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(CHEARKEOHER, L5 100872) C KRR ASCHBRIE S ASCHR, HR 211189)

W OE EHRAVNIFBILGRI AENAmEE REIL, FARMKE ., 2R st
RRFFTAH@ILRS] S35 BT, JHEAH R B AR@ILE R ZIT R s, THEERBGR
R, AL AL R ZIG BAR@ILR] AR AR MRS, FRT ZANEAREASHFE
JURF| 6 £ F 3 BARE LR AR Hen, SRR, Mt BAATILRI A s ke E R @Il
RE A, SFRABE R ELEWA R, I B AFFRER@ILGRI A EZFHAK, R B

kiR @ILRT| A A, RALE R, EgRR S

SRS Bs42

1 5

il

HARRE, T 500 AT 2 B AR H AR

5 Sk e 0, STV 200 1] 3 S5 T AL A 5 1K, 77 AR
PIRPRER AL e 2 ORI “[RIfbZL R (Geiselman et al., 1984; Wedell et al.,

SURPEAL  RPFRIEAPES] 25 P 1 ALAFAE B2 1987). 4N, Geiselman %5 A (1984) % ¥, MLLT
NIRRT L S ) BN EGEE 4, AR B| A5 5 B IR E| H S 5 R A H AR

H &L, [EBS

2013; WMRE %, 2018), {HJE, FATHH LG LB ST BB s, MRS A R AT
e S 1AL 35 AR AR B, T A I3 i 3 A% (Wedell et al., 1987). #Rifi, WA 51

PRSP AR AL 200 — SRR g 4 1 g i AL 5 A 0 L IR 2 B
L ARSI A DURIE T RAALAE: A phoxt FRRR 51 7 370t 2 8 S T L0 5
HORFAE, 35 2252 B BT AR AL S I T8 kst 74 %] ALY (Kenrick & Gutierres,
B, X AR E LS B RS, 1980), DA, 15 SR EALAT EARNE SIS A
Ry A= 35 5800 (Cogan et al., 2013; Geiselman et al., WIRGETEE RIS R, hE LB — 4 R .
1984; Kondo et al., 2012; Lei et al., 2020; Luo & Fre o uh, 38 T A UAE BT 5T A BRI T P B iE 25
Zhou, 2018; Pegors et al., 2015; van Osch et al., 2015; B, ARSCAH FRERP E R RTTREIR B 4T
Wedell et al., 1987), A ] R 0% [) A 2550 TR B 35T P VRV o
e, BT RMERON Y X, Y S e
R ASVRXE B AR 03T A 3 B 1] 5 55 09 05 1], T 22 T
iﬂi g%ﬁé@?;;;%%%ﬁ(q:m%ﬁgztﬂﬂm% EIEAH K (Bless & Burger, 2016; Bless & Schwarz,
Wb Y4 VB, 18XNLG10, 19XNLG20) . HI% F 4 2010), MFLM S FE R —Fh ] BALIYFRIE, AE5K
FLF L 435 H (31400869) , 1L T4 &Rl MR 3L 43 TFLAB L IRAFTE AP AR BE L WA SE A (B . BB UL,
35 H (L19BSHOO0S) A1t [ A [ k23— i "B 2 1 T FLI 5| 3 A 0 ) Ak 2080 32 2 B Ay A 75 55 T
RRIBTARIIN 5975 5 INBRESOOF SR i (i 39 36 (87 19 17 1) 300 O 2% (L e 32

SR . e L i 1 L o e 30 g —
R > " 25 A1 5 2 - \? 7
A S S S5 1), ,..‘ﬁ'ﬁLM‘IEEFjLFPE’JI_]ﬂ:xﬁSDJT*JJ E*T@flé
WEMEE: BiCH, E-mail: wehen@ruc.edu.cn; B AHE S PPN S R IR LA, T R AN [ T
i 12 J&£, E-mail: junchen_20081@163.com s AMEXS HERE LA IR 54T R (LR AR 2,
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%7 Geiselman et al., 1984; Kenrick & Gutierres,
1980; Wedell et al., 1987), LA AL 5] (F4id
9 TOYHLAE S HARFI = W5 | 1 (PF43iE 2 C, TO <
)M fLAE ] 5 S r s oL A ], W SRAEPPAN o 72
KA ARG B PR (T & T H ARG R 51
FITO)W LS, B TO < T1 < C, NN H
bR B PE O g | i St AL R AL A T1 <
TO < C, JW&A: T X RN o {5 LAAE R 5% [F] Ak 800
1 IFAEEE T BARTEM AT IS EBL(TL vs. TO)IH
AL, RN AS R SR AR XS H bR LA I
AT IR, BRI S, Bk —41 HEr@F5 R TO)
RG] (OB R TR T1, & h ks
HNEFETHATM N T2, AR T1 > T2 WA R &
AR, T < T2 WIgA R & A T X LUAN ;
R SEZER IR R H R T, T2 M TO AKX FK.
Fo b, R C> T1 > T2 > TO, W25 3RS 3K
FMERERE; {H C > T0 > T1 > T2 [ % vt 2 7T fiE
Y, R R — X LN, BT AR RE T
Xf ERON RN IAN T, iR R A0 o R, ATE
5 rh R T BRI 73 BT 07 A AT REE X LU %00
R R BONE, DT i 45 1 1) [] A 007 5 18
SR AR LIRS, BR T HERIE X
BT AR (C > TO > T1 > T2) A REAE R i BN 7]
RN AN, W AFTERAN R AR (n € > T2 > T1 >
TO)E 15 A B A X LU ARURE 1) W] fil o 3 P AT ] AR G
A (R AR B0 B RO 1 R /N 23 B S |
JIRAS RN e A= 2B A o

