MG b B 2023% $68% H23H220~237 ¢ (i EREE ) A2t
SCIENCE CHINA PRESS
CrossMark

& click for updates

AL ERE PP S YEEE ML AL 2e bt LTS
FRINREA A AR PRI

< = s T ~ *
3" tTieeet s
FE ANRKZ=OHE2ER, LA 100872
T A DTk
* PR ., E-mail: wechen@ruc.edu.cn
2022-06-21 Wk, 2022-08-20 & 111, 2022-08-22 $35%, 2022-08-23 ML K&

R E R R AR BT ST 34 b e B A EEAS R 45 24 4 T %6 42 ) (18XNLG 10, 19XNLG20)H1H [ A R AW — " 2R R R &
2 HINARFAS 600 5 BBl

e REEEEMAEAESITFNNEAZERE L. THARLN, @I EETFNSZHITNEANHLLE
7 HfL(socioeconomic status, SES)# & {5 K. i 5 v 17 7= 4 5 4 By B b in. (8L 3] b 380 B AR K BF 53 R IR A
I A 2 B Bk B, T R 0 2 X R S 4 A R LR R 2 2 X BT B A SESH R . B ik, ARAF
KA ZBIFN WILSESTIFH HSESHEIL T FE TN AR YW, HREN, HIFN AL S, (KSESHF R &
B 3@ AL T B LA R R S R, R B R 2 IR B S SESHE T, RN & . KSESITFN
W BRI AR A XA, B R A IRSESIFM# R I WA R R iF. XBERE T, IR A S A 7 1R
THEx R, LRI R NLIZE RIFHH FPENH X R,

Rgkinl Ao ZFHAL, AL EEEN, BIAORR, WEA T

T LI 1A N A E A5 BRI, AL fLIRII SRk B HA 5 SRR, WP i fLAY
AR ATES AR R SIS SEMEE, MM, TR RN A EAREEEE
i 2x [ R M AL R AE SR T AB LB BRI, Al fs o SR T SRR T A A T E b
BEL ey Abide. et mALAEE IR ORI RS A RO B A RN AR E,
TALAF FOP T B Z R (R 2063% A8 5), 48 A AT HARIPEO AL T FAR S S B, ) 755
AR IE T HFL AR R BEAR AT PP s, SRR SR, WIRAH &A1 500 Hh i AL R0 ;
TENBRZSAER, JEHERIGR B, HALAIER AR MR, AL NS SR mEE, WP &k
FIAEF. L TR O A AT DABE RSN SRR R LN AR P [ kR A
AR, XAEE AL SO RSUET 5 R )™ T HARFIY 575 R — 48 52 A9 HL B (e 5|
TS T —Bum g R0, R EAL ISR K ), BRANIRILEE R A ] LIRS F AR
HREm N R AT AT S 2 B 2 2 1 [R)Ak/ 0 LSO ? BFSE MT & mT RERY, [

DATERRSE S, AT LT 5 BE QPR IFARAL S Aot it LA ) 2 22 ) 1 PP AR 23R S 1.
HUZIE L A SR e, S Z B 5E0rm F L, RS2 E IR AR T 5

SIS T8, ffleetes, MRICEE. THAL PR BT A 4 B2 RS0 : k25 2 1S R (Y P RHA R i AR X BRI, BA3E A, 2023, 68: 229-237
Wang Y M, He T T, Chen W F. Cross-dimensional assimilation effect in facial trustworthiness evaluation: The asymmetry of in-group favoritism under the
moderation of socioeconomic status (in Chinese). Chin Sci Bull, 2023, 68: 229-237, doi: 10.1360/TB-2022-0689

© 2022 (PIEREE) Akt www.scichina.com  csb.scichina.com


https://doi.org/10.1360/TB-2022-0689
http://www.scichina.com
http://csb.scichina.com
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1360/TB-2022-0689&amp;domain=pdf&amp;date_stamp=2022-10-17

M % b & 2023518 %68k 23

BN I ARTE, (B R Z 55 245 R n] ks IRl Ak akonz, RP
B R NIE, RO E X LA E BP9 5
LRI 1. B, Rk PRSI LA &
{7 B B T ALY A B

T FL IR AT 200 255 BaXFE R T ek R L & Rg i il
FLIEH. LN TR RGE BRI, BA A LAY 2
Iy RAF BSOS A M ZIMRER S, T A E 0T
S T FLAYEN I R, B AR ST 3 BHR S 7E
ol 2 LR A S R =Y (= S N (1K 5 N ¢ 5N 13
At PR S S AE SR £ 2 M 3% (socio-
economic status, SES)IX— I it &432(E B A TEH
N R B RSP TS ORI i e 2581 LR AV 1 Wi L VA
R EE T, ek it 2N, il HE K
RO A T, B9 R BR, b2 2o MU 5 BT
Ly e ™, Fakrs g . duh
Ut, FESZ T — 1 SRR LA ST 5
e AT 308 5 A TR A 20 A s B

