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Abstract

Objective: To translate the Makeup Questionnaire (MUQ) into Chinese and validate its psychometric
properties among Chinese female college students. Methods: The study used random sampling and
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whole cluster sampling methods to select 1370 school female college students in four provinces,
Jiangsu, Fujian, Sichuan and Guizhou, to participate in the survey in September 2023, 1294 valid
questionnaires were collected, and 142 female college students were randomly selected for retest
2 weeks later using the self-objectification Scale (SOQ) as the criterion. Results: All the 6 items in
the Chinese version of MUQ had good differentiation. The results of exploratory and confirmatory
factor analysis (x2/df = 2.926, RMSEA = 0.062, GFI = 0.985, CFI = 0.974, TLI = 0.952, SRMR = 0.036)
supported the two-factor structure model, and the reliability and validity of the scale met the re-
quirements of psychometrics. Conclusion: The Chinese version of MUQ has good reliability and va-
lidity, and can be used as an effective measurement tool for the study of female college students’
makeup perception.
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1. 5|

2023 1, KAWO KA | (2023 i EHACBAAT- e « 5 B, #FE 2022 4212 7, EW
RAC R 10.67 12, HAH A P NS 2 R 95.13%,  “ARALAE” IELEfE A LA AR
G5 AR E ., 1ENEZEAR APP L2 ———/ N dh, KA “FEh” MR EHR
fik 82.5%, I HA 87.3%M)3E4MH ¥ /AN AR T RS i R GE, 73.1% R0 PR R
INAT A oy AR I i S LA 2206 o RS 2022 AEAE RS 45 H , S BRSSP S B B 4=k 382.6
{eR¥kG, FH A E RS K& 1T (KAWO, 2023).

EN S, JEHREHAEAES KB ST, A i an b 32 Yo i — A R R 2 B i+ T4
FHE BV 51 3 R0 2ot S5 (Batres et al., 2018), {3 A At it ) 2t T B 2 BR R /S S B A W 5 i 3R A5 Ak
(Dion et al., 1972), ECamxt i1 B4 A FANPERFAE = AR BRI EN 5, B 32 U\ (Agthe et al., 2016),
JEE 1 O ARG T M # T = SR AR IR K S (Goodwin et al., 2012). BT i — TSZEG AT 58 bL ik T %
PER BRI A B B R, S5 RRH, eI B A L AR, BRG], MEC
MR =, HEA [ B (Anchieta et al., 2021). [k, ol AT fg 4 WALt PR LS BRI . 16
MGG T S SRR S ), X2 H 785> B H ff)(Davis & Arnocky, 2020).

HIRZ RIS Fredrickson 1 Roberts (1997)#&H, ZE G HE H T-0F 708 MR 3T S 5 2R
(Bltn, RERE, ORARRED, ERIAE), $EH NS = NFRI A R A O — Mk, DUE
RS TN A 2 X6 W i S B2 . AR 1T, Fredrickson 25 A (1998) 7 Bl & M 78 R R B, LSS = AFREOAL A & 15 il
W, AR E R A S BAR AT, IS4 2 AT e S R, s a
VESHHEAT R, Witk tk(Kellieetal., 2021). fbik, 1ERZt 220 ERRERTF B, FAE—E
IV A% AE F (Smith etal., 2017). Kilbourne (2003)8F F &I, 2 VERIAEAS B4, @ H K AR I £
PERAZ: ot 75 e BE A . BIFFERBA, Ao (1 2ot A 9 2 BE PRI ) (Bernard et al., 2020), FEox 1L
WA B 2T (0 Lo 7 1 77 TH) 5E TR (Battres et al., 2018), T AL HO ot AN E AR AL I Lo Ve SE 25 5
AT H KRB AR (Vaes et al., 2019).