FR, DMESR TR 5] M0 iAo R
B TSRS K e L RS SEAL,
PR PRI EIR ST R AW S| F7 025 772
1k, e 145 R 2N B — 1 Rl /X LU . 4L
ST [ AL/} L3N 9 TEM (The Inclusion/
Exclusion Model)ihly, HARFAIT 5 22 8] A U
SR AT H AR 55 500 5 205 2N 23 52 el
[F) fb 0%} LE SOV (Bless & Burger, 2016; Bless &
Schwarz, 2010), X8I AT LU FHF 4R 22 F L 55
AU, WP (Seta et al., 2017), HEIFH
(Bosch & Wilbert, 2020). #£2%$(von Sikorski et al.,
2020), {HKEERFFEAEBEIT T SR80 B FE A B A
55 2Z 1A AR DI (e 2 22 S M) 5 i 2

AN, 5 B S [ A 2 5 0 A R X 1 5 g g Ja
FVEANY, R RIS X G T IR
TR 24 (Liu & Chen, 2018; Rashidi et al.,

2012), ABA, FERLET AT 35 5t m AL dE L |
I VTR B 552 W) S 75 U 2 0 [ T FL 9 0 R I —
VST WA, MR eRGE 1, ERRNET
[ A/ L8 RT3 9K 7T REAAAE; (ELRARYE LIAEAF 5
B HEGE 2, Wi ] REMEIS S I A5 N ORAEAE R
A/ HE AN o BT o, AR FE K v FL A 8 ) 2 B
AR 55— F A8 i, 3 s W B F, 100 ms
Y R S 5 IR 454100 ms & BEIE IR DL RN A
BB AL S| 7, Willis & Todorov, 2006),

g5 b, DAREARST s A7 e B W A ) B35 1T RE
K Rk 506 E SN TR YE o S MR AL AR HE— 2 T M T
LS| S LG, ARG EE LT Hbs 575
s L2 (B W 51 7 19 22 570 (AD) A2 BLES (3] 6 4~
A As X B AR E L 51 PR B, FRATIRE
FERT WS 3 b, JF— 25 50 0E U P A B
V)L 51 7 R A 3800 B S AE AR, T % F A%z
B RS TR AR R )RR sk N 22 B Bhs 515 = Z 16
ML I 52w, 3Ry — i Se RN, B 1k
BN B A 25 (R T RS KT A5 08, HAGHT 2%
T RGO B A5 DN ) B B 2 K A

2 FHik
21 #ik

S H] G*Power 3.1 ¥ L power = 0.8, f=0.25
ME MG 5 DK R SEA TR SR/ MEA
N =21 (Faul et al., 2007), SZPrifZEdt st it E A 7E
Ak 31 N (A 15 N, Mage= 22.52 %/, SDgge =
2.5 %), — A MR S8 10 5 AR B0 I
2.2 RlEAE

T 56 M [ AR T L 26 18 B R SE(CAPS, T
WF, FERFE, 2005) LA K M8 R T 30 skt
ok T FLAE SN RAE R R, i@ ad Fanta Morph 5
(www.fantamorph.com) ¥ Ji i Bl i 47 & B,
JEIERT 180 kI ALRIAE G . BT A HFLY A K
R, 260300 14 %K, 2T 24 3] 1920x1080
BEMEARE . H 20 (10 B LV, Mage = 20.54
%, Dage= 2.17 A S HIEA LI KX
180 BRI FLAA BB 5] J1 34T 0~100 HIPE4T, 0 4%
T 51 F15RAR, 100 ARRW G Iy dwe i o foeJim i T
EERANEM = 76.88, SD = 4.42), (M =
60.40, SD = 5.10). k(M =42.31, SD = 6.93) =41,
%605k, —HZRZEREE, FQ, 165) = 533.18
p<0.001,n,=0.87,
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A1

