figure

Figure 1. Nose Views Created by Changing the Alar Base width

2. The images located on the middle of upper and lower
rows present the standard view of tip shape for females and
males‘ noses, respectively (tip width is equal to 8 mm). The
tip width of images located in the left is 4 mm shorter than
those of the standard views, and the tip width of images lo-
cated on the right is 4 mm wider than those of the standard
nasal shape.

Figure 2. Nose Views Created by Changing the Tip Width

- Columella: The nasal shapes created by changing this
variable are presented in Figure 3. The lower than standard
shape was created by decreasing the standard columella
up to 2 mm, and the higher than standard shape was cre-
ated by increasing the standard columella up to 2 mm.

- Tip projection: Various nasal shapes created by chang-
ing this dimension are presented in Figure 4. Similar to
other Figures, the 2 images located on the left side of this
Figure (the first image of upper and lower rows) have a
tip projection 10% lower than those of standard profiles.
Whereas, the tip projection of images located on the right
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Table 2. The Most Attractive Nose Shape in Malesa

Variable Selected as the Best Nose Shape Total

Lower Than Standard Standard Higher Than Standard No Difference

Alar width 216 (54) 161 (40.25) 23 (5.75) 0 400 (100)

Tip shape 109 (27.25) 252 (63) 32 (8) 7 (1.75) 400 (100)

Columella 105 (26.25) 241 (60.25) 23 (5.75) 31 (7.75) 400 (100)

Tip projection 81 (20.25) 307 (76.75) 10 (2.5) 2 (0.5) 400 (100)

aValues are expressed as No. (%).

Table 3. The Most Attractive Nose Shape in Femalesa

Variable Selected as the Best Nose Shape Total

Lower Than Standard Standard Higher Than Standard No Difference

Alar width 149 (37.25) 231 (58.25) 5 (1.25) 13 (3.25) 400 (100)

Tip shape 101 (25.25) 281 (70.25) 7 (1.75) 11 (2.75) 400 (100)

Columella 126 (31.5) 234 (58.5) 18 (4.5) 22 (5.5) 400 (100)

Tip projection 131 (32.75) 228 (57) 39 (9.75) 2 (0.5) 400 (100)

aValues are expressed as No. (%).

Figure 3. Nose Profiles Created by Changing the Status of Columella

side of the Figure is 10% higher than those of standard pro-
files, while the middle images present the standard pro-
files for females and males’ noses.

The images were shown to the participants and they
were asked to rank each set of images based on their attrac-
tiveness. They also could express: “I think all the images are
the same”, if they perceived all the images had an equal at-
tractiveness.

The demographic and personal information of partic-
ipants were collected using a questionnaire simply asking

Figure 4. Nose Profiles Created by Changing the Status of Tip Projection

their age, education level, and gender.

As mentioned before, the current study assessed the
association between perceived level of attractiveness and
3 variables of age, gender, and education level. As ex-
plained before, the participants included 200 males and
200 females. Moreover, to evaluate the association be-
tween education level and the perceived attractiveness of
various nasal views, the participants were categorized into
2 groups: the first group consisted of people with edu-
cation lower than high school diploma, and the second
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Table 4. The Association Between Gender and Attractiveness of Various Profiles and Face Viewsa

Variable Male Face P Value

State Gender

Male Female

Alar width

Lower than standard 103 (51.8) 113 (56.8)

0.493Standard 83 (41.7) 77 (38.7)

Higher than standard 13 (6.5) 9 (4.5)

Tip shape

Lower than standard 53 (27) 56 (28.4)

0.53Standard 124 (63.3) 128 (65)

Higher than standard 19 (9.7) 13 (6.6)

Columella

Lower than standard 62 (34.1) 43 (22.2)

0.061Standard 109 (59.9) 132 (71.6)

Higher than standard 11 (6) 12 (6.2)

Tip projection

Lower than standard 44 (22.1) 37 (18.6)

0.682Standard 150 (75.4) 157 (78.9)

Higher than standard 5 (2.5) 5 (2.5)

Female Face

Alar width

Lower than standard 73 (37.6) 76 (39.4)

0.862Standard 118 (60.8) 115 (59.6)

Higher than standard 3 (1.6) 2 (1)