&4 Rk, B AN Lo A AT Sy B A FE IR SEUERIT 2 H 2536 22, SsOW ] A A S Ak R 0t 50 400 i R e 25
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EHIIE THIE AR o AE M FE 38 R AT g 28 FE IR & T B B AH OG5 R, Smith 55 AT
2017 = PASE [E LR 2 A AR B AR g ] T 4kt 852 B 3R (Makeup Questionnaire, MUQ), & H AT &N
I AR I E T A . MUQ ULE REMALHS/E NS AT g, TP L REFICR
MR EAE, AR AT At i B 2 1) 77

AHIEFT IR B DA R S AR B O RE AR, BRI R SCRR MUQ PR BRI B 22 AR e % FLAE v [ 2ooR 22 2R
NBERRE A, DU AR E B RE A U i TS g T G & TR, S E A B BT
FHIRERE .

2. WEE5H*
2.1, #ik

FEA 1 T IBAB RS . AW FORNL IR s R AE AN R i) 2R 22 AR AT RN LR, SLBEN L
020 e KeeE, ARRMVE 12 4, W9 8 &4, “FHIFER 2040+ 1.42 %,

FEA 2 T I0H 3 M AR R PR R R A B TR B BFIUREAEYL IR AR D91, SN DU AT Ao
AR 2o R 2R, FER T 680 il 45, [RIMCH 2R 45 623 1, A ALIRICR Ny 91.61%. FLH AR E 3
401 %4, WHFCAESL 222 44, SPHAFRS N 2152179 %

FEA 3 T RRUE MR R AT BP0 R BBV 5 . AR DUIL. S DU BT s I BUFE IS 2K
ARG, LR 520 By i), [EICA R4S 509 4y, A RLEICER N 97.88%. Hh AR A 300 44, BHAT
A2 209 44, PHYFIE R 20.68+£2.23 5

FEA 4 HF B IE FEAS S0 AN RAR UL 43T : 816G 2 R, 7EREA 2 dBEHLIHE 150 44 ki AT b s
WA RS2 R B IRAE, FRIEAT AR IR S I, SREL 142 A 8B i) 45 . L ARV E 92 4, B
FA 50 4. PIFRN 2117214 %

22. fiRIE

2.2.1. {LIa RS2 23R (Makeup Questionnaire, MUQ)

WHoER A B Smith 8 ANl i AoRZ &%, a8 6 ANTH. ERILD AW, 5ilALk
PERBIS BB AR (1. 22 4 ) 5ARAMEEG 5. 6 8), mFRKH Likert 5 siitsrik, M1 AEEARE
B)F| 5 (AR FR)HATIFr . Hh, ERIE 1A 4 BRHRM . B3R A as B, R
BB I B AN E R FE R

AR FLIAF MUQ B EAEF Haylie Smith () SCIBITHRAL, AT ERMIBBE 51217,

BRI WFFREEIER T 4 4RO H e sOKP B 7 AR (3185 9575 75 Z0) % Smith
5 N B M 5 52 B 3 4 1) 515 AR A 00 ) 4 Sk SR AT SRR 32, 5 S0 Y B ) A 32 3 (Makeup
Questionnaire, MUQ) AT HEHUANHIAE B %, I AT S W] Bt A L A8 B B8 AT R BB % S UklA]
B, FFE A ERE. BAICEARBIRE T BRI, 53 6 MARRAR T IR, @i
WIF IR 2T T RS2 B R DRI - 9 1 Lk 5 53R AR08 BT 4 32 & o [ Lo MR A4 1 SE B 155 100
PAK A 72 A AR IR Z 5 S, BEREEER] T 1 LGB L HKOPH 1 FlINE 20 )N &R
R S SCHRZEAT o HE BRI Lm0 50 & R S B DU R b ) “ B9 R, A9 3 T sz 83K
(58 R DUARR - Aol B s R B 5 5, BE 908 XOBIE 1 1 440354 500 3 e E R T P E,
MR L I, FATR SR FRBAT 1 55 D VHME S, T S, K5 1 R i “ 87 IR o “ AT IS

RO DOR AR, B A R CORTUE T SO T, BB 5 R AR SO “Re T, OF
HERERWPRELIRE AR S0y “Mthdig &R, DMET REuaa s rELmmzR. M
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BT .

