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Abstract

Sexual objectification usually refers to the loss of women’s intrinsic properties and their reduction
to objects for the use or pleasure of others. At the same time, sexual objectification can have nega-
tive physical and psychological consequences for women that cannot be ignored. Previous re-
search has identified the salience of sexualised body parts as a key factor influencing the objecti-
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fication of the female body, while other related cognitive factors have been less explored. The
purpose of this study is to explore the impact of facial attention on female sexual objectification.
We recruited 34 undergraduates to participate in the experiment by using a mixed experimental
design of 2 (position: upright, inverted) *2 (gender: male, female) *2 (pixelized level: no, face).
Participants were asked to recognize 96 sexy female images randomly presented, including two
groups: upright and inverted. In each group, half of the faces were pixelized and half of the faces
were unprocessed. The results showed that compared with the female targets without facial
processing, the recognition of the female targets with facial processing had a more obvious inver-
sion effect. It suggested that the recognition of upright targets was better than that of inverted
targets. While for the control group without facial processing, there was no significant difference
in the recognition of upright and inverted targets. In addition, the gender of the subjects had no
effect on sexual objectification. In conclusion, by reducing the attention to the face, people can
make more non-objectification of the female body (i.e. inversion effect).
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1. 5|15

PR ARG IE 2R LR B NTE BT, Yo B A\ A B Al N % AR S (Bartky, 1990). JS
IRZEHEAATHRZEIRB], (RGBT IS AT AT, ©FRERIENGRA A HAS A
LRGN A PRI R . TEMER AL R, Lo b 5B M SR 25 5 o s i — T, B
BRI G o T B AR 2 e ) A RO B A SR 1) 7T S T WU A 25 A0 . DA (ORI 8 R 300 e e J
AL P ik 25 1 A2 R AL M B A AT 2 AR AL ) SC B R R (Bernard et al., 2015), 1% HAth AR DG A 0 R 22 48
W (Bernard et al., 2019)0 A S 3 BB THIH VR R T~ 2o Mt 1t 2 AL R S MR 3R AT 4R

2. MEkEER
2.1 MEEHLIER

Bartky (1990)¥- PR AR IE SUN: B — N AR ECY BB B R . SRSk Ay, DAY 2 Fofth A
TR . MO S, MRk 2T —UINTES T, i S A RO AR R A S i — A
1B, BP9 2 A N T SR B A -

FET MR AR S (Bartky, 1990), Fredrickson £l Roberts (1997)#& H i 441k 2 i (objectification
theory), SATTIN AT A HIAE S IREE RN SCAR SR DG 2ot B AR AT 70 2 R A B /R, XA K AT 2ot &
TR Z IS, OBV, B4 ST IR AR . EXEERIAE A, —FR s = AR
SV A2, R EXFIER R T NS T B Sk, aREMARL
(self-objectification). W fi17%5 [E T £ ()2 “FAE L 2REAFE?7 AR “FKEEMAT4? 7 “BREBESEEARE? 7,
EXFERIMEEMALZ T, LESIMTREREE R Sk, RISk (body surveillance). MCrEE
FWAERE, HIRE B IRV S i M 2 0] R 2 Lo e = AR VAR R PO AARSS: , 33E TT RT R S R A
OIRGIE, il 1.
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Figure 1. Objectification theory model (Moradi & Huang, 2008)
1 B ER

22. EEHMR

MANENC A I f SRR, et O R AR B, g 3 IR Wt e WA E 0k i A NPk A7\ e
FORIL, BN NARECR YR T IR B I P00 TS R AR I R AR (Yin, 1969). HAAKE, ¥k
WU AT R BN R 7 SR ZER A I N T, R AR 5020 (R R 08 AN e R = AR 5ol s A AR 3 F
REUN AN 77 S B AN T, %77 2 A I R AR 253504 < (R A R OG &R o T B AL AN T
— AN B B FR bR R BN, AR A IE SR8 B H bR RO L E ST ) B AR N K R
SRR 22 57 95 A 2 BLAE A3 M n T fE v