{2, TFLSEST S48 & X L {5 BE PFA 52 1 1)
R BRTRARD, BN 2 X B 45 AT A
iy BRI, A SR TE [ S0 T AL T4
Hr, B A Ao 1 E R B R SESZ R 5 H ik
AT AL ATE BN s I A —3, RIIA SR
W T LT A3 BEAEAY, RIS A Ak . A
SESXF AL M M AH GG, S5 A, BTN &
SESKHHEAEA HH N — B IE > ke
PR B AN — B0 5L R AT BEAE T PP B R R K
SR —LSESH 54 R B BA BA U5 2,
A BRI — 5 1 77 2 L LY SE S B W 1 Jek A LA
EAIL )L HeAh, Serips A R . IRSESH 5t
LR FIX AN SR T AL AT AF BEPEAN B 22 S RV R 1),
M A% K KSESTF St RAFTER 5 ILSEST 54k
R IR AT H AL AT BE PO 2Z 1] 19 22 5 (48 X b
E), IRATREAETEXT 4 St 20k, BT
FEF RSESTY LA JCSESTY 5t Ay Lk 414 i o) v FL
AR BEPESY, A BHC N Trsess Tirses M T AL
Tyises™ Tises AN REUE I —s& KA R0, PR R 2R
TAHEBMET T, BT Tesps>Tieses, MATERISESH 5t
FAER, ST H B R E ALY (R SESTE BL Ak 1 T
FRY AL T {75 B T B ARG Tk A R PRI,
HAEMBTRL KA, BT R RN P
mi%l&%ﬁﬁ%%%(T,E,-}SES>T0ﬁT{[§SEs<T0, EI]
Tysses—To> 08 Ty~ Tirses™>0), A BEMEIEIIRYHH &A= 1 )

230

U

AN, T AR RE VAN 23 R 32 B AN T AL A
TN HEERE, B, S0 H S ISESHASZ
W, DATERFSY 2, T LN T B i i D E AT
WAL 2 2 AEAE S AR, 1 B T4 1
6] T45 5 2k [ [ —REAR B4 T FL L 5 34,
BRI AR R . TR IR AR DC TS & 0, 4
ST 4 PR Rl 8- 78 A ) b (52 B = i) AT S
PE. filhn, JH e NP B, R (1 B Y SES
HXTHATMN F 9 RE 1Y, IRSESTEM #F1ERE TN I
LI BRI IR AT, (85 SESTRM 2 0 R B 12
EINBEA G, B A A T 2 2 00 B A
il I, {KSESTRM# 4 8 R 47 7T B 754%
SESTTH % %oF A REA L 51 (IR SES 1 L) B9 ITEAN T B,
TG 45 18 7L Bk E B0 A4 A SES 15 5428 R 0] 11417
FRAL. SR, TPH % SESTESS R M TE AL T 15 BTN F
FHEIE MG, 15 SO AT WA 3 BT M 2
PEITAN 2 I N AN OC R T SO 52 (R,
(5] A28 07 2 75132 R IR A2 R R M A
Z IR R IR i R T AEAE AR A PRI BT AR
SESTEA %75 1 FL 1T {75 BE PP v 2 301 A BEAA (i A
G TRV IR £ 1

L5 FRRIR, ABFTOREN H SESIIA L &, A
TeSESTY SRR ML &M 55 (RSESTS &M T
A TETFL AT A5 BEAEA EA T HUAe, E— W RRIEAN % SESHI
YT 0 FLSES X i FL 7Y {5 BE PPA B 520, IR HISES-
TFL S Ls U2, LI (5 i fLSESAEH5 1 WA
JEA. HETF T A OGRS R LR, A SCi%: (1) %
JESELR IR, LAY S SESTY St R miFL T 15
FEVEMY . IRSESTY 4 R M I £L T {75 B4 (RO e
RSESTS 2% Z 4408 T FL AT A5 BEVTM 77 A 15 4 1 14 ]
ELRT); (2) (KSESTEAN & 1 T AL AT {5 BEVEAN vh 30 iy
PIRER R G, {5 SESTEAM I A F B H PR (A D 47
(RIS o 15 24 B ) ) A 3800, 25 32 B % SES FY T35,
FLi5 ARSESTEY & (9 A BRI A7 7R X FRE).

