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3 AR R A TR R ERE, By ER E RN, AimA R REFFEXRAGEL. AR
EFFRZLEY, T RREGIEAT] A G RAKINRE T A B RR—Z IR G . By, 555
MARBATH, Mg FERZGRE, EH T E S RET] A FHTRALA RAFARA, Mk
AL SENREDIHRBRI A TR, “EORABIFONNEFELEZIREE, MALERLLIINLTHES S
WAk, A8 K60 AR A it —F 55

KB SR BABRNE;, HABRE

SEE B848; B949:C91

CORKCHEN, FEFZ Y. s, BT

_ 1 ZHFERHFH: SIMNIRSIHEFEE
3R L A R A B L SR 98 . Burns ;gf{j; / t;;j RINRIR S| IR
H Farina (1987)f] A-R-D g RO 5| 1 A Y
ﬁ E]/\J ?ﬁmﬁg)ﬁ‘l‘i . ?&E(attitude) N gi/ﬂz(reinforce) Dion, Berscheid Fll Walster (1972)%‘:% “What

FI7 1] (divective), A5 AN 51 138 i 8 % i is beautiful is good”MWLAR, BRIV «3& Y 2 47 1,
MBS R I BT R, IR ESR f) B KPR T 2 o5 S0 5 | ) /P St
RN 2, TEARAE A A Oy b DRSNS B AR BOR AR
BIRARC: BUE . BEE . 0%, fermoes  SURATE THEEIEN, wl LU g 22
S N CIDE 2 Ny Y ) b, B2 ) e 7L 28 43 A9 5 H(Olivola, Funk, &
Todorov, 2014; Poutvaara, 2014; Stockemer & Praino,
2015, 2017)o AMfTT2X @AM 5| A A Al it o
FEPERYPEGY, Ay H B B 22 B A A 4 o
(Lorenzo, Biesanz, & Human, 2010), Sk MAKnA]
REIF AN B A X SE R R T, (ELATS ) DA e ) . f5i]
AN S| 75 W SR A R DER AT, AT
Fe sz B 20k A W | I NS 21 19 4 B o3 IC
i (Ma, Hu, Jiang, & Meng, 2015; Ma, Qian, Hu, &
Wang, 2017), =AM G ARSI 2
ZXGW, AT R R, THE LR TR
(Desrumaux, de Bosscher, & Léoni, 2009; Tsai, Huang,
& Yu, 2012). MRS SRR L HE T Ml A $R T
AR, dkmiEsh T AR RO R,
N Lee 5¥(2008)%f 3 [E 1T M3 A M3 HOTorNOT
Wk HBT: 2018-11-07 et e " . -
B AP e sy tooory, O PUBHREATIRDT, 55— 2 SRR,
WAEIE#H . FRIW, E-mail: zhengy@swu.edu.cn RIS MO0 B0 5 b A Y B R A 2 ) S 2 22 Y

(Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Lee, Loewenstein, Ariely,
Hong, & Young, 2008), AAI{i[6 T £ KA
i S& B AR AR, AR S| s A
1R B 25 55 $8 B4E 15 (Rhodes, Simmons, & Peters,
2005), SN G BRI T EBE LR E
& HL 2 v Ay 7000 AU 45 SR (Langlois et al.,
2000), 2K 1M, FMRIR S| I TERE X R TP RENC
L5l R TR EZ2E N, “ENHEL”
MEIEIEEZDESE, R RUecsl kT
A S G IE s
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BIEBRE, 8 A R R s, 1
AMARF T BSR4 5 ] )
PRI — A2, ASARZE I 29 2534 SR I AL gk
BT 130% K . SR, BHA 240%
ORI A A ES RS 1= B N D S VNS
AN 5| Fy 3 T N5 A AR 2 i R L, A
SRR 5 e e 0 A PR A ) T e — BOB A 5
PEHS S8 Ik — B, i AR A &5
TR A, S R S AN 5] K B Y
WAL MR T I BB —,
S A A PR SR R I g, X SR 25 6 R A ST A
BHEBRRE O AR5 8 kA0 B 24 F gL
30 B A IR A D 222 2 SR B H A ARy
PRI IR . BRI S A AT B Y AP S