Bernard 25(2012) ¥ P B ARAS5 (5) B RUSARLE &, DL AR AP ER 55 P Rk J e SR 8 E A ik AT
WEIC, HEMHEH T MRS AR BN o A IR I P R At B AR IR B R R, B
USRI, X PR R A e T30, iR B e Mol 7 BRI B TFE R 106
PRI TS PR R A T A A T BB N, X T B R I R R AN L 2, R S AT AR A A
NN EAR . EJR SR, Bernard %5(2015) M & BRI P B AR P I, (i 358, BB ) 11 S
EPERI I B AR A AE B R AR T T R R M Sk, S M R AR . X 5 RT T
FEEWAAH—8: NTEE LM S d, R RUNAATT G B AR VRIS, 17 B A 1 B A 1 S5t 35 ) 2 5
i of 22 P B A HEAT 3 BT N T FR G B R 5 (Gervaiis et al., 2012). T RFFR I, 1518 208 A8 40 7T LLIE Ay
TER AT 5 N T —Fids jti(Civile et al., 2019).

TEME 2 AAAL B B R B S0 5 TR, 015 75 25 (2013) AER A 9 25 (2015) 41 %6F [ TR A4 Ak 0 2 P o0 3L
R sz J FAURIEAT 7 gs, W 1o BRubz A, SOt 7o B s SR i AR IR S R %
RAMPEAMA K ST IEAT —BeRE R R MMk, wiRihsrd 8 cks 77 DL RE8 4 RFiX B
KA MR A ORISR A B CRTAA I P TE ST, 2 S22 AR 1) AR V8 1 = P (TR L,
i, 2018). RAEFHIAFISAE RS, WBIFIGTER E ORISR, XA I Lot b TP A 3 5 0
P AR 58 A AR RIT B, TR 25 73RS — B B IR SR % 8 R M T B EAL . 0
A E SRR, Gervais 45 A (2020)4& H T &AL 41 2 B E AL (SIMO), BT LA SRERfR AT A e f
I 2 AR VT AR 25 A1 DL R M 2 T B O

2.3. IR

BAE, RTMRRAHPT RS AR, MERCEE 7 —SdEw A M ERT R, HEEHR
(W FUR 2 S X U 7 SO SR P R AL BL G AT IR, BT i E R R, KA ER
M E A T L aiie, MR AR R E AT ST EPAEAT IR . BhAh, 2 Bt SRR R T B A AL R A
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R BATIRIL, HHR TR EE BN RAEENEA L, RIIEAFIE V2 1) 38 75 247
— IR

F4k, KT Bernard Z(2015) [T, HAFAE—SLaR AR I ). o, JRSERCSR A T ke i
BATHEE, HHSH5 AN, B ERERR R [ A R0 DA AR AR TR Fox s o g5 g .
W BTHEBISR—FEIRMEE, RS RIS, RSB RIEBERAL, HA B
H A T2 I ) T R A A A S B, (B A IR R R S O s e g R . 2
BRI, Tk SR KB 415 B 2R (Minnebusch & Daum, 2009), kA7 B %t B4 B %505
I G E E (Yovel et al., 2010). T HHT A KA ZBLEAF TR T S A4 5) B RN B T By 1A 56 4
TEZs, 5 N170 AH2C, T T 50 30 B A0S Bk T 56 B A [T 34 J2 25 (Soria Bauser & Suchan, 2018). #X1fi,
WA — L S FH S TSR 7RI R E I BRI 7, BN R 3D AR AR A
F i AE T AR AR A B SRR o 45 SRR BT 18 2 5 2 () J A A2 T Sk R T RSB AA, BT
R BN (Tao et al., 2014). BT HEEARMWE G L EAEYA NTTEAT A, B 5 — R AR5
FAEAA . I ATEX Rk R R, AT TR (0 961 X A A i 2 & 45 mT Lhdid sk />
NATTHE T8 PR R 2 D3 Al JEL St P S L (R A A PR T, TG 5o e P (R P 2 A AR 2 T I b T
PRA NS B 700 1 4 PR A1) 25 57 2 X SRl A 0T 90 3 A B0 0 AN SO0 A W 1 i

T UL, ABFFIRE B AZ: 1) EARRMLEAT T, ki EZRAE8E. 2) BHirgis
BERWKFRIZEAEH R, BRI T REMEG Z MO, A& mEsg =L
ARFR AR Lok B AR AR 5 2 B SR S (R B AR, BT BT L ARAIR B TR B H RS RS T
X ARG 2 AKX A SR UE, AT B SZ AN B H AR R 5 %A B3 2 57