Tip shape

Lower than standard 53 (27.5) 48 (24.5)

0.379Standard 135 (69.9) 146 (74.5)

Higher than standard 5 (2.6) 2 (1)

Columella

Lower than standard 65 (34.9) 61 (31.8)

0.795Standard 112 (60.2) 122 (63.6)

Higher than standard 9 (4.9) 9 (4.6)

Tip projection

Lower than standard 69 (34.7) 62 (31.2)

0.594Standard 109 (54.8) 119 (59.8)

Higher than standard 21 (10.5) 18 (9)

aValues are expressed as No. (%).

group with the education level of high school diploma or
higher. Furthermore, to assess the effect of age, the partic-
ipants were categorized into 2 groups; the first group con-
sisted of people with less than 30 years old and the second
group included the ones with 30 years old or above.

After collecting the required data, the analyses were
performed using chi-square test with SPSS software version
20.

It should be mentioned that the study was approved
by the ethical committee of Hamadan University of Med-
ical Sciences and participants were assured that their data
were kept confidential.

4. Results

As explained previously, 400 common non-dentist peo-
ple, 200 males and 200 females, with the age range of 16 to
60 years participated in the current study. The mean age
of male participants was 30.98± 7 years, and the mean age

of female participants was 29.41 ± 6.77 years. The partic-
ipants were categorized into 2 groups based on their age
range; the first group consisted of people less than 30 years
old (45.25% of all participants), and the second group in-
cluded the ones with 30 years old and above (54.75% of
participants). Moreover, the participants were categorized
into 2 groups based on their education; the first group in-
cluded people with the education level lower than high
school diploma, and the second group included the ones
with high school diploma and above. The number of peo-
ple in each group is presented in Table 1.

Tables 2 and 3 present the most attractive nasal shapes
for males and females, accordingly; nasal shapes created
based on the standard values of all variables, i e, alar width,
tip shape, columella, and tip projection were the most at-
tractive ones for both males and females. Moreover, the
current study results indicated that the nasal shape with
higher than the standard dimensions were the least attrac-
tive ones and received the lowest scores from the partici-
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Table 5. The Association Between Education Level and Attractiveness of Various Nasal Shapesa

Variable Male Face P Value

State Education Level

Higher Than Diploma Lower Than Diploma

Alar width

Lower than standard 39 (55.7) 177 (54)

0.007Standard 22 (31.4) 138 (42.1)

Higher than standard 9 (12.9) 13 (3.9)

Tip shape

Lower than standard 29 (41.4) 81 (24.7)

0.000Standard 29 (41.4) 224 (68.3)

Higher than standard 12 (17.2) 22 (7)

Columella

Lower than standard 27 (38.6) 88 (26.8)

0.043Standard 35 (50) 216 (65.8)

Higher than standard 8 (11.4) 24 (7.4)

Tip projection

Lower than standard 15 (21.4) 66 (20.1)

0.549Standard 52 (74.3) 255 (77.7)

Higher than standard 3 (4.3) 7 (2.2)

Female Face

Alar width

Lower than standard 25 (35.7) 124 (37.8)

0.943Standard 42 (60) 191 (58.2)

Higher than standard 1 (1.4) 4 (1.2)

Tip shape

Lower than standard 22 (21.4) 79 (24.1)

0.322Standard 45 (64.3) 236 (72)

Higher than standard 2 (2.9) 5 (1.9)

Columella

Lower than standard 28 (40) 98 (29.9)

0.203Standard 36 (51.4) 198 (60.1)

Higher than standard 2 (2.8) 16 (4.)

Tip projection

Lower than standard 34 (48.6) 97 (29.6)

0.009Standard 31 (44.3) 197 (60)

Higher than standard 5 (7.1) 34 (10.4)

aValues are expressed as No. (%).

pants.

As already explained, the current study mainly aimed
at assessing the association between gender and the per-
ceived attractiveness toward nasal shapes. The results of
this section are presented in Table 4. According to this Ta-
ble there was no significant association between gender
and attractiveness of nasal shapes in any of the variables
both in males and females (P > 0.05).

