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Abstract

A common perception, both to the general public and popular media is that emotional characteristics such as personality and supportiveness are the qualities that females seek in a mate, and that these qualities outweigh more notable characteristics such as physical attractiveness, with some going so far as to say that physical attractiveness is superficial and holds no bearing whatsoever.  However, many people observe that, although women say they like these characteristics, when given a choice they will go for a male who is more physically attractive in lieu of one who holds likable personality qualities.  In this study, both characteristics will be compared to get a deeper understanding of this popular perception by directly studying males who have differing levels of attractiveness in terms of both personality and physical characteristics.  University aged women will be randomly assigned into an experimental condition in which they read a script that depicts a male’s personality and are then presented with a picture of the male in question.
Personality and Physical Appearance as Predictors of Mate Selection in Females

Physical attractiveness is a characteristic which is universally branded as depthless and superficial when discussed in the context of determining mate selection for human relationships.  However, it is certainly an aspect of interpersonal attraction for both sexes, despite the claims made and popular perceptions present.  Potential mates are first visually screened to determine if they meet the minimum requirement and then screened on the basis of personality.  If both physical as well as personality traits meet the required standards, the process of mate selection can begin.  Both evaluations are imperative in evaluating a potential mate.  Personality has no doubt been observed to play a role in mate selection, both practically and experimentally (Kniffin & Wilson, 2004; Albada, Knapp, & Theune, 2002), but physical attractiveness is an often underrated characteristic, which is at times even denied to be a factor.  Although Evolutionary Psychology is a relatively new field of research, physical attractiveness has been studied in a number of ways, in terms of both facial and bodily attractiveness.  The most common methods of study are (in no particular order): facial symmetry (Jones et al., 2001), facial averageness (and distinctiveness) (Rhodes et al., 2001; Langlois & Roggman, 1990; Langlois, Roggman, & Musselman, 1994; Rhodes & Tremewan, 1996), somatotype, including waist-to-hip and waist-to-shoulder ratio (WHR and WSR) (Dixson, Halliwell, East, Wignarajah, Anderson, 2001; Spencer & Mazmanian).  There are many different aspects of personality and of physical attractiveness, the most important of which will be described here.
Symmetry has been known to act as a marker of phenotypic and genetic quality and is preferred during mating selection in a number of different species, including humans.  Bilateral facial symmetry of physical traits is hypothesized to reflect a high quality of development, and the ability to resist biological perturbations during development (Fink & Penton-Voak, 2002).  Therefore, higher levels of symmetry are considered to be analytical to high quality developmental precision (Palmer & Palmer, 2002).  This finding suggests that facial symmetry may have a positive impact on mate selection in humans and that preferences for symmetrical individuals are potentially adaptive (Thornhill & Gangestad, 1999a; 1999b).  The “good genes” explanation of attractiveness posits that mate preferences favour healthy individuals due to direct and indirect benefits associated with the selection of a healthy mate.  Consequently, attractiveness judgments are likely to reflect judgments of apparent health. In studies of facial symmetry, faces manipulated to be more symmetrical have been reported to be more attractive than those without the manipulation (Little, Burt, Penton-Voak, & Perrett, 2001; Perrett et al., 1999; Rhodes et al., 1998, Rhodes, Zebrowitz, et al., 2001).  This results in a potential mating strategy for human females; she may be strongly motivated by mechanisms that facilitate her becoming impregnated by males of high genetic quality. One physical characteristic that may inform health judgments is fluctuating asymmetry as it may act as a visual marker for genetic quality and developmental stability. Consistent with these suggestions, a number of studies have found relationships between facial symmetry and facial attractiveness (Jones et al., 2001).  Facial distinctiveness ratings of 17-year-olds were associated with poor childhood health in males, and poor current and adolescent health in females, although the last association was only marginally significant (Rhodes et al., 2001).  Studies in of facial attractiveness in general have reported positive relationships between symmetry and attractiveness (Grammer & Thornhill, 1994; Jones et al., 2001; Mealey, Bridgestock, & Townsend, 1999; Penton-Voak et al., 2001; Rhodes et al., 1999; Rhodes, Yoshikawa, et al., 2001; Scheib, Gangestad, & Thornhill, 1999).