3. ARG
3.1, #it

B ONBENLIA S 37 AR A4, BBR 3 M ERR)E, 047 34 Ak, Gdh 22 kbl &
12 2 550k PORXEFERAE 18 B 23 W 2 i), “FYJ4FEEE )y 20.2 (SD =1.99)% 5 il B Af e, 778 IEAL
JIIEH, WCRTARZ IS RS . SHIRAE WS, Bl T AR =AY .

3.2. SERRM R R AR

321 EFKER

BT SE AT I A 2 BEER A AT A S A E MR R, sl g m et seae i sem, PR EE L
R A5 g 24 SkmiE R A . BT BRI R B2 25 B A AER TN ok, 35 55 B8R SRR
SAHINAR, WATEAT T, IR “TFm” %3 &5, FIF photoshop K Ji 46 B 1 5 85 3 i I 1
5t BT R RGERRHELL (240 x 360 15 3R), B EaE s Hik, ASEIU H AR I E AT
B\, BEFUEIERT AN TS, RIXE H AR ot TR EAT 18 R A b B (Bernard et al., 2015). 8 AL AR
L850, e — P R KR XA A 540 I3 A 1 RO 1 G A BT B o I L TR AL
B TCIEIT, AN FLAE R 2 PR AT VU B 2 Hh o FL B e i s Befa, AR 5] Juxt
SEIG HISOM, SEEGET AN T IERSEIR 1 43 4R (21 Btk 22 BB THAERSN 215 (SD = 1.44),
M7 HERA 2RI, 7+ AR 7)K% BRG] AT VR 5 o SR B S I 7 2 5 b 3
g, 45 BRI ME(M = 4.63, SD= 1.16) F1 & PE(M = 4.33, SD = 0.79) WK 5| 1iE 0% E &%, F (1, 42)
=0.551, p=0.91. 1EASLLEA AR L 2,
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Figure 2. Examples of experimental materials

B 2. scaameiErE

3.2.2. LG/
T A SRR Y PP 225 E-Prime 3.0 (UHUIG RigfT, HEIRES KN 16 ~F, 9%y 1024 x 768.

3.3 SCWIERF

ARSI AR LIS B AT ol BIA SRR, ElERERERERUGR T B BEL RE
E HARAE UK IR AT T . olER S, B T 4R 215

“HATR SRR — RV R E5E, IREE B L PRI T, dhofs DL ST B B 5
WL 25, KA BIPISKIE A . LSRR 558 — IR S BUROAY — (1) 55— kI 2 IR AR
MR (HHR) . W RIERRIIR T AL A M, W% P RIERR R Ao, W% 3.

Bekse e aa, BT, R0 VIR AEIE ML, 3t 4 KR, RS m iR
296 kKR, BAEARIESY, FIREE, TRIES, TREEUMKF. 2585 Reed 4 AN %,
KM EoR 250 2RV AR 1 B IERDE . RN G, BRI IKIE R, IR B B SR
WIFE SR B B R B BRI BT B G2 H AR A (072 4 88 (Reed et al., 2006). 1L AR IE
BRI SR (B R R R A R A R R SO o SEER AR B AN 1] 3 o i WAt AT
PO 55 B FERAE O AR HLERIE R AL AT VTR K o

KRB
(500ms)

Hiz 23
(250ms)

HBE
(1s)

R BL B
(FEFERIR A 1 = BE)

Figure 3. Experimental process
B 3. LiiRizE
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3.4. BB

PAFHEAL )G, RHA] SPSS22.0 At AT MR i it Ti Z A HraF it 2B . Horh, #ak Az
BN HAREHOESL, FE)PURBERAKTOE, k), #alEAR gt (g, &), FEREAPE
FEA BRI Fr 0 IE A AT SR o

4. ARGR
4.1. IETAZHR
Fof B Lo Wl i AN B AL FE KT 1 H AR o B A R AR IR R BT TR ST, G5 R I 1 AR

Table 1. Accuracy rates of subjects’ identification of target female images

% 1. Baiidz BiFi i E ARSI E #EE(%)

