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Abstract

In order to explore the effect of face stereotype in college students’ moral judgment, 153 college
students were selected as subjects in this study. The IAT and the “Moral Judgment Attitude Ques-
tionnaire” were used as measurements. This study made a preliminary analysis of the moral
judgment from implicit and explicit aspects. Results found that: 1) There are implicit face stereo-
types effects existing in college students’ moral judgment. But there are no significant effects of
explicit performance. 2) The results proved that “beauty is good”, but “ugly is not necessarily evil”.
3) There are gender differences in face preference in college students’ moral judgment, and it
shows a sex preference that women are more Kindly than men and men believe that the possibility
of positive behavior in the opposite sex is significantly higher than that in women.

Keywords

College Students, Moral Judgment, Face Stereotype

RFHEEEFEPRY
HFLZIAR B

Kaps!, ;&L AR

PR RSO O R E T A0, R
PRERFHE SR, TE R
Email: zxtsg1023@qqg.com

Wk H . 20184F4H9H; FHHEM: 20184F4H19H; KA HM: 20184F4H26H

CES| R, B, SOEET(2018). KA ATEAE AW b T FLZIAR RS, 0 B/, 8(4), 556-562.
DOI: 10.12677/ap.2018.84066


http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2018.84066
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2018.84066
http://www.hanspub.org

g %

R

IRV R AR AW I FLAIAR L, ABFFIEI 15348 REAES 55, KA W ERBAENK (AT)
A CEABAWAS B IR & 28 205 M P B RIS B35 A A B BB A WOR DL AT T R 2, SR KB
1) REZAELEFATEEA W AL P B M E AL ZRERL, BN BAT ARIFH AR 2) KB “KEE”,
B “HA—ER” . 3) REABEANHMEAMEFRARFEENER, RERINREZEIALHE
& RAS AR R ERBAT AR T Re M & & T MU R R AEBRIRAT IR Retk.

Xiia
R, BAEHINT, ILRIAR RN

Copyright © 2018 by authors and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 518

L 51 71 (facial attractiveness) 2 [ 4L %0 5 49k i 25 L 50 N 2%, "B A2 38 B AR AP T LT3 & 1) —
Tl RRURR i 0 FR) 155 4 R 6 I R A At N 7 A 33 R B O AR FE (Rhodles, 2006), &0 8 555 — ENRUR R, 7ERIR,
KL BAB DL oAt A S50 4 P R BE AR 10 4235 (Johnston, 2006; Desrumaux, Bosscher, & Leoni, 2009;
FRIG, WEIG K, 2015 fRMEMH, AFJE. 2016). [HIEB-F- Y51k (averageness). XfFR M (symmetry) HiH: I =2
P (sexual dimorphism) 50 (i AL 51 /71 £ 22K 3 (Langlois et al., 1990; Russell, 2003: L4k, fi55E,
it 2007)s THIFRRAEAA . R A HER DU AN B R € AE — 5 B2 B2 b5 e 3 A A T FLIR 51 0 R PPAR
(Cunningham et al., 1995; Fink, Grammer, & Thornhill, 2001; 2=, F&40, 2010).

TG A T2 N SRAEAL 2 ARV R S DO R G S, @ BATA A E R IR — € A1 5 R i
AT BRI 2 P AT 0 B B U B3R5 (Moll, Zahn, de Oliveira-Souza, Krueger, & Grafman, 2005). {ERT 5t i
TEFNWT I S R 2R, AORBLGE . HEE A 5 EMAIW TS Te . HEEANE, ERER
(1) 5 55 4040 S AE R B B AR W, AL S it S 5 H o, X2 A2 B2 (Dention & Krebs, 1990; Rybash,
Roddin, & Lonky, 1981; Valdesolo & Desteno, 2006; 5 i, K7, 2012; AL, &XRME, 2013; Z/)h
Bns 4L, 2014; TFmod, FIAH, REL, 2007).