AR LA R AR Aaf M TS 51 3 # BO0] T3 B IR A B4

R T B AMAI S| e 1 S 2 56 R ST .
1.1 #DEZERA

AR O B 22 0 2 TR 5 0 90 BRL A An ]
TESALFIAT S Z (AL A VR, E 40T S 10 3
BLHIE A T 04 Ml figp e — SRR A 2 iy e ) A
T 77 25 3 L 4% CREAWT, REFT S, 2010), X LE3E N
P 7] R s 52 b B R IR e R e, ilan e
(=R vive M U NP4 L G WAR Y SR (S NE SR el vd
A AR VE T AR L B UERE, Maestripieri,
Henry F Nickels (2017) M #EAb.CBE2E A 6] B4 £
fife RS AT AN S | D I A SRR, B e, 4R
AT T AN S 0 e B A ThRetk, &
4 D) e 2 H 30T 2 MR 5 1A, B AR 5
BN BT BEE . BV R SNSRI 5 A AR
WAERR, RN S AR 5] Ak, 3
W, XN 5] ) AR G B B B bR G 5 5 i
“HEAF T RHIE, XEERHEE B bRxt R E B ST,
BCAR A BV A T = MR 5 | 7 A A R v
TEBCA A R, P 2o £ B 1 — 20 R 5 A A
I AR H AR AE . BB R T AT
TEERCAR 2R = MR 5| I3 AR I At 2
TR R, B S h m LA B A 1 0 5 s oh
SR 51 3R 22 BEHLEE T IE L SR A AT R o
1.1.1 EENEER

AR BA Al T TE AR 0 B/ INBEFR A
R BB M {E (Edlund & Sagarin, 2010), A& T
AR F R FOIRBL (R RE . AR . AE B RET)) . A
PR 5] 1) F R BT O - R 5 &) AR

ARG SN, MR 2T RE 7)) (Howie
& Pomiankowski, 2018), LAfERFFEH i H T i %
AN IR B 5 2 R VA AR O (L, BT LA 43 A
D5k SRl B PR SRR IR B F A A
N B BC AR AN 2Z )5 T2 B 00 B (A AR o (1 40 Wy, 431
W Bk, VR WA ARAVE A Al A AR Y
NGBS o B 7 o — N A S M
B8 2H 15 PR 3R S TR A O (R A A P A A v,
UL R R A AR G g AL G Ty S
R AR (AR & o) A2 PR AR (B LE) (Bdlund &
Sagarin, 2014), F 3O A Mo IF Al A4 i 4 1
BB, AT RE AN A Y R BB AE R AT 4
TESRAEWTE BB Y= R (Howie & Pomiankowski,
2018), PRI AT LA H 3 WA B 1 AN 51 T8 %
M A R P A BE AR 0 0 A 38 R A (R AR Ah,
2016).

B ER S, PITEEALARB MR 5] )
N EEBARMEBuss & Schmitt, 1993), {HAMK
Wem| Xt BB R R R R, BB M
PRS0 LA AR B SR 5| T3 K, (H AL AR
e, ZRTRBF TSR AU IE S . BAKR g RS
Li, Bailey, Kenrick F Linsenmeier (2002)FH“h 75
i T A i 0 SO A R A S e T | T AR A AR
HPE 22 S o T ol R A R A AT T A3 R 3 R o]
15O F PRI T 2, (BRI Y S AR T R 15 3
T RIS, A0S 8 SR B 23R [ HAE TG i L
B 25 R AR/ o B AL S BRI EAR T
o BRI AN A — 5, H AR SRR
KB R Z 5, MEASEINE ARG EE T,
Li, Valentine I Patel (2010)IA N EAR AN 5]
Xt FHMWEEUT S, RELTFRME &
BRI ST, B 2% B AR A A5 5 ]
JIK o kR 2 A 52 3 B MRS |7 BRI,
B TCiE B PSR 51 F1 K SEandar, S PE#R 7 SE A
SN TS R Y L A o e I S AR |
N FE M, RATEMRBURZ R, %
FERR W ms, BI B EEAR B R 3 i 5 AL
BEOENTS, LotA X B s 51 146 i
TR o Lok R AR PSR B B E R 5] DG R
(Todd, Penke, Fasolo, & Lenton, 2007), 2x#¥g A
S MR 51 T 7K1 e IRk KRR AT 19 58 R
HEAR(Lee et al., 2008). MRS 1 E A BLAE A
(EH I AR R, H B A AR AN (A
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AR AEAR . TP EE AR AR A B Y AN [R5
. BYUERERLENINURS T, LrEERSE N
) LA, D B 7=, 5305 e R L X AN SR ] 1)
IR If A7 22 5 o BRI AN R 5| 07 Ry o T i,
VLY e M SN SR | 3 7K ST, TR 1 A0 {1
[T KN kX (=TS e =8 23 N o 2% P T
I REE G, BIFABR L R RT
LT, SEEFRARINIR 5| 7 0 55 AR R RSk 1
1B B RE T SIS 1 (LG J7)
TR IF 22 SR A AR5 BT I A L2 4 B8
MR, WA 5] ) (E AL 51 J7)
BB GG AR, R MR BE R A AR
Y AHE 45 5T (Agthe, Sporrle, & Maner, 2010),
112 MEFEER
BRI A SN ARETT N, AT AL
Bt ReEAS, JLRETA iR A T
KA FE ML TRAT . B AR BT L B £