MR EEIR 5] Jy 4yl rh e 15 sk FLAES H
FRIE A (M =57.93, SD = 0.93), ifif5 UL HF#E 5] 7
E A, SEBCE BAsmfL s e 5. 10, 15,
20. 25 MK E R Sl fL(ADS: M = 63, SD =
1.81; AD10: M = 68.07, SD = 1.22; AD15: M =
73.13, SD = 1.41; AD20: M = 77.60, SD = 1.18;
AD25: M = 82.60, SD = 1.35),

23 ZWigit

SECRA S (HAR S8 scm AL s i 2218
AD:5.10,15,20.,25) x 2 (i fLE BLAF[E]: 100 ms .,
3 s) i N BTt AR A a6 B bR LS|
F1HIPE4Y o
24 BEF

SRR AR IR 1 FriR . R 500 ms
TS, B 500 ms B RE R —, ik
F 1) Ji5 2 5 e 22 A WA P K AL PO H b AL
F—k R = mfL) (Walker & Vul, 2014), H¥p
T LAY o7 B R R AL I, B2 X B AR m LAY
We 5] Sy T 0~100 BYITSY . AL AL 150 Mt
W(5 2 AD x 2 KEHEIE x 15); EHEEZE
Block & 1t, S/ UF RN . 150 MRk Es
Wa, Wk BhsE LR R A 2 B, AL p i
7104, VB8 HbREFLEEHEM TO.

100ms /3 s

78 za a8 lea

SRR A

3 #R

T U S AL B AR G| A T A
SR, DA Bl 0T B 52 Y A T L 5
J109F5r TOVE B MEAE, WA AR AE AR
SR H AR EAL WISy T, B HE M 2ZEEIE N
TAD. # TAD BZE/NT 0, MFEYH T &5
5L A7 AE S 2R 0 B AR 1 LAY PE 43 17
SO E, R AET RAGRON; [z, TR
LU

gl 2 R, 783 s 2IA[E T, AD5. AD10
PR S5 A 7= A T S W RR RN, T ADIS |
AD20 1 AD25 544 F ) TAD Rk |G il2538 X
R, (AWRERY A, RN R 7R
100 ms IS F &£ Fh2Z(E 5T TAD # 3%
INF 00 25 B, Bl H AR EFLIS ] T 094 1
W | 17 ey T Am R, B A TR AR

XA TAD 84T 2x5 B4 J7 22500
(Greenhouse-Geisser #% 1F), #4554 8: AD W EK
J 883, F(2.65, 76.79) = 7.63, p < 0.001, 17 = 0.21,
TR BAR 5] M 28 Bir 58 w2
[RIZ{E MR, 25 (B 2)3F B AD25 (-2.45)
ST RN B 35 /F AD20 (-3.30), AD1S
(-3.58), AD10 (—4.63)F1 AD5 (—4.93); AD20 (-3.30)
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" [EADS EIADIO EADIS EAD20 B AD25

E 2 3 s#1100 ms 2IEE T, AN AD - F L
N ) HE

T 1) BRBEARAREIAR I mos. GHZE R E) ns. ORE3)

A, HoAth £ 04 B 8 Ak R0 0 25 A0 (ps < 0.01);

2) 3s: BRTHRH nusAb, HARKT B 22 53 8.3 (ps <

0.05); 100 ms: A[R] AD /FHH Ho A AR B 3%

ST By RALAL N /N T AD10 (—4.63), ADS
(-4.93); AD15 (-3.58)4M F MLy B /N T
ADS5 (-4.93), BB E] A9 R 4 B3, F(, 29)
=3.67, p = 0.065, np = 0.11, 100 ms L] T
(485N KT 3 s IR (-2.7), Bl 5KA 28
AL, JEaT 2B R W ELRON K, AD 55
PRI E] (932 HAE T B3, F(2.53, 73.48) =5.29, p=
0.004, ny = 0.15, fa] HLAL N AT 19 25 e W] ANk
163 s ZIAFE T, AD25 (—0.51) 5T i [F bk
M E/NT AD20 (-1.73), AD15 (-2.30), ADI10
(-4.39), AD5 (—4.56); AD20 (-1.73)%M: F By [E4k
W B E/NT AD10 (—4.39)F1 AD5 (—4.56); AD15
(<2.30) &M F ALY B3 /N T AD10 (—4.39)F1
ADS (-4.56); BL{ATE254: AD 5(-4.56) = AD10
(-4.39) > ADI15 (-2.30) = AD20 (-1.73) > AD25
(-0.51), HiFfiE AD 3K, FALRN /N o
100 ms 2 HLEF A T IF B0 A X A g aniE 2).
SERRW], rp AR 5] H AR AL E s
JyEfLE R B, X H AR L B ) B pE Ay 2
FriE, WESET RN RFEAE . BEAT MRS, 7 3s
MR, WS 5 T (AD2S)IEES(TO — T25 =
—0.51, M T25=T0 + 0.51) B F/N T BAEW 3| J17¥
5 F(ADS, BRG] 1) TPE5H(TS = TO +
4.56), WHRHK AD5 i % W F LUAAF 5T
Kenrick & Gutierres, 1980)H [ F & 5] 1 & 1F,
AR 2 AR LAAE B 5 10 32 4 2 400 X Lk . A
i, XFF 100 ms 5504, e I8 LA 9T 2 48 10
W A AL B s . R B, Bl