SXof At N A Bl (10 VT )2 S BT A A P A it SO 95 (1) B L 4, FL AR 9 22 B o TR IR PR R
Nk ) S THFL 51 ) Z B9G22, AN 1 T4 ) B v T FLI 51 7 18] & (Dion et al., 1972). b4, KZ %
W LA /N A E TR R, AR K2R R N i E A 2 o (AR /N2 A b T IE A
AN RSB B, S INAIBE ) HE R e A Ok, RAMEAT . ROULHE T FLTE A KT, R 0 75 2 4 Je
FON BB REAE LBEENTEE . EARMER K EES R, MR SRR RIS WL ? X0
T WS IRE /2 MR 2 10 AR He R G EAEIPE R 2 R AE NS N e i eAA, eI 78 219
HERRISE R ? XEHERIRER . AT AL G B NAMECEIR, L2 T RFARE, BB
AR TEAE A W b TR LIRS, DAY g T A iy S T LI 51 0 B AR ST S SR AT i ) e e A S, NS
H XA T FR A AT PAS 2 ) UL AE
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2. ARA*
2.1, #it

AHF AL B T B AN E SUSE IR PR 4, TSEER . JEHL 30 L ANRME, B K, S 5imiEE FE
PEAT N, IR SkEeH, 163 ZARMVE, BYET79 4, Lt 74 &, DHIRGKR 55 4, DUK 98 4 F#%(20.13
+ 1.25)%, ZH5NRMINLIGEMEAKES . ARG HRIRE R, BA—EMitENERIER), %
56 58 WU YT 3R1G — 5 2 il .

2.2. KIS MR

2.2.1. NRREEHIEES

DAY 553 T8 10 T AT 55 o ) SIS A R AL T L B R AR AT . T AL R S S e X 28 T S 4E AR HEIE
PERR . TRSEEOXT 75 K& IR 34T 5 SVPE, PRarBker, Mgl Jokker . IR SN ETH e L A IR
AR AN, B FAE IR R R R B T T S8 — B DA, kIR A% gt — 311 x 411 15 5.
A5 20 TR AE SRR, Foh B gl S BRI A R 5] 4R L AR
50 5 kB A . H AT AR BOR F SCRR B BRI SR ORI i, MAE S A E, BbIERE, FRpEskE
T = AN P R B CFF e P PEAT N IR T I 25 ) o 1 2 R b AR TR 47, 38 SPSS19.0
ST AHEAT IR T, B 23k U R i 1 16 AN To 5 2 23 B b AT 4 g PR a3 72 ) T AT 55 oh
AT ikl
2.2.2. SpRIEEFIEES

AMEIEFE RIS R R RS S5 TR (012) WS 45, JERIESLPRIG BT SR T CE flE )
Wi B A ) o JE 10 &, KA 4 miitsr, 1 RRA—E, 4 R —8 $INE A BRI F i)
By R RSN P 4y o o 1. 4. 5. 8. 9 AN, 2. 3. 6. 7. 10 RN, FH4S
M BOFRIR T S, B TAMRA, R T . EidfEd, SEhrRkisin 4 153 4, U
o] jb] % 153 {1, 2% 100%, WEE—FME(EE N 0.71.

2.2.3. LW

IR 2 (FE AL AR x 2 (ki) x 2 (TS F1: @ fK) x 2 (fr2RE:
Wes AR R A IR LIRS R AR, AR BRI A 3 N R AR B AT A
FRIAREE 226 DL R A 30K Al BT 114 S5z 2T
2.3. XWEF

PR BEFR ENE G, REAZ], AR5 AL R TR A H, a4 E
KR L TEBAT N R TRVEREFE o« 75 S50 AR Hh 25k R I — Tk AR 0 — AN IR B s AT
Fif), SRE R A 2 AATE R S A TR AT NIV AR AT 7 R0, 1 ARERIEEA
AlRE, 7 AREIEF A TR,

ARSI FE A% E-prime FRAFREAT, AR T K 2 KA x 16 1@ 5t x 2 BTk, 4t
64 MR, WKL) 20 738P . $AR T EAEAOR RIS AR T R A R B OB, TR B SN R
BT MBERTE BT L LSRR S, S CEEABSERE NS .

3. HRENH
3.1, #R P E A DK EFRRGERIT R R M
B et [ SN MO AT R A R T, AT N R AN B2, F (1,151) = 8.05, p<0.01,
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n?=0.05. iR HIB 32 N A S 2R T ARAT 0 S R B B 32 N A e AR RRARAT 1 S 7 3K 33 28 A 3R
FEXF =AW b “TER” ARZem o E, TEBERKMN A TaE, Wk 1.