} KA (M + SD) MFBALIE(M + SD)
M A n :
ST & 1EST (R
B AR 12 90.97 +5.28 89.58 + 4.54 89.93 +6.01 81.59 + 6.75
Lo 22 91.28 + 6.39 90.44 + 6.45 88.84 +9.98 82.35+10.71

M 1 T B S BORARHE ZE SR 6 bR Lo P IR THD S0 4745 25 A A ZE e S X 3 P R ) e =
AT R R RTE A R AL ERACE IR L M BRI L, IRIE A N R =S B AR LA (R, B
B RNKFCL, W), Pk s il (5, L), Sl s B M IEfRE T EE
METT 20 SRR, BEMKTFIERNEE, F(,32)=12.73, p<0.05, 4*=0.285, RI#axtk
T EBAC B B bR 2o M R B R A T A TR AL B ) HAn . HAR R B ERNRE F(1, 32)=
14.03, p<0.05, 5*=0.305. HARMERFRHMAEE, p=0.909, BT A1 Lot AR IE R AL B %
ZS, Hrh, HAERAAMG KT B B3 F(L, 32) =10.50, p<0.05, 5?=0.247. 4L
RLAHTRI AN, FEXTRACER () H AR L MESEAT RN, a0 SR IR 28 AN 2 52 B 345 (IR S Bl 5] ) s,
BPAR =R B BN AR 28 i o H AR VAT TR B AGAC BR S, e a0t 10 37 By g 1R 2 3 A T %
518 B e, BRIP4 TEE RN, R\ Hhs ot T TEZ MM L. 25584055 2 B,

Table 2. Differences in accuracy rates under different conditions
= 2. TEIEBEH THINIRA BRZENER ISR

B ¥l =
st 0l0) (1) P
A AL TR 1EaT BE 0.020 0.171
[HIFR AL 2 1EST B8 0.081" 0.000
4.2. RRIRY

Xt 55 AR A [F AR B KT (4 F AR Lo R IR0 K B B AT SR PR Ge vh i, SRR 3 B
M7 3 WAL AN R AR B KT ) B FR 2 IR (04 S R B SEAFAE AN Rl DRI Bl AE AR [ Ak
HCE TR BRSSO, AR A A R R H AR (RS, BIE) MR RMKT (T, 1HHE), #s
2 AR A (5, &), AR FHA BARE R B IEF R BT BT 2 0. 85 RRY], BRI
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AKFERON B35, F(1,32)=6.97, p<0.05, #7=0.179, BIixs AL m s ab 3 1Y B bx o MR ) 2 B %
PRFXF G T AL BR ) H bs et AAREIA TR B2 F(L, 32) = 1.797, p<0.05, »*=0.063. #ikit5]
FRMAEZE, p=0.96, EJHEMHEFM LR R RN AFEEREZR. Hi, RRREGREBAGRK
PR EAEAEE p <005, 57 =0.053. il RN T AT AL, A APk rE R E ST H AR otk ER
i, AR EAA RS R H S N, B T E AL R ) B s Lo HEAT IR B BT AL R B 1] S 3 2 T B AR Ak
R HAR AT IR . SR 4 BR .

Table 3. Response time of male and female subjects

= 3. BaHidxt Bir it B iR A E & B2 A (ms)

. KALFE(M £ SD) AL (M + SD)
R n

1EST HE 1EST BE
B 12 1208 + 323 1450 + 406 1341 + 416 1425 + 403
LR 22 1269 + 384 1387 + 433 1364 + 504 1421 + 435

Table 4. Differences in response time under different conditions
4. TRILEBEFH TR B ZENER TSR

e B xR B &

RF

“ 0O ) P
1EST ¥ THIH —145.853" 0.004
BE ¥ T3 -63.705 0.295

4.3. RERE SERERERT

N B EEAR I USEE FE 5 HERR AT 2 T 0] LRSI 45 R AR, /5 AT S N5 FE 5 HE R AR
ka6 ARIEHRAE I AT AR BE KT 1R S S IR L 73 g s S ML 4 LR AR S i 21, % 5.