UGB AR Y. WHCEETE 20 HAFETLK RS E (FEA DT R R IG, EERRR
FVEA B H AT B ARIE . GRAR B RV REAT 5 F (1 0y AT, 50y BT ), IR
4 7y DUR R SRR . GRIEOR, BT 2% H RIS 0 $4E 4 73 DAk, SRR F AR B AT AT BRI BT
ZUt, TBRCS RERF HEEAMN T 77 33— 200 MUQ U ARAS

2.2.2. BRZEHHLESR(The Objectified Body Consciousness Scale, OBCS)

BTt B2 B3R JEAE 2 Smith 58 ATEZm i =R MR A T McKinley, Hyde (1996) 4 il (1) 5 & &R %
A4 5 % (The Objectified Body Consciousness Scale, OBCS) ] & 14 Wi ¥ /> & % (Body Surveillance subscale)
R AR H IR BN, FRAZERE NS, MR TN RIEE R E N A, RAZER
(R R SCAB AT R B AE HL W AT o B4k, 4649 (2007 BT I P SR SR IS ML B R L 5 8 46 H
F ASEAS ANMAXT B SRS /E SRR, R Likert 5 fiita3ik, M1 (GEEAFFE)E 5 GE&FFa)iATiF
gr. Hp 5. 6 BERHIEM 5y, HRMIU R M. BRA R, ERMER B ERE AW KT
o XERIEAT TS E R Y, Cronbach’s o REH 0.84.

2.3. itA*

K SPSS26.0 X e #hAT WU H 70 #r . IR VER I 04 . AR M G e Hrss . KA Amos26.0 it
TR AR R UL A5 A 30 AR PR 2R AT

3. &R
3.1. RS

SKRABEAS 2 W1 623 8 R EHER AT IUE /0. SRS R R, bR Z &R
(MUQ) I 6 IR/ 5 M 2> AR R ELE 0.570~0.735 (p<0.01) 2 ], ¥EA L% E L. WiEkhER
USRS AT P, BB R BTG & 27%/E . R4, FHRHMSIREA t 1658047 6 A4
RATAE AN 2 I ) 22 57 G5 RBoR, EGIF R L b, S A BIHE S K5 4 181 72 e A L B 2%
(p<0.001), RUIZEEMN 6 MEIX /3 ERIF. SRIE 1.

Table 1. Results of topic total correlation analysis and t-test for differences between high and low subgroups of the CHInese
version of MUQ (n2 = 623)

= 1 F3Ch MUQ BB X DT R SRSEAER t IEEER(n2 = 623)

% B EHE M £ SD r t
1. MMtk bk RO REFIE 2.24+1.25 0.651* -18.399™*
2. WA ETF K ] 1.91+1.18 0.585™ —15.734"
3. WRFEAMNM, FwAFHHIBLAARE S 3.14+1.33 0.735™ -25.170™"
4. WAAF A F S F (L 28 )R EFE 1.83+1.11 0.703* -17.922"*
5. MREAMM, HewFHRBLHRET 2.08+1.17 0.664™ -16.891""
6. ik s B O EA RS ) 4,06 £0.91 0.570™ —11.544™

FE: ***F R p<0.001, **%%p<0.0L.

3.2. MESH

321 REREEMMA
SRAVREA 2 i) 623 43 RCHCR X T S0 MUQ SEATHR B MER AP T (EFA), S5 8/R, KMO iy
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0.741, RUILF|RIFFEE . Bartlett BRIZ RIS A 746.738 (df = 15), =& ME/K 4 0.000, FRBAFEALL
PSS HATIREER R EARERFHREMEN T, RHERS % Promax #2851 1T
ABTHRIG R 2 MFIEERT 1 BB, HAHEME 5 2573, 1.048, 2 ANREE I 4N
“A22” (Unease)Fl “ANHAE” (Unconfident). i,  “Avzz” 28 M7 H o A2 i 2 (AL I B sz
FIMAETIE, “ANEGE” W AR R H C8E R 51 DL Z 877 . AR LA B K
T 04 MibriE, 6 NMEDILFE R AR, RiFZETTERE N 60.341% . % I R 44 TR
0.654~0.818 X [a]. Z5HR W7 2.