FNAERIFAT R 2 (A AEAE S HAE S, F(1,151) = 10.68, p < 0.01, n? = 0.07. fajEARLRIK I &
B, BRI M R A T AR AT A ) S SEIS LY B 55 e R AR RRRRAT R I S BT BE A, R B At 5 M
TR BRI S AR LR 51 AT R (e AE eSS BAR A, F(1,151) =5.25, p<0.05, n°=0.03.
] R MR B R I, W IR TR 5| 77 32 N R A T ARAT D9 1 S LR EE S BTG IR 51 70 32 N A R AE AR AR AT
TR, X5 Z TR TR WEAE, R 51 775 T AR PR AR IR 4 i s e TR
K.

3.2. WRFMEAN AR ERRIERITHEHER

TR TINAT AR B2 AT B I & 7 22 0 i L, TR 51 7 80883, F (1,151) = 17.93,
p<0.001, n°=0.11, BTN EHNEF, F(1,151) =18.62, p<0.001, n*=0.11. EAAMERE
M3, F(1,151)=17.00, p<0.001, n*=0.10, W# 2.

FANAER SHEFLR G 122 EAER B3, F(1,151) = 11.88, p <0.01, 1?2 =0.07. fA] &Rk &
Palxt BRG] ) = N ARIVES U B AR 51 = N AR R EANAERI ST B2 WAL
VEFI 5.3, F(1,151) = 49.47, p<0.001, 1> =0.25, AN R, BRI N LrE R A BRAT NI
HLCRATEAT IR B s, AFEE LM v R IR G . AL S| 1 547 R B 2 A8 AR
3%, F(1,151) =47.31, p<0.001, n° =024, iR AI, Bl N E] Jf 3 N AR AR
AT HIIREZR L =R 5] JI FE N A RAETERAT AR B, LT “3RI8 7 MTFLmLE .

FNAER AT NSRRI RAE 5 2 1832 HAF 2%, F(1,150) =5.41, p<0.05, 1> =0.04, 3%
IR, B R AERRAT NI AT REYE(M swme = 4.65, SD = 0.72)&. 3 & T LI A FRPE R4
FRAT R AT BEME(M wwmp = 4.65, SD =0.75); FANAPER. AL G| J AT AR B 2 (052 BAEFH B3,
F(1,150) = 39.14, p <0.001, n*=0.21. A5 KB, Bkl ARG 77 0 HeR BRAT M (AT g
(M wmmn = 4.65, SD = 0.79) ELARI 51 30 Lo Al B ARMRAT NI A BEPE(M wiemme = 4.08, SD = 0.82)F K.

3.3. ShEEEFIEESRIROT

XF I B HAE AT RO R, A5 R TE M SR BRI LSRR, B I N
R =T AN . XU AR e AN R B A AR 55 I NMATEA YO AL ] ) 5 T8 T T
ELARMICR, AR N BEAT B A W, S A A S A, WK 3.

Table 1. Descriptive statistical table of reaction time (M + SD)

= 1. REFTRER MG TTRM £ SD)

Bk k)
5 “

L 3691.23 + 1247.46 3688.66 + 1379.31

FENAER]
% 3271.92 +1306.04 3616.99 + 1332.94
[ 3741.60 +1330.20 3639.94 +1397.18

THALIE] 71
& 3671.55+1211.94 3665.71 + 1343.22
AL 3635.47 + 1245.52 3536.48 + 1148.51

(PR

TH % 3777.68 + 1297.09 3769.17 + 1590.42
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Table 2. Descriptive statistical table of probability (M + SD)
= 2. WENEARMSITRM + SD)

1 )
5 &

5 4.17 +0.39 4.12 +0.47

FENAER
& 4,02 +0.42 4.03+0.43
= 4.15+0.42 4.17 +0.47

T FLIR 51 71
ik 4.05 +0.44 3.98 +0.45
AR 4.24 +0.56 4.28 +0.65

1T

R 3.95+0.62 3.88+0.68

Table 3. Analysis of the difference between the appearance group and the quality group