Table 5. Accuracy rate of subjects in the high and low response time groups

= 5. BIEK AR EIERHE(%)

25,53 n IERZEM £ SD
T SN 2 17 89.89 + 4.56
A1 S LB 2 17 86.53 + 8.02

K HRSIFEA t K656 LR PR IE R e A R E E R, 49811, 32) =1.503, p=0.143, &k
7 e 2 A0 s B2 B AL TE A 2 2 (R R R AR B 22 5 o IX R W AN i i 4 s I e DA oy TEAff 2K,
B AT T R AR S B A S . 25 SR AN P 4 BT
4.4. SERINGE

ARG REN: %, PR IRS B AR hEr, 3 ER SN s S i 35 A8 2 Bt 2 R A 1 S A A
E T BT ESCAs , it A2 Ui To 18 2 T i 2 L My S M2 Ak Lotk %45 S 5 10 ABE oA — 2 (Bernard et al.,
2012; Bernard et al., 2015). Hk, BRIEIR BT H 515 AR T) B AR BRI, Lt R A=k
T 5B R m: PaHE B A AR SR BN KO IE S B R, R K IR HLIE R R
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Figure 4. Difference of accuracy rate between subjects in high response and low response time groups (Error line represents
standard deviation)

E 4. BREASER AR EMEER(REERTIVEE)
5. g

AW G DL B SREG,  B TE S AT 1 B L e (4 TR R AR R AR IR A R R . TRAKR
W, PR ERHARE, XE5UEMRRI—E, LM BN R R AT S, ek
NIFIPER BRI G o FEDNT 1745 (2015) R FH IR BN AT PEZ AR R T b, sl DL R H AR R (1 ) 22
ST AT IR B A 2 BRI AR AR TR M B AL AR AN RIS MR o SR M AR A B B T2 5 3
PR 5] 77 0] RS T Lo ARG SR IR, T Ak 2 LA U Al 6 A2 Lot R AT AR S R . B
24k, Civile & Obhi (2016)3< AU 5P RARAL BT FE U KB TSP Bt e, B3 a] oA v 5 St
NIATH AR BN 2. SR 5 1 5 Lo A I B ) S M T A T R i R 3 AN 2 7 A
180 B A S (HH B 2 Ak Tt A e 0 4 PR ) ) B 8 B AL R B A k) o AHEL 2,
AECAS 7 I 1) 55 Mk R0 o P JR 1 530 e R e e TR PR 1) 8 R B 1480 B 6% (At B A4 o 3%t 3 0
T RO E AL 2 NG A R FI MR, S HLX i B2 2R 52 BB 2 M B s . (H B Tt o
BN PR AT A, DR LE 90 5 SR A HE T P 1 8

KRS R AT R 5 AAHE B8 A3 RS2 A PR |, AT RSB Rt 2 & a4k, o
HA B VR AR . (HBEAE BRI AR IR LSRR SR FE I VB, 504 T 1) BB VTR GO i Hh B
BRI, WL 7 R 288k . A X PRI G TS )5 2 5 AR X Mt S i &40 ? i
KFLE M AAT IR AR S ZE e, GG AR, W E VN IR A BT 5 AR E I B 2k 30
HUE FIATIERIX A BRGE T H 8 A 05 v JF B 5 8 2RI, W SR U e SR SO X AN 2 P 1)
LA, IR TE % U I SE = S (E