Table 2. Results of exploratory factor analysis of the Chinese version of MUQ (n2 = 623)
= 2. B3R MUQ IREME RS LS R (n2 = 623)

A% ABfE
LI D7 4 HFEE LI SR HLIA
MUQ1 0.780 0.624 MUQ3 0.818 0.720
MUQ2 0.663 0.454 MUQ5 0.654 0.509
MUQ4 0.779 0.665 MUQ6 0.804 0.648

3.2.2. ¥IEME

W ERRERE SR ERERS L EME. SHEELS . BoZRAMEXRE, RREx
MRIAERE . S5 WA 3. R APEEE AT, BRI B 5 HXE R ZE RS 24> 2 R A DS B AR R &, 34
KT 0.7, XU SR TI0 H 5 HX RIS Z 817G 5 VIR BB AR Z [ R 78 B
M, BMEFIEMIRR, HENRHKRREL/NT 0.4, MM, XU EREAYEE 2 10 B A B
(0 DX A AR s A2 P 2 1) S R S5 R P ) R 3B DG, AN S 0 2 T 5 SR S PR I v fE G . AR
A BRI REE RAF

Table 3. Matrix of correlation coefficients of the Chinese version of MUQ (n2 = 623)

F< 3. 3R MUQ #H 3K A BEEFF (n2 = 623)
MUQ1 MUQ2 MUQ3 MUQ4 MUQ5 MUQ6 S ANEE By

MUQ1 1

MUQ2  0.283" 1

MUQ3  0.287™  0.227™ 1

MUQ4  0505™  0.331™  0.358™ 1

MUQ5  0.206™  0.276™ 0472  0.339" 1

MUQ6  0.218™  0.152™ 0491  0.219"  0.292™ 1

N2 0.795™  0.704™  0.379™  0.789™  0.356™  0.257" 1

AEfE 0305 0284  0.865™  0.398™  0.767"  0.708™  0.429™ 1

8oy 0.651" 0.585™ 0.735™ 0.703™ 0.664™ 0.570™ 0.846™ 0.845™ 1

FE: **%R p<0.01.

323 HBHWE
AT 5 b B Sk O AR AN 2 AT AT, A O FIAME L X MAERE 2 X, BH KRR, &
FEMELZ BT, 42T SBMma, ARAIEF X MUQ B K IF I BFRUE

3.2.4. CEHIHE
HTHERER BV R, SRR 3 F i) 509 1 F BER AT IRAEE R R b, g5RER, i
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TR, CHEEM A BRSO, BRI OENE A B S, RUZERNYS
FIRE BAF (IR, s, 2014). 45 R ILE 4.

Table 4. Fit indices of the model (n3 = 509)
= 4. RBFEHER (ns = 509)

B Z2ldf GFI CFlI TLI SRMR RMSEA
AR 9.321 0.944 0.876 0.793 0.066 0.128
& 2.926 0.985 0.974 0.952 0.036 0.062

3.2.5. BURKERME

BETHEA 4, I ARE MU ERAENIIRER, WFEARBAT AR CIRBUER R . 45 R BN, LR
RS2 B RATr 5 BRI E RS BB IEAHK(r = 0.556, p < 0.001), XM ZMMEKHEE
AR, A A E TR s . 45 R LK 5.
Table 5. Results of validity test of the Chinese version of MUQ (n4 = 142)
F< 5. 3R MUQ 3R R EESE I 45 3R (na = 142)

At HEREMHAL
At sn 0.556™*
#: RN p <0.001.

