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Abstract

People often make trait judgments (e.g., trustworthiness, competence, and dominance) based on
faces, which lead to important social consequences. The face-to-trait inference can be affected by
facial features. The current study examined how facial trustworthiness judgment was affected by
gaze direction, face gender, and facial expression. Thirty-four college students viewed happy, neu-
tral, or sad Chinese faces with either averted or directed gaze and performed a facial trustworthi-
ness judgment task with a 7-point Likert scale. Gaze direction, face gender, and facial expression
each had influence on facial trustworthiness judgment. More importantly, we found interactions
between gaze direction and facial expression, between face gender and facial expression, and the
interaction of gaze direction, face gender, and participant gender. The effect of facial expression
was modulated by gaze direction and face gender. Male participants relied on gaze direction only
when judging female faces, whereas female participants judged both female and male faces in the
same manner. The results indicate that social inferences based on facial appearance are affected
by the interaction of multiple categorical facial features. The dimensional approaches of first im-
pression formation should involve the effect of categorical facial features.
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1. 5|8

FRAV I8 AE LB BE AN 38— R 2 )5 3t T DA 5@ At KRR AT AR N, BDRRYE SMERFIE JC 2 T
BB BAES B A N RSB, OF BRI BEER — BN % (Todorov, Said, Engell, & Oosterhof, 2008). T
WEFE R, KR AL - BRI RE I RAE 3 £ 5 DI OB, I BET DR 245 8 11 (Cogsdill
& Banaji, 2015; De Neys, Hopfensitz, & Bonnefon, 2015). 7] {5 EEH W& 55— EI R B — > I R A 1 48
(Oosterhof & Todorov, 2008), AJ LAZETHIFL 2 5 i & A (Willis & Todorov, 2006). [EJE, THIFLII T HISC
BRI NATTRT LA B Sk 3ok i 5 1P 8 RO AL 280, Lean i e XA N IAERe,  PEAI AR (Bruce &
Young, 2012). #RT, THALIIFE AT 5 — BN RIE B BA TS A Fn 2 2 o a8 5 2R BN Gl
o, X EEZIBR BN GO0 M A A AL 2 SRR AR 2L B AAR I B R AR 8 2 AN T B2 i PRk (451
TSR, EAN T R AT ) ) T L AT A R W P s

L1. ERPRIESEFL AT

HBARAMAK BES 38 1 At N T FLARFAE SR 40 b L 1 45 B85 A0 S W M 5455 5 (Bonnefon, Hopfensitz, & De Neys,
2015), {H Olivola, Funk 1 Todorov (2014)#&H, FETHIFLAVRE IS A TTEERT, PR A TH 5B 4RFAIE QT B
FMh, ALY SRR R, (ERIWIRAE R ZE . BT 503 BH PR T AL L& A 3543 F T FL B i
S AR EH(Dong, Li, & Liu, 2015; Said, Sebe, & Todorov, 2009). AAI i 1] F- 5 7 2 Sk B A5Z5 AT 1 B
A NEAE(Olivola et al., 2014) [ AR AN 7] {3 BE 2 [BAAAE R . PUR I FLAE Lk A EAT,
PR ) TH FL A 2 SR AL T- BB I AME 545 4 (Franklin & Zebrowitz, 2013; Zebrowitz, Kikuchi, & Fellous, 2010).
B 7E S50 v 5 A AR RIS 4, AT SR BE A R] R PR AR B T LRI T A (B AR B AT, AR5 AT AL 0
HNAMEFHEAE R (Dong et al., 2015). TR X A RIS FE RIS AMUAZELE TR, IFETIERKE
FLE A, A PIOMUE 1% 2R BA5 1 JLZE A (Caulfield et al., 2014; Caulfield et al., 2016).
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1.2. AN B ESEILAEEFIET

B 7T RS, IRESE T AR — AN B A ST, R AN N s e A A . R
Adams Fl Kleck (2005)[J80 s, RIS ) B S HE LA ¢, HAMES BIESILA ¢ A5 R IER T
[7) 2 5 M AMA TR AL RS BEFIWT, ARTER T A 22 s A ACGE BE 1 2. S RMLRTIFLAREL, B ITH
LBV AT RIS BT AL SRTT, VEARTT 110 A8 B I T A #2 0 (Wyland & Forgas, 2010). AMTAMYH
T E N Ze R, FDLAIWT NI T (5 B2, 38 DUAIB i N BRR T 5 . AR TR R S 3%, 3
R A REARME B G EALRR & # I K R 075 B (Kreysa, Kessler, & Schweinberger, 2016).