SEIGEE RAR I, T OCTE 2 R BN Lo I BRI, T8I AT PRI T DG, SR RE
e A NATTRE Lo BT S D () 0 A P AR T, TR 5 e & AR AL . EE TR RN, A1HE kst
WAL B IRAME R 3 B A . (R, 380 Lot R 5 P AT VAl A 2 SR AE A AR [R], BRI e A e
T EARYE LA (IS Ve B AT VRS, 1 55 VR AR LA R B8 D 34T A o 1R R T X R
ZINENRIAAAE, Ve “HAEm” , M ERIE T 2 N AR B 2R 50N E .« itk
WIHARME— 2 FEE, BN DN FESEANME SR ENE, ARERHEZ TEZHNET.
XFRFEAL 2 S 22 T T RE 2 R LRI AR AT VA 80 43 B P A B 1 A 2 A T A 356t 2 MR A T 131
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T A ZAE ) AR SR O LS B R T, 58 20N, JCHR R e PR A R = A AN T T A 2
AT 8 I R A0 P 45 B RN I — R AR SR At 1 B HLEDUW IR o« VBT 7T 25 SRR WD Lo B A 1k SRk
P AL LA K T B ) S 2 AR FE T RE 22 2R — B IO HUE AT, Tk D2 Wi . SR, 7E#EMR. MRS, Al
Apdieh, BERACHZ FATHEOBOR, SRR R R IIER . Bk, I,
AL E SR H SR AE T 2 AL I DAL SR E AL S PSS . Bernard 2%(2015) AT
FMERN], PRI AR E RN AR B TR, AR RS A FL iR b g9 MBI R B, 2
TS5 H AN EAT YR 5, B NS s CAClF s BET55), b RENS IR X ik SR A kA 2 . [
Ub, RIS, ST BB E AN LE T S AR AL, TR R TR RIS (I, ]
Miksz, ey, HARREE)RAMEER, Taea B T dotk & i 4L

Brubzob, 53— N BRI A RO& AR Db 5 LU 7 BEBIANKEFR I o 1 T 445 (2017)%F Civile
& Obhi (2016) &5 HEAT 1 EERZ IREIIRTT o B BRYL, RIRFIE BB AR ARBIR RAOTER],  miA
et B LRI TERIPE 1RO ST TN T, TR R AL . R H 22— ML
HARR AR, i 70 P08 53 A LM A b B AR R AR R Y, b Re 8 RR B A B A LA R
RN, AT HA LR REAT BB R A M N T R BRI B R AME s A BRSSO
AT LRI A AERS B, BERS A L M REAIAT AN T AR OB M BEJII A th A i 2K L
NN AR AN 75 R B AR B TR o SRR 3 T I AN RS JE A A i e P 2 A R AT SR s
EX AR ARG g DV AT R A B8 5. IR ABE BN T el @itz —. iE—1 %
TSP ) B A AR AR TE, A AR V2 ot R RIE A RIME R S A OE, X
RER D L TR TR . M R B E R BT 2, B9t 2 ETRE, e R RS
TR AN WAEREETBUEIR I ERE UL SR 258 B S 0 J, R 0L AR A ot »

P, R RENEAE ARSI AR, EAEAEE AN — R 2R R
TR ARIE R FBET, SCRHEZZNN, #RR SO B B E 5 B F AN IEE 5. XA
AIF NFEHITERE, 1 HAT R AIMAELE SR JE A — BURUE PR R R

6. BlFISRE

B, AW R HEE] TSR A AL, RIRAIEM ok B AT S, AR B
PR T 57 e Ve B o XA — R RE S g2 1 AT AN R LB B AR P A A 1 22
SRR (VA5 N, 2017). Hik, RECHMARCENIEZAARL KRB BEATHRY, HEE 25 H T
WA R, AR AT RA S . I HAEX T Bernard 25 (2015) KIRIE AT, A FURN T H) R AR
N AL FE IR R 3R, AR 10 Lo AT 20 A A0 T A S e (8 DR 3 AN SR IR L F) S5 2 AR
A R BT AR RS RE RV o GRS IR T IR (B BN IR LR T FEARM) 4, B SKS T FLAT B A (s 5
PRI T X A SEAFAE AR, B ARV IR A e 8 X I8N E B AR [P AR X AT AMU SCIR A B AR X5 T 5L
PR PEX I ZAFEAR BT ALIX . B L SLIX (SRITHESE N, 2019) XX T Ja SEXH 2 AR 4L i)
A FYLUBIREAT IR AR NS HMME. &5, AU HEEFRA )RR MU AR L,
B T AR HARE B FR s M RSE IR, B A R A e R B . AR AR 1R — S
IR 2 50 L Ve, A SRR, Wi BRI, DO A — MR ERE
AR “AEM” e TR P S B AT B o

FESEIRPRIE ARG, BTN GO EEAT IRBAE 55 (10 2 AE O LU HE R AL AT 17 riRiId =k, X
Fe AR FE T B o AEAT 3000 34 A0 Bt o, 48K 2 B il A I O IR0 1 ST 2o 1 B RO (8 B v R 5
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