= 3. SMREFIRRANE R A

SR e 7
JENEN 6 (3.9%) 147 (96.1%) 129.94%***
B4 3 (3.8%) 76 (96.2%) 67.46%**
uH 3 (4%) 71 (96%) 62.49%**

#: ™p <0.001.
4. g
4.1 REEXEEFIEPEFERREILIREE, BMBITHRAFHTARE

FFER I, R AR TE A W o A7 N B B T LRI RN, X5 22 BT RO RIE 2 285 3R — 3 (Dion, Berscheid, &
Walster, 1972; 4%, 2015). HAMNRAT ARIIEAE, AN B SRR Y6l TE R 5 B
RRE RO PTG, R AN — Yo X R 5 4 SR B T A B e ) T L ARSI R . AR H R
tha g, AV SMRAE — N NS ERHER L A E S BT RIESE, 2L RN E. 4
A7 ERBRISAEZIG, WM 82304 5 2 B TTareh, B M 5 m g i) B 4E e ekt AT B 1
FI W o

58 NI A P B AN S0 2 AN — S80n] DL SE AR A XU o AR B IR AR RS, 1B I\ e A WA
MNTRS, —ARBENT, BRI T, — BB, &SR RE A, (82 mxt
T UE AR A R, R AP, WA SN L T AR R R, 23 S, M
T3 BCMARLE BEAT Y SR A S 38 4 1 WA 55 I LR BRI AR RO AN — B B4 (Rhodes, 2006 6§ RE, 2k
3, 2009),

W R 7 3R RI3E, RIT AL 5] 18w M AMETE 2 G N R AR AR RAT AR v RetE s i, (G T “H
B ARt TARIRIEE 1S, S S RSB 45 SR 3R AR I IR 51 0 32 N A R AR T AT A BE A e
K51 71 E N RKAEFRAT T I A1, e h) i Ud AE N Ba T8 B A7 55, 0l E A T4 b I
VR G| 1 STERAT BRI, M 5 BRI R, X 52 ATt g RAE (s, 2015; ¢
%, 2012),
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W51 3 P W R A AR AR A O N SR R AT (A S0 A P& BB IO 5 R FEAS R B 2R3 50
RS T AEEAF AWM, KR 2SI (KRR, 2008). B NKRKIEER S iRt &
HIAAF A IR, AN B A 5 A S BUIRAR UL BC R FI W bn vt . BRI AR AR, {5 R A
TR R ESRL, Eeteh R T BONER P KRBT EAE S, ERAAE
VERIREAR, FEXTEEAT Ay EAT FIKTIN ,  SE 5 se AR AR EN G, AT A S8 FEAE P 0 T

4.3, REHBEEFIHFEANRMNEERINER

BEAk, A T A AR A 9 LM A AR AR AT D9 O T REE 28 v TR AR AT R FT RE P, LT
LM ONE RPER ML, X522 /0 IR Es R — (s %, 2015). XERITEGIAH R, LIEE
BEHPONNIRSE, B R, WITEESME A 2Ty, AL 1SR AR A 4 o B NER AT FE 45
SRR YA AN _E RS BONE R, 75 B R M A &, X5 2 BT A R J G 4%
2015). [FIR A DA S 55 AR L T MR RS Pl R I TRV G, 3K — s A8 BUJR (R T A ik — 2R . B0
MR BEAT B T B, ARV TR R SRR ARAT 9 T ek B2 v T VRN R R A AR AR AT D9
RETE. MEEL OB MERE, R, SUEAR” 2B, RARSFEEML, FiEZmE
B o ER VT o RIS 30 B DR 2 A 3 A W v i L 2 AR RS A A ) 2

5 IMNEERE

ol RHULK —F SR A OB AT U B, NATIE AR TP AN AT Bk AL 205 30
FERZWFEINS LT, ZORCATE BN RERIT AR R, BEE AR 2R R R,
WA T EA T AR RIBT FOEAN BB . (H A S TE 78 AN T FLZIARCRSE OB ST AT IR B AD, IFARTB IR
— BT E, SZg . AR BORAAM R, R b 7R TAL, EARKRKE
FOH TR SEIR AT BHE M B Eh AT L. RN IERT LI KRBT, e, Wolk,  GSHIR AL A5 JT TR
TEAEIWT R T LN, XSRS A R A BT 2. RGN T T R R S
BRI A B AL 2 A

SE 3k

4k (2008). EAMNE RAMRR S It RIS JREE. 7 T 5 FR(#-FHK), 26(4), 30-35.
H647(2012). EHEHAB T HIETTLZVBRACN. W HA0 5L, B AT BRI K2

250, WRE1(2010). THIALW G| IR BIEUS ATNE. O ZERISZ0ERE, 18(3), 472-479.
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