TEFEMAR RGN SL50 T, Bl A BEE M 2 R n 2 Ja Al H AR A B . S50 18 AR
I 72 B 1) A TR T AL E R 23R o TEARZR R BN S B 1 400t T3 60 B b H AR 6 s R B A $i
AL E R RN VEALIE RN T A DR B A A SO TR FLAE A5 T L 1 T e P (Bayliss &
Tipper, 2006). SiiBenbach 1 Schonbrodt (2014) M EAHXT T AMEAS R T FL, (S E M I FLIER
RRMPITE R XL R PRI B T T LT A5 B AN R v M 7 ) A7 R A8 B T A B

1.3. EEPEHI S EFL RIS EFIBT

T 05 2 175 0 AR 33 AL 7 ) 8 2 738 30 () T SR A0, 77 T L 2 1) A AN AR PR T B AR AiE (Haxby, Hoffman, &
Gobbini, 2000). FHZOIFAHFF RN, FEXT [ FL S SRR G DX gm0k T L T 45 FE A T FLA 9] 1)
JRE 2 5| R 6 [X 45 5 AR A R IS B X T L RT3 S R T L e ) P e DA [] 1) 07 0K AR 9T HLIE A I [
A Ah s AL 3 &4 1E (Dzhelyova, Perrett, & Jentzsch, 2012; Mattavelli, Andrews, Asghar, Towler, &
Young, 2012). ZZPEHFLHE A 9 bb 5 P L (A 13 {5 45 (Dzhelyova et al., 2012; Sutherland, Young, Mootz, &
Oldmeadow, 2015; Wincenciak, Dzhelyova, Perrett, & Barraclough, 2013).

14, SN EAPFHENZEIER

AR B0 B AL B N o F2 I be S — I FLRFAE N TR 2. AW AR B SL AR v R (R B E 34k in T
ZANMFBHRHE . Freeman F1 Johnson (2016)42 i, AMATE NFRAEfE h a2 H 4G B b §n “CORF T 35
FRAERIN A E BRI Tz G, S22 A FI R S AL B ) o R8I AN T FL 2 R B0
T AEEMRH I, XASIONFZIRENR . AR, I HERASSFEOHERIB =4 — %
Mhlal o 24X LR 5 2 X E A2 NIRRT, 2 AN 4E 2 K AR EARO AL 38 . K& ¢ T T n
W AR T 2 M S RIS N T Flan, BEFEN SR I T T R R R ) 2 1) 22 AR
(Carpinella, Chen, Hamilton, & Johnson, 2015; Johnson, Freeman, & Pauker, 2012), T &3 & F I #F e 2 8]
122 HAE H (Craig, Mallan, & Lipp, 2012; Hugenberg, 2005), T #5217/ A1 T #8PE 5 (51 40, Karnadewi & Lipp,
2011) TR E TR TT 7 Z 6] 58 HAE WA R 28 58(Z W, Graham & LaBar, 2012, £7iR). —26f
FON LRI, LU 47 L, AATDRE R A I FLA R 1 ) T AL B A B s R v E MR R RS (14, Hor et al.,
2005; Tipples, 2006). Ftk, 2T 2 ANHEAFAE AT DA RIS 000 T, AN 25 S B AN THT 5 RFAE 0] THT L T 45 8 #1
W KT SE M 2 AN 1

SR, AR HIE T VR0 22 Fob T P X T L AT 45 BN B R A2 EL R R . Willis S L[R50 1 BT 1
TERLTT 5] B AT 8 5 1R S R X AT A B R o — LA T B SR AE B BRI R A7 0 R e — 2T, RO,
RR, ABfn, PRORANAPER S LI A EEEAT VRN . S5 A RIS R U HFLAE LG, BRI R I
LEERKREATE. FFE, BEARPRA b PR LR R AR PR S p AL RS . T2
15, DROEBEMFEGRIHETL, HRESEMR T BEA M. Gongalves 25 A (2015)M %% 1 HR Fi 2R /)N AN TH] 3014 79 75 4%
T A DT I FL A R PR N A R 58 LA FH o AN ARRE T AL RT3 FEE AR RIS A B2 PR B 6N A5 1R 5 FR AR BL 1 (Sutherland,
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Oldmeadow, & Young, 2016),