1 Jiik
1.1 ik

DI P20 0 =0, 25 F180% K G I3 i, %
FG*Power 3. 184 4 e/ IMREA EN=28. SEBRHT
Foh E R R E32 ANGEh Lo 18N), 4R



18~30% (M=21.9, SD=3.1), H:h—% B Mk A 210G
& BB g A bR . T I ks £ WS ES i Ma-
cArthurss ¢ (the MacArthur Scale of Subjective SES)f5
I3 (M=4.9, SD=1.4), ISFIEN A, #3126 808000
M SESAH 17 A e Lot 10 ) FIMIKSES AL 14 A\ (Hih
L8 N). ESESH#A FMSES(M=6.0, SD=0.9)FIk
SESZHHIR FMSES(M=3.6, SD=0.6)2% 0%, 1(29)
=8.68, P<0.001, Cohen’s d=3.22. AHF5E345 FE AR
KPR RS ACHZE A, i AT Bl ) sk
FREM IR, B EHIEFE, I TS ai i E ik
PR —E 2T H .

1.2 SRR
121 HEAR M

S DB R A IR ARRRE, RECE IR fLA
e PO ) 5 T FL AR Q0K A M ALK S, BT A TR
LSRRG, 26018FE 30018 %, EH 24311
in=2.54 cm) 192014 & x 108014 % it s B . 905K i £L
BT 53 P AL 53 ) I AEAC R R . IRSESAY Hh M2t
75 5o /E i SES T FLAMIKSES T L, {H 9 2H mifL
A B LSRRI E I n] (5 BT 25 57, 1(88)=0.24,
P=0.809. TfifL 5 SES/KF-RIRC R FERE iz [RF-A7, LAt
1A B T FLEEE 5 5 SES/K -5 SHC AT, W S5{KSES
VIS SO, Ak, 90Tk IfL g s SR B, AR A
LA
122 &%

K H T WAE 2 25 5% b A Mac Arthur i 2 247 i
BN ER, R T HARFEACERA
32 E TR R AR B AL s T,

1.3 Sk

SCER H2(PEMY # SES: s A< 2B PEA T L

SESH 5: i MMIRA LRI, HAIF & SESH

POAF R R, PP IFLSESTY S pl N R, AR
A RO T LR R A T3

1.4 FGRYT

141 #H2ZFHA-F 5 HE NS %
FEREFT LTS BV AT 55 1, B etk

MFLATHE (B S0 5 5 AR RIK R SES/K T Rl

K, aniE E=KSES/K ., E =" SES/KF-. I RS

SES/KF- [ BC X 7 4 ik [a] A

Beah 2z > By Bet 120k (R« IRSESIK P45 61
K. ZEX B BE, WNENTR, #6807 B8 e AR
5 R A mfLAR I R, LT S iR
SES/KF-LASCFAE B A5, 1E27 > I B ik o U,
A BEER LA R T A 15 5 B (0 5 SES /K- Y 5K

B e xR AT e g I, 36N iRk (. M
SES/K -4 184N K). fE 2R, FEX LRtk i, b ]
FEBA SCF IR B O N WA A R R, Fpl gk )
Wi 2N AT = A R R SR KSES /K, i 4%F. T
BEYFTRON, FRPEC R ESES/K. TELEKSES/K
L U RN R R R R R R T SR E R T
I, BN IEAA GRS R T —AMRIK, AR
PA100% 1) HER 23 5¢ Bk 485 I 1A e
142 ®@ILFEE TN

Pl B BB INE R R . RSESIK A [F) Bt
5 LW ELELE R, FERERAR R SR — BN R
Pz AL PTAEAEARR RS, B Tppops M Tieses. LA 5500
FEMEBATR, B AT YR B500 msAYTERLT“+,
TR 2% 5 R AT [ S BE500 ms B INTE R (o iy 5t
LR R, b EER g T L S E A E AT
F70~100/ 3753, 0~100483 AR H ANMERFEREHER
HARFAE RPN LR, il BRUARFE K- 53850 T3
S P RIEAT RN, PEAR5E BN i “Next " #E AT
—iRK. 90 MR LSS, Bkl 75 X JoB (15 5 A Tl
FLUEATIESy, VR LI FEL S (5 L T,

2 R

TN B TE R IKSESE 5 F MIJGSES T i 34k
S XL AT BRI Taysps~  Treses A Toftiid M
GTERmME IR,