Another common preference for both male and female human faces is facial averageness.  In many traits, the average denotes heterozygosity which explains an evolutionary basis for the preference for such traits.  The composite of two or more faces has been found to be more attractive than the individual component faces and has been seen in many studies (Langlois & Roggman, 1990; Langlois, Roggman, & Musselman, 1994; Rhodes & Tremewan, 1996), with the effect being present in both sexes (Langlois & Roggman, 1990).  Attractiveness may have an evolutionary basis - facial symmetry may suggest stress free development as described, and facial averageness may suggest biological diversity that boosts immunity to genetic diseases.  Distinctive faces are recognized more easily than are typical faces, but typical faces are classified as a face, rather than a scrambled face, more quickly than distinctive faces (Valentine, 1991).  Changes in attractiveness resulting from changes in averageness remain when images are made perfectly symmetric, which allow us to reject the "symmetry hypothesis" of facial attractiveness (e.g., Rhodes, Roberts, & Simmons, 1999), and strengthen the evidence that facial averageness is attractive independently of symmetry (Rhodes, Sumich, & Byatt, G, 1999).  In addition to the studies which have shown facial averageness to be attractive, there have been studies which have shown that facial distinctiveness is negatively correlated with attractiveness (e.g., Rhodes, Sumich, & Byatt, 1999).  The combination of these two results suggests that there may be a role of general cognitive processing mechanisms that intercede alleged attractiveness of composite faces.
Studies of somatotype lead to results which are consistent with effects of sexual selection upon visual signals that advertise health, physical prowess, age, and underlying endocrine condition in the human male (Dixson et al., 2001).  Although a variety of builds can be appealing depending on other characteristics present, ceterus paribus, a muscular (mesomorphic) somatotype is preferred by women.  Many studies of WHR are geared towards the female subject base (studying female bodies) and hypothesized to show relationships between WHR and fertility / fecundity.  Men with a WHR of more than 1.0 are known to be at an increased health risk because of their fat distribution.  A WHR of 0.8 or 0.9 and a waist-to-shoulder Ratio of 0.6 are most preferred by women, with these findings applying principally to those with muscular (mesomorphic) somatotypes as described above (Dixson et al., 2001).
Looking beyond salient physical characteristics and onto personality, many studies have revealed that specific personality types are preferred in general to women and are very important in mate selection criteria.  Niceness appeared to be the most important factor when it came to desirability for more serious relationships, whereas physical attractiveness appeared more important in terms of desirability for more casual, sexual relationships (Urbaniak & Kilmann, 2003).
Experiment 1

Method
Participants

The participants will be a group of university aged females, who will participate for bonus points in their introductory Psychology course.  The mean age of participants will be approximately 21 years old.  Participants will be predominantly heterosexual based on a score of 5-7 on Kinsey’s 7-point continuum scale of sexual orientation (Kinsey, Pomeroy, & Martin, 1948).  All participants will be recruited through introductory Psychology serials and may be entered into draws for prizes.
Procedure

Participants will be given a script in which a male’s personality is described, and compared with a control male’s personality which will also be described.  Participants will be randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions.  In condition 1, the male will have a neutral personality (middle of the road for all factors).  In condition 2, the male will have an undesirable personality (somewhat insensitive, self-absorbed, and macho). In each condition, the male will be compared to another nice candidate (he will be described as kind, attentive, and emotionally expressive).
Experiment 2
Method

Participants

The participants will be a group of university aged females, who will participate for bonus points in their introductory Psychology course.  The mean age of participants will be approximately 21 years old.  Participants will be predominantly heterosexual based on a score of 5-7 on Kinsey’s 7-point continuum scale of sexual orientation (Kinsey, Pomeroy, & Martin, 1948).  All participants will be recruited through introductory Psychology serials and may be entered into draws for prizes.
Procedure

Participants will be given a script in which a male’s personality is described in the same format as above, followed by the presentation of a photograph.  Participants will be randomly assigned to one of four experimental conditions.  In condition 1, the male will have a neutral personality and an attractive physical appearance.  In condition 2, the male will have an undesirable personality and an attractive physical appearance.  In condition 3, the male will have a neutral personality and a neutral physical appearance.  In condition 4, the male will have an undesirable personality and a neutral physical appearance.  In each condition, the male will be compared to a nice candidate, similar to STUDY 1, who is physically neutral.
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