Furthermore, the association between the education
level of participants and the perceived attractiveness of
nasal shapes are presented in Table 5. As indicated in this
Table, the associations between the education level and at-
tractiveness of nasal shapes created by changing such vari-
ables as alar width in males, tip shape in males, columella
in males, and tip projection in females were significant (P
< 0.05).

Table 6 presents the association between age and the
perceived attractiveness of various nasal shapes. Accord-
ing to the statistical analyses performed in this section of

the study, there were no significant associations between
age and the perceived attractiveness of the nasal shapes
created by changing the variables (P > 0.05).

5. Discussion

The prevalence of humped nose is high among Irani-
ans; hence, they have a high tendency toward rhinoplasty
to seek a more attractive and beautiful face. Beauty is an
abstract concept and different people perceived it differ-
ently. The current study aimed at assessing the association
between attractiveness of various nose shapes and factors
such as age, gender, and education level.

The results of the current study demonstrated that
the most attractive nose shapes had standard dimensions;
whereas, the least attractive ones were those with dimen-
sions higher than the standard values. The current study
results were in line with those of Naini et al. (12, 13), as
they reported the average nasolabial angle was the most

Avicenna J Dent Res. 2017; 9(4):e60362. 5

http://avicennajdr.com


Heidari A et al.

Table 6. The Association Between Education and Attractiveness of Various Nasal Shapesa

Variable Male Face P Value

State Age

Less Than 30 Years Above 30 Years

Alar width

Lower than standard 99 (55.3) 117 (53.4)

0.922Standard 70 (39.1) 90 (41.1)

Higher than standard 10 (5.6) 12 (5.6)

Tip shape

Lower than standard 46 (25.7) 63 (29.4)

0.373Standard 115 (64.2) 137 (64)

Higher than standard 18 (10.1) 14 (6.6)

Columella

Lower than standard 42 (25.2) 63 (31.2)

0.287Standard 112 (67) 129 (63.9)

Higher than standard 13 (7.8) 10 (4.9)

Tip projection

Lower than standard 35 (19.5) 46 (21)

0.602Standard 138 (77.1) 169 (77.2)

Higher than standard 6 (3.4) 4 (1.8)

Female Face

Alar width

Lower than standard 68 (37.8) 81 (39.1)

0.915Standard 110 (61.1) 123 (59.4)

Higher than standard 2 (1.1) 3 (1.5)

Tip shape

Lower than standard 43 (25) 58 (26.7)

0.923Standard 126 (81.6) 155 (71.4)

Higher than standard 3 (1.7) 4 (1.9)

Columella

Lower than standard 63 (37.1) 63 (30.3)

0.913Standard 101 (59.4) 133 (63.9)

Higher than standard 6 (3.5) 12 (5.8)

Tip projection

Lower than standard 59 (32.8) 72 (33)

0.992Standard 103 (57.2) 125 (57.3)

Higher than standard 18 (10) 21 (9.7)

aValues are expressed as No. (%).

attractive one, and the level of attractiveness decreased as
the angle increased. The current study results were also
in agreement with those of McArdle et al. (14); they found
that the least attractive nose shapes were the ones with an
increased nose projection. The current study results were
also consistent with those of Valentine et al. (15), as they re-
ported attractive nose shapes were the ones with average
dimensions. In total, results of the current study were in
line with the averageness hypothesis, suggesting that Ira-
nian people were more attracted to the average shape of
nose.

The associations between gender of participants and
attractiveness of alar width, tip shape, columella, and tip
projection in both males and females were not significant.
It was emphasized by several studies that the relationship
between gender and perceived facial attractiveness was
not significant (16-18); whereas, some studies found a sig-
nificant relationship between the 2 variables (19-21). There
is a need for further studies considering the effect of racial

and geographical factors.

The current study found a significant relationship be-
tween education level and nose shape attractiveness. Many
studies demonstrated a significant relationship between
education level and perceived facial attractiveness (19, 22,
23).

The results of the current study also indicated no
significant relationship between age and perceived nasal
shape attractiveness. Most previous studies also found no
significant relationship between age and perceived facial
attractiveness (22, 24, 25).

5.1. Conclusion

In conclusion, Iranian people preferred the average
and standard nose. Age and gender had no effect on the
perceived nose attractiveness, while the effect of education
level was significant.
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