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Abstract

The “What is beautiful is good” face stereotype has been confirmed in numerous previous studies,
and it is generally accepted that people with high attractiveness have more positive personality
traits. This paper summarizes the theoretical explanations of stereotypes and explains the phe-
nomenon from a cognitive and environmental perspective. Studies have shown that the ventro-
medial prefrontal lobe, dorsomedial prefrontal lobe, insula, temporoparietal symphysis area, and
orbitofrontal lobe are all neural mechanisms for stereotyped production.
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2015 4F “BUE” — iR SO LS HEE, X WAAREL T AT AL S RIS B & AT &
EPUAMENGEL, ok MARE “BUE” iR, —SfDERRIR A EERE. 3
A B OB R H R S BASER.  CBUERNIE S RIS IEAENR IR0,
AG NI E— A BB A TN R RIS R, AT — S AN AIBUE =i At 47
AEBMRI AR SRR L LS RN SR — B AN 2R, AR
B2 A 2 Do B 27 o ) B BRI ST AU o AR SO T FLIR 5| 0 AR BN R B HATLA) AN ek 22 AR O BIF U REAT SRR
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2. BFLS| SR mEE
2.1. mFLRE| HAEE

HALYE N — PR A 2, B8 T REMESEE, RS RIS it N He fl B SR B
HEMERZ— WAL 724 HAR N AL 5 16— PR R A 50 10 155 25 R 560 5 B0 6 At N 7= 2B
1 B B AIFE B (Rhodes, 2006).

2.2. EFLIRS| HIR I E &

(Rhodes, 2006) 17573 Hrét W], LT 1 R R B AR X R IE S 3 PR =281 . AHEL
TR aaTI AL, AATHGE ) T 5% 8 5 6 R Ak 38 74 T LA B = PR (Bertamini, Rampone, Makin, & Jessop,
2019). ARV, THIHSXSFRIE 0] RIS R AN A HEHT 2 10 AR B R 77 THIHSF S PR I T e R A R
HHERIFREN . DRI G Rtk BFAE N, ATEEXCEEA L, — B0 L3
RAERIE ALGIE TR I, RIAFLA R L S AN LA B G E T e B S B0R 51 T3 22,
I B K FLA A& 77 4 A %8 B B 55 (Shang et al., 2021). A BT 78I\ 3% L6 £1 5 38\ i T FLAR L
L, S5AMEE SR LA R R, X AT A S LI 51 1 (Baudouin & Tiberghien, 2004). MiEfL £
[EFE, PR LIRS 1 SRR I RO /N AR S, AT BT 28 A3 SR A4 P RS DR R A 7K
Ak, FR AL SR 2 IEADS, AP L2 B AREEER A5 R, KIH DIRAS 2 A7 7 1) TH 50
GERIXT TN R i e B A R 52 (Light, Kayra-Stuart, & Hollander, 1979). fEFF & A —HAER B2
JG . RS VER LR ET A 1 A, RIS YR AL S A L et . BRI, &
AR BE e 1) Lo M T LA D S A W 51 3 (Komori, Kawamura, & Ishihara, 2009; Yang, Chen, Hu, Zheng,
& Wang, 2015). #Rifi, XTS5 HmeL, MR SRS 2 B RIEA R, BFTCE RAFES
o — TR B 90 A 2 — 25 O 3 Lot Rk T L 55 M A B P A B AR B SR N RS AR TR D 4 AE O
(Grant-Villegas, 2023). F& T THIFLAS & BUAFAE, WIS AR A4l (Cloutier, Kelley, & Heatherton, 2011).
JERT 456 (Pegors, Mattar, Bryan, & Epstein, 2015) %4 & /K F(Wang, Hahn, Fisher, DeBruine, &
Jones, 2014)th 2= s m AAT TR I FLIR 51 J1 VP4
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FERE AT HERT . Dion &8 N\ s MBI F 1 56 T 1AL 51 00 T B AR R R I A B I ZIAR ED 5 A
AT D AR TR 51 RN, W5 70 s NS B R AR AR RE BT (DION, 1972) 0 41 1) H A
THIFLFE FLW 5] 70, AR T £ B AR 7 £ TH FL KAk (Tissera, Lydon, & Human, 2022). [ FL% 51 J7 14 35
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B NI NASRFAE o
43. HLFERWER
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drews-Hanna, & Schacter, 2008; Frith, 2003; Siegal & Varley, 2002) . — I5iHJF 57 %} T FL 5 25 (A Z W LHI3EAT T
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