DAL, L AT A5 B R AT e 52 B 2 AN I ERFAE I 5200 o ASHI FUHR AT A0 NG T LA 0 R R B v A
Tl LB EAEAN DR R 1 R e DA S I 8 D] 3 2 T8 1R 52 B A FH O T L RIS FE R I T g s . AT 7 R
A E RN AL VA B AL, X LR LR T Sh AL S 28 s bk ik, ARl Esh LI 1
SRIB ARG R R E RN . HRYE Willis 25 AN 201 DI FTEE 3R, BATTTHATEAL 7 172 06 B AR Al ep 1 R 4 T
FUAFAERZ, AL TT 1) T35 (R T LA S o SR, T LAk ol A A0 7 e 22 1) A K& T L P o) A i 8
PN 18] 158 FLAE P RARME T K)o ASHIE T8 ) — AN H bn 2 g T e, AT e A AL ) 2 T A5
FAERZR AR o AW 55—~ B AR & R IR LE 1 5 RFAE L 2o M A0 55 1 e i i 7 € A e A (] () RS
Wincenciak %5 A\ (2013 )\ ALE Lot A1 55 VE AL AT A BB AT AR AE AN R T AEAL, T Chaudhuri f2 L [H) 55
(2013) K WA 1 55 11 1 TR] PR PT A5 B A T 22 7
2. ik
2.1. i

M E N RO HERFIR 47 L CFHER 22 &, FRisHEZEN 1.69; FRTEHELE 18 2552
) Ha gl 24 2). T YA EEBUREM I IER . B0 AHEE TR EHEZE R H
LR AN R4S, JRIRELT 20 o AR MR i .

2.2. 7t

A BHZ 60 MR THFLQ20 MR, 20 ANHiERE, 20 NMEGTAL) . A AY H BT
PLIERTTT, BV et B & o5 — 2P0 XLk B o [ TS & B R R 48 (Gong, Huang, Wang,
& Luo, 2011), A#CNAKER R LT 2 ffH Adobe Photoshop A= By, i b B R 2R 2 F1| /7 HR 5%
HHRAAL) 0.5 BOK, 44T 180 ANHFL. KBl 1 2RI B ZRIEFEE] . ZEAE [RIEAR 2 34T 5 5 40
BT 3 SRTEAL(L AMRARIG, 1 ASRPERSE R, 1 ARG )T 252015

Figure 1. Example of face stimuli used in the present experiment (Top: happy female face with direct and averted gaze;
Bottom: sad male faces with direct and averted gaze)

1. HEIRERNEFLREM SRG(EE—1T: EAEEINMERINNRERIELERL; TE—1T: &
BEBEINMEZEEUNEAREBEEL)
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BN FLARBE 3B e — KA BIFETEIRIR, =i 6.23°, %E% N 5.39°. Hi E-prime 1.1 (Psychology
Software Tools Inc., Sharpsburg, PA, USA)#EAT I 2 AT Biid 5. f# ARS8 H3050 i HEALE
A7SEE, THEHUECE 21 257 BoRdd, $Ol7E B BoR#s K2y 70 JEOK A EE BOULE R kL. BT A RIS 2
MAaERAYE R E.

23. BF

P AR 58 1 AL TG B VP E 55 R GREE T, s Il E G5 (+), 231000 ms,
PERNE . BEEY 2K HIAL, FFEE2BL 200 24P . b T AL Al 5 B AR R H 1k (100~167 Z4D)
FIHERA(Todorov, Pakrashi, & Oosterhof, 2009), Ffr LASZE6 Fh4F 5K [ FLFF 2 BT [A] 3¢ 52 4 200 ZFP, 200
ENW O LWL 5E MM A EHIHAZE, R ESEI—D 7 SFRFER0 o8 “EEA
EAREER” , 7 Fon “IFHERERE" ). 7 SPRRHERSREAENR L, BRI #E RN A 20H
Fe MR T L H A — DN ECF D 1~7) RPN AT TE BT AL o 4] 2 R AR BT L & 1 SR I 7~ 481 o
Frf 180 AN FLEE — K, 7ESEPRszis S Lt 47 1 360 kS . 2 5 3 0] LLERE 90 GRS fE IR E—F
BEALIGRFELL) 30 4350

1 23 4567

FEH R AEH
BEeE 1634

Figure 2. An example of event sequence of each trial.