3.3. EEST

XFEAS 2 A1 3 H ) 1132 433 OBl #EAT 15 EEAGL 36, SR Cronbach’s o S EE A & — ELEAS K I 2
FARbR, AIRER, PR MUQ [ “AR” B RERNE—EERECN 062, “ANAMET B REENE
—HIERYECN 0.70, EEENT—BUERECN 0.73, 7 BEE N 0.79. 1AIKE 2 )5, XA 4 i) 142
A R AT NG AR Y, 4R BN, RSN ENE AL 0.77 b, BLESMRR
K2 p < 0.01, FEHBEYIH AR MUQ AT RAFIY A & — S e MBS I (R RS E . 25L& 6.

Table 6. Results of internal consistency reliability and retest reliability test of the Chinese version of MUQ
F 6. B MUQ AER—H M EEREBNEERESER

AR Y NEGEYESE
Cronbach’s o 0.73 0.62 0.70
HNEE 0.90 0.91 0.77

4. ¥1ig

AW R DA E 2 K AR RO, 7R R SO TS S R R 52 5 58 (Makeup Questionnaire,
MUQ)HEAT H SCRRABIT B AS RUE RS, A RT3 — 20 X 0 AN R B Z SO 5 Lo MR I Akt g O 3L
BT HECHES, TEEITZY], BEFCE A BRI A AR IR 77 0T T8 8 B aUs sz
BEREMEEANRES I, AT ZERN b SO E A RS RN E. R, AT T
R RGN FPEE, BEORE T OO MHERATE, i T SUCRI B, ARAIE A SRR AT B2 R
N RE

Hk, TH TR SCAR MUQ #8155 i 3% R 40 1 S 0 3 TE A OG,  RVELEAH D¢ REU7E 0.57 LA
b, BAEmH S0 H B RS ER, R MUQ BA Bl 1 [ s AT B X 43 . @i
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WRMFE RSP IRIUH 2 AT, #—PRIEER R RI, —HEBAE Ay, KX
BRI AR E R, WA OB &SR AU 7B REE RIS MAE. bl .3
iR MUQ H R M) 4SRN & - BA W{E 5474 AL ARG RIL MUQ HI R4 450 & % % BTEH
ST s NOE R R A, B, BT JE R SO MUQ TR ER T R R B3R (1 4544 5 R

WG, TERR KBRS T, ZoRFAEMEZ S A RE BRI R B2 IEHE, X5 AR
ARG R— EEEH, 3 MUQ KILH N4 1) Cronbach’s o REUAE 0.62~0.73 Z [i], 4F15
JFE24 0.79, [EIRS WA f5 I E IS TR 0.77~0.91 X [8], IFFA OB E Wb, XRIZ RGBT
FT DAY 05— S0 A B T D) R 1

5. &

i EPTE, IR MUQ fE R AR A T B RIFAERUE, HEE ST, NENIT R 7
— RSB AVEAS VB A ROR AT A 2 BARSRIE U TR. EAERBIIURIE N, DM
JRBRYE: WA R B LORE A, AR SE U R AR s RORBIE TURT 9 i 22 B A v [ S PR A AT
e, DURRIE N ERCR.

SEEk

MRIK, 05 (2007). K28 SRR ERIEAT. 7 [0 28 1244, 21(9), 610-613.

LB, MR (2014). AR AT AR R, O FERI R, 22(5), T31-745.

KAWO (2023). 2023 71/ # 35411 F & 75 F. https://kawo.com/cn

Agthe, M., Strobel, M., Spérrle, M., Pfundmair, M., & Maner, J. K. (2016). On the Borders of Harmful and Helpful Beauty

Biases: The Biasing Effects of Physical Attractiveness Depend on Sex and Ethnicity. Evolutionary Psychology, 14, 65-68.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474704916653968

Anchieta, N. M., Mafra, A. L., Hokama, R. T., Varella, M. A. C., Melo, J. d. A, da Silva, L. O. et al. (2021). Makeup and Its
Application Simulation Affect Women’s Self-Perceptions. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 50, 3777-3784.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-02127-0

Batres, C., Russell, R., Simpson, J. A., Campbell, L., Hansen, A. M., & Cronk, L. (2018). Evidence That Makeup Is a False Signal
of Sociosexuality. Personality and Individual Differences, 122, 148-154. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.10.023