T RIAL G| S py 2 A, TRl Al Ak L Bl %
S, RIVAEAE SO0
4 g

A 5T 35 T [A) A 800 9 28 SC, 3 R R Ak
RO bR HEAG TR T 1 RO S bR H bR 5 7
SHLZ B RS ) 22 5%, REFELE T ML
T ] 5 e A AR AR S T Y . RS R B
M HAR AL 5] ) BT R a2 B, il
XFHBRAY S TR (e, 7 AR AR RO HBE
H HAR SR B G ) 2 E AR, RS0
BN AL, T LR Y 5 0[] 2 5 e )
AREENE BRI, S H) e, R AR K

5 Rodway % A (2013)Z5 1S HHL, AN &
B, 24 v A T LRI e W 5 1 g 8 T L[] e £ R
fF, X H s LR 5| 7 B340 78 R (B Y Bl
8] #3507 AW A%, 77 2E AR . Rodway 55 A
(2013) & W, BEsEmLAE RS D ALHE =T
W51 12 fk . 5 Rodway 25 AN, A58 56 HL
TR T Y AL A G | oL, 2Bk
52T WG T3 VEN R R RN o A AT H
BRI 51 3 B PPAN 2277 A AR O W 7 2s 0 Bl
MBI K B, RTEFEAT AR I, 200
H A5 5 i br EAR LA, DU 1] T i s SRR A S
NE, 7= A AR &N (Mussweiler & Strack, 2000;
Pelham & Wachsmuth, 1995), X 54:4 L& IEM
BN F2 SRR A o IR A A [R) AL LN 1
Az S RO MATE P B A B AR S 1 52 )
FEE L FRVARE, A A RB P S BARZ
LFERAE, WAHRIEROR, HME IRy —2k, ™
Az Rk (Bless & Schwarz, 2010; Schwarz &
Bless, 1992), 7EAMIF, R BT 5 5t fL
B 2B, W O W I B
B, AT GBI 2 Mol i B IR R AR AE B AR
5 R SL R RRE b, DTS 22 4 B 3 2 (]
ARRIE, B WE T —2, 7 A RARAON .

BUAR, SEE Y 25 R DL AS R F 5 o ) 4L
UL IR USR8 7 JE B4 (Geiselman et al., 1984;
Kenrick & Gutierres, 1980; Rodway et al., 2013;
Strane & Watts, 1977; Wedell et al., 1987)#&{it T —
TRl eI RE . ARG ) S HAR = T
G| T S B AR, RS DLTEREITE B
AN B — Bt LS o 5 A0 SR 44 B R4 R % L 2k
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Continuum effect in assimilation process of facial attractiveness

HOU Wenxia', TIAN Xinran', LIU Lizhi', YI Bing',
OU Yuxiao', CHEN Wenfeng', SHANG Junchen®
(" Department of Psychology, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872, China)
(* School of Humanities, Southeast University, Nanjing 211189, China)

Abstract: Previous research suggested that the attractiveness rating of a face tends to be similar to the
attractiveness of its surrounding faces in the context, resulting in an assimilation effect. However, these
results were usually based on the comparison among ratings of the target faces under different attractiveness
contexts, without considering the attractiveness rating of the target face in isolation, and might lead to
incorrect conclusion on the contextual influence on target evaluation. This study investigated the influence
of duration and difference in attractiveness rating between the target and the context faces on the rating of
target face. The assimilation effect was measured by taking mean rating of the same face in isolation as a
reference value. The results found that attractiveness rating of the target face was similar to the attractiveness
of its surrounding face in the context, and the differences between target and context faces led to a continuum
effect in assimilation process, i.e., the more different in attractiveness rating between the target and the faces
in the context, the smaller in the effect size of an assimilation was observed.

Key words: facial attractiveness; similarity; assimilation effect; continuum effect