B, VIR B R % A9 AT 5 M4 0T (Maner & Ackerman,

2015). NRAER PR KK WA GISN, 11
S SE R C AT L AN S G X -4 O ) < E A
] TRE A LA 25, BRI RS
A9 5 PEAE b 18 (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000), Bt
A it BB Sy R AN 5 | T 1 2 PR 8 1 R i
i B B PR ORI 48, 2010), R 4FHE
RIS i REE, AN B B RO A
T A0 I3 P BE 1Y 45 X (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000;
Pillsworth & Haselton, 2006), X2 4 FH AL PR
AR, R R PR B T AT R AR i
(Rhodes, 2006),

BT RS, A M ) T A R
S0 AR AR AR . MRS | T —
G MRS, A% 2 ERMELERE, BR T AL
W1 1 2280, AL A BRI 51 ) Bk
W AR RRAE, S UE A AR R B R ED B (TR DT T
2016), HMRI 5] ) B 53 A LI 51 g 0B A
5177, WAL S g i SRR 51 ) 0w AR AR,
IEC B UE AW S A A SRS 5 | T Bt 5 B A |
J1 HLA ) 45 B o %) 00 4 FH (Meltzer, Mcnulty,
Jackson, & Karney, 2014), K= MF5% & FHm L%
S| 3 B A R AR SNSRI 51 ) /9 45 2% (Burleson,
Hall, & Gutierres, 2016; Butler, Saville, Ward, &
Ramsey, 2017; Michat, 2018), THFLW 75| /1 (facial
attractiveness) /& 35 A T FL AT 75 & 1 6 DL 1% 4 1A

BT Al A A e IR RS GE AR 5%, 2013),
5T 25 S 3 W 24 i fLH2 4% F- 44k (averageness) . %]
R (symmetry) -5 4 5l —- 2544 (sexual dimorphism)
SERHIE O RS (e A, 4-0E, 24,
2016; Rhodes, 2006; Trujillo, Jankowitsch, & Langlois,
2014; Yang, Chen, Hu, Zheng, & Wang, 2015), £
S "SRR A W IS T ARIE R S A
BV L B W AR S 22 5, BIVS PR AN
LA (LS, i, XD, 2016), 55 P i
A R 2o A Y 2o Ve T AL TR 9 51 T (Komord,
Kawamura, & Ishihara, 2009), I 20 P 7EAS [R5 |
155 55RO T O Ak R i 55 1 A i 55 A T L s
25 AN —F(DeBruine, Jones, Smith, & Little, 2010;
Lee & Zietsch, 2011; Little, DeBruine, & Jones,
2011), {EJCH i e 22 S (BRI Y, V3, ARG,
W, 2017)0 LSRG T Fa bR & T Mg Ee A
W& KN . R L (waist-to-hip ratio, WHR), Bk
Bt 4(body mass index, BMI), A[E LT, H
PR T A i 9 R S RS B R B A — B
{E 55 P38 3t A Ay AR IR L Lo M TE B W 5
(Dixson, Grimshaw, Linklater, & Dixson, 2010;
Garza, Heredia, & Cieslicka, 2016; Ko$cinski, 2014),
PR g A P o — 30T AT LA W > i 2 1 A
CHATHIINA £ F R AR 1)) 25 bR (Jasienska,
Ziomkiewicz, Ellison, Lipson, & Thune, 2004),
NG| I FE AR Y B e PR, fE
1o AW 5 7 A A B 7 2 1B R L A N T
(Rhodes, 2006; Rhodes et al., 2005), K57 