B 2. BANEORKESFIIRG

3. &R

XA A N B4 03047 1 2 GERTT IR B v RHI) > 2 (LI F3ME vs. Ztk) < 3 (THI
Tl ks RIS, A89) < 2 (MR BV vs M) TR S RO E R E T Z 0. B — A
Wl A& AT BN R, F(1,45)=15.95, p<0.001, 7, =0.26, ELALMITEALELRHLRITE AL
EAE . EALPE R RO R B E I, F(1, 45)=60.59, p<0.001, 7, =0.57, LPEEALETES T Bk
MALIESr . Mt 5 BWmFLAE, Sl et mfLE nlfE . TR 1 32 2008 2 B2 1,
F(2,90) = 61.70, p<0.001, 7, =0.57, RIPRKEIESLECATERTE AL LR EMEHEAE, G
TFLE R L R A T AL AME S AT

TERL T T RV R 156 1 2 ELAR P B R KF, F(2, 90) = 1824, p<0.001, 7, =0.28. fijHK
REAMTRI, LTS X PR A T AL(F(1, 45) = 8.37, p < 0.006)MPUKIHIFL(F(1, 45) = 30.54, p < 0.001)

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2019.93076 613 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.93076

2K, BB ALET

HRERW, EAREHEGTILFE, 45)=3.45,p = 0.07). $eAb, TEFLIE BRI 502 15 770 535 10238 EAE
H, F(2,90)=324, p=0.044, 5, =0.06. WSRO HTER, T BYEHALEFQR, 90) = 5039, p < 0.001)
AL AEHTFL(F(2, 90) = 58.64, p < 0.001)111 5, [HIFFRAGHA W& M. A HAb ZM=2 5. =38 A
F i

B I EAN AR, F(1, 45) = 0.005, p =0.94, 7, =0.001. $EkPER SEA. AL,
[HFERRAG I HAEHA R, Fs < 1.86. 2810, EML < [HALYER] < Bkt s8 BAEH 2 W31, F(1, 45)
=5.18,p=0.028, 77, =0.10. XF B LA BN LGP, 23000 T 2 GEALDT Al B vs R x 2 (T
FUPER: Bk vs AotE) x 3 (I EF#RME: dik, TR, BT ZES. £ 1 BoR T ek &0
TP ATE VR oy MR TRALITERL T RN (F(1, 46) = 10.13, p = 0.003) A1 544 1 FL AL 7 100 280
(F(1,46) =10.56, p = 0.002)#B & & 1. % 2 Bor | BVEBARIEITA 5 AF T B mE BEVE o A 2ot
TFLA, JERL T ) RO e 2 25 RI(F(1, 46) = 7.20, p = 0.01), {E3 7 53 P T FLINE, 0005 1) (0 3808 AS (2 3%
T(F(1,46) =173, p = 0.195). g2 id, Joilpl Wit i fL2 55 ik 2 otk AR T7 m)#f2s S 2 P
B LA AE I, BT AL TS AR 7 LU R I o BRI, A bl W ) TR LA Lo ki, VAR
7 1) A 55 14 5 X ) T L P A5 R S e e A

Table 1. Mean trustworthiness rating scores (SD) in female participants

= 1L MR EE TS RIEGEE)

ST SL Lk L
W PRI L5 W PRI Wt
HARL 3.37 (1.00) 4.19 (1.13) 2. 85 (0.98) 3.98 (1.08) 5.05 (1.04) 3.29 (0.98)
R 3.02 (0.71) 3.58 (1.05) 2.57(0.83) 3.64 (0.84) 4.40 (1.17) 3.23(0.92)
TERL AR 0.35 0.61" 0.28 0.34 0.65" 0.06

Note: ”p <0.01.

Table 2. Mean trustworthiness rating scores (SD) in male participants

F 2. BUHAAEEITANEROES)

ST SL LT L
ok PRI R} ok PRI A5
HARL 3.29 (0.63) 4.22(0.88) 2.77 (0.78) 3.85(0.81) 4.89 (0.92) 3.35(0.84)
RN 3.17 (0.59) 3.82 (0.87) 2.75 (0.61) 3.62 (0.71) 4.41(0.96) 3.17 (0.76)
RS 0.12 0.40™ 0.02 0.23" 0.48" 0.18"

Note: ”p <0.01.