97 A PR 1 AL SESTY 5% 1 AL AT 45 B PR
PR RIS, R e B SESTY 5 T A AL T A5 EPEM
(I 0 (T issps—To) FIMIRSES 15 5% 11 FL AT 45 BEPRAN (1%
R ToTises) 1N Tonanges  WIEAE Topange e W1 THIFL AT 15 2
VPO I R RT3 1 RN,
BRI 45 SRR, S SESTE 5 Topange(M=7.4,
SD=10.8) % KT0, #30)=3.81, P=0.001, Cohen’s
d=1.39; {KSESTY St Topange(M=7.2, SD=12.0)th i 3% K
F0, 1(30)=3.36, P=0.002, Cohen’s d=1.22. X i, mHifL
i~ ARSESH SR M AFAE- T Bl a0 m LAY Al A5 3
VES3 n) EFLSESH 5e 7 e, RN A: 35 S Hr g [a]
AL, 53 TE = SESTY e AUIRSES T e 454 M

231



M % b & 2023518 %68k 23

AL REFIL

R =AU

Bl 1 (2 ROR ) SES-H S B LB E I Sy > B BL. URSES=1E (57 5%

BHEEFHAL

B EEFHL

{RI SES=45 {615 52 M 44l

Figure 1 (Color online) The learning stage of socioeconomic status-color association training. Take low SES=blue background and high SES=purple

background for example
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Figure 2 (Color online) The testing stage of socioeconomic status-color association training
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Figure 3 (Color online) The flow chart of facial trustworthiness evaluation. The sample face is not the actual stimulus used in the experiment, but a

randomly generated male face to avoid copyright issues
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Table 1 The facial trustworthiness rating scores of high-SES and low-SES evaluators with high-SES, low-SES and no background information
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Figure 4 The assimilation effect of high-SES and low-SES back-
ground information on facial trustworthiness evaluation of high-SES and
low-SES evaluators. SE denotes standard error, *P<0.05, **P<0.01, n.s.
denotes non-significant
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It is common for within-dimensional assimilation effect in the social evaluation of faces under social context. Recent
studies have also found a cross-dimensional assimilation effect in the facial trustworthiness evaluation with the
socioeconomic status (SES) background information as social context. However, whether the SES of evaluators moderates
this cross-dimensional assimilation effect remains unclear, since the relationship between evaluators and evaluatees has
largely been ignored in studies of the assimilation effect. Therefore, the present study aimed to investigate whether the SES
of evaluators moderates the impact of the SES background information for evaluated faces on facial trustworthiness
evaluation, and thereby to explore the broader theoretical issue on the interaction between evaluator and evaluatee on
assimilation effect.

There were two phases in the experiment. In the first phase, participants completed a status-color association training
task, to learn how to associate colored backgrounds (purple/blue) with different levels of SES (high-SES/low-SES). This
was to enable the participants to accurately perceive the SES information of the evaluated faces based on the background
color in the subsequent evaluative task. In the second phase, they completed a facial trustworthiness rating task that used a
100-point scale to evaluate the trustworthiness of the faces displayed on colored backgrounds indicating high- or low-SES
(Thigh-ses/ Tiow-ses)- After that, the facial trustworthiness baseline (7;) was also measured by presenting participants the
isolated faces without the colored backgrounds.

The cross-dimensional assimilation effect of SES information of evaluated faces on facial trustworthiness (7¢pyng.) Was
calculated as follows: T panee=Thigh-ses—70 OF To—Tiow-ses- One-sample t-test analysis revealed that the presence of high/low
SES background information for the evaluated faces led to the evaluators’ trustworthiness evaluation being closer to the
faces’ SES background information. That is, both the high and low SES information for the evaluated faces led to a
significant assimilation effect on facial trustworthiness evaluation. But the assimilation of low SES information among
low-SES participants is non-significant. Furthermore, a 2 (SES background information for evaluated faces: High vs. low)
x 2 (SES of evaluators: High vs. low) repeated-measures ANOVA of the T, showed a significant interaction of
evaluators and evaluatees’ SES. Simple effect analysis revealed that the assimilation of low-SES information on facial
trustworthiness evaluation among low-SES participants is significantly smaller than that among high-SES participants,
which was also supported by the item-based ANOVA analysis.

In summary, the results of the experiment suggested: (1) Both high-SES and low-SES information for evaluated faces
exerted an assimilation effect on facial trustworthiness evaluation; (2) the assimilation effect is moderated by the SES of
evaluators with an asymmetry of the in-group favoritism among high-SES evaluators and low-SES evaluators. The present
study also contributed to the literature on the assimilation effect, by showing that: (1) Assimilation effect can occur not only
between context and evaluative targets in the within dimension but also in cross-dimensions; (2) the social relationship
between evaluator and evaluatee should be taken into account when evaluating the assimilation effect of social context.

socioeconomic status, facial trustworthiness evaluation, assimilation effect, in-group favoritism
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