Bernard, P., Content, J., Servais, L., Wollast, R., & Gervais, S. (2020). An Initial Test of the Cosmetics Dehumanization Hypoth-
esis: Heavy Makeup Diminishes Attributions of Humanness-Related Traits to Women. Sex Roles, 83, 315-327.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01115-y

Davis, A. C., & Arnocky, S. (2020). An Evolutionary Perspective on Appearance Enhancement Behavior. Archives of Sexual
Behavior, 51, 3-37. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01745-4

Dion, K., Berscheid, E., & Walster, E. (1972). What Is Beautiful Is Good. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 24,
285-290. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0033731

Fredrickson, B. L., & Roberts, T. (1997). Objectification Theory: Toward Understanding Women's Lived Experiences and
Mental Health Risks. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 21, 173-206. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1997.tb00108.x
Fredrickson, B. L., Roberts, T., Noll, S. M., Quinn, D. M., & Twenge, J. M. (1998). That Swimsuit Becomes You: Sex Dif-
ferences in Self-Objectification, Restrained Eating, and Math Performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

75, 269-284. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.269

Goodwin, R., Marshall, T., Fulép, M., Adonu, J., Spiewak, S., Neto, F. et al. (2012). Mate Value and Self-Esteem: Evidence
from Eight Cultural Groups. PLOS ONE, 7, e36106. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0036106

Kellie, D. J., Blake, K. R., & Brooks, R. C. (2021). Behind the Makeup: The Effects of Cosmetics on Women’s Self-Objecti-
fication, and Their Objectification by Others. European Journal of Social Psychology, 51, 703-721.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2767

Kilbourne, J. (2003). Mass Media: Shaping the Self-Concept: Beauty and the Beast of Advertising. In J. M. Henslin (Ed.),
Down to Earth Sociology: Introductory Readings (pp. 421-424). Free Press.

McKinley, N. M., & Hyde, J. S. (1996). The Objectified Body Consciousness Scale: Development and Validation. Psychology
of Women Quarterly, 20, 181-215. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1996.tb00467.x

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2025.152100 410 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2025.152100
https://kawo.com/cn
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474704916653968
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-02127-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.10.023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01115-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01745-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0033731
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1997.tb00108.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.269
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0036106
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2767
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1996.tb00467.x

JCFEGE, K

Smith, H., Perez, M., Sladek, M. R., Becker, C. B., Ohrt, T. K., & Bruening, A. B. (2017). Development and Validation of
Makeup and Sexualized Clothing Questionnaires. Journal of Eating Disorders, 5, Article No. 39.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40337-017-0171-1

Vaes, J., Cristoforetti, G., Ruzzante, D., Cogoni, C., & Mazza, V. (2019). Assessing Neural Responses Towards Objectified
Human Targets and Objects to Identify Processes of Sexual Objectification That Go Beyond the Metaphor. Scientific Reports,
9, Article No. 6699. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-42928-x

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2025.152100 411 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2025.152100
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40337-017-0171-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-42928-x

TCRBE, R

M F
TREFENGBZAE RS
AR ERNEAIRE, HNZ08 1~2 728, EREZRMHTAANZERITT, A2 lE SRR E
S U e 5!
LRGN FERE: %
2. WFREREED: ) AR Q) A L)
AR A8 E R DA A A A BT e B EN SR 77, TR B B 1% DU ) R R 2 AT PF
A REFFEARRE, 5 ARIFEFAE)

i

EFEAAZE BNARR Az BAIAE EREE
3. MMtk AR R AT G 1 2 3 4 5
4, BASAL R E K ] 1 2 3 4 5
5. WREAMM, FeHBEHEBLHRT S 1 2 3 4 5
6. AN L Ip (b 2 ) R A7 IR 1 2 3 4 5
7. MREBEAMCM, RESwAEHDKRIBAARE 1 2 3 4 5
8. ik s B ARSI J 1 2 3 4 5

EREBULRE
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