4. i1ig

KB PRI 408 2 B T 308 3 155 R0 T LA ) 43 1) 5 Wi T L o] 45 B2 40T (Dong, Li, & Liu, 2015; Said, Sebe, &
Todorov, 2009). PARTRFFE K2 Ritit 18— HIEBAFE RS2 . Rl ARFT AT 2, AT H 2 55
TZANTHEBRFAE, AN A2 B 000 &S B — PR T R AIE (Freeman 55, 2016). R AT B&— AN &R REAE XS T
FLATAE FE W 1 520 2 52 3 5 — AT SRR R T o AHIE AR ST 1 I ER RN, LA AR BERL 7 1m) % T
FLATE BE AT R s, BE 2 H O IX SRR IE R AS BAE A . b4, FRATHR T LM S 5% 2 T LR
FER 77 A T L PTAS FE  T

ARG R RN, RN, LY FIBALTT 02 BB LS oy . BARSRUL, PRARH
TFLBE VA b A PR A% T FLBEAEAS B AT, 540 AT FLAE VT o bl A PR R A T AL MBS BT . etk AL
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Bk S AL AEAREAE . BRI ALA A R AL RS . XL RN EE 7IRRT K
L4, Dong et al., 2015; Franklin & Zebrowitz, 2013; Sutherland et al., 2015; Wyland & Forgas, 2010). &
HE 2, AVKI T HBEG AT BAER, PR PR LR A 3 RN, (H5
THFLVEA B3 RN, X5 Willis 22 F[A] 55201 1) W82 2 i 25 Fo& — 8. teah, 78 FTE #k it i 4L
B FERIT R, FRATR I T IR S A AL A AR R . AR R AR L AT S5, Bk 2T
IS0 T T 0 2 A AT FL I ) (940, Karnadewi & Lipp, 2011), 7ERI{E EEHIBI AT 55 . X PIAMSAE 15
B 7RSI, TN TS FE VR 237 A T R

AR AR LM RLE P 53 PR T FLIN R I TR 22 5 o L MR RAE PR o MR 5 M T AL
I, I AL RN . B R TH AL R LU R I TR LA . A, SRl v i 2otk
THIFLE SR AN, CE VAT 55 14 T FLIS A R AR RN, o 2 11T, EA S ) 40 B A T 50 1A
Fmtge, Cafm MBI, LR AN B AR o RUESEES Ry L 7 18 & — AN ek
A, S RRIAE RN, B 7 B0 v T FL I IR 51 (Vuilleumier, George, Lister, Armony, & Driver,
2005), H¢AE ST 5B MR ok i (Goodman, Phelan, & Johnson, 2012).

DATTAR 20 A T oA 56 43k 1 P 1) 78 T L T 435 82 40 0 RO FH  Wineenciak 2 FC[R]95(2013 ) 5% FH AR B 3& 2
YRRV T 5 A Lo el i T L T {5 B IR B S [ o AT R I A A IE LS 28, T 5 M i i
PG R. TR HBEAL(ERP)IF 754, Dzhelyova, Perrett il Jentzsch (2012)1f%& 7 — it 55 44 A £ 4 T L
(PRI A5 B 2 I B SRl i W T L PR R RT3 B o AT R 3R I AT (3 AT 55 TR AR AR 22 5, T PR AT
F AN ZE R WY, AT H AR F, 2ot e i AL AT E B A AR B R . 1%
FMER) 55 AR M) ERP B AFEER 22 57 . AW 45 B8 177 RN TR R AR 128 BAE
THIFL A S50 R T 0 R4 A BAE F B33 v 2= . SR, v T I R T ALY ) A2 BAE F B A7 AE I 1 )
Zeto MRS R EE R, AR LI N 510 U0 55 P R Lo Al iR S BB T L A3 B I A LE AN IR () N AE L
o ZOPEAN 53 AR RE AT A — 5B 20 AH B RO, 0 R) DL 5 3 — SeURe ) SRR

TATHIB FE 25 F R 22/ T B AR X T AL AT A3 B I B sz 4t 1S4 . RS — BB Rt 7, i
RENTRLEETTER R T MR =AREYEE: AEE, SCEREPENER - 5] J)(Sutherland et al.,
2013)0 ABFFR KT TAMEEE . [ FLA 2 2R00 55 — BV R A] Re A7 A2 HAb 7 T REme, (EA3 3 — BT 5T .

5. &t

K2, TSR S T FL AT A5 R 1 5 A 38 1 A [ R LA TR B o T LRI AR B W A 32
AT A ARFAE A RE ML, T L 52 22 A TR A A S LA FH RS2 o 55 A R 2 g i S D) 55 P T 5L
I 4B ME AL RN (22 57 o FEREESE T I AL 2 — BN R R B e, 2255 18 ST FLRF AR N A9 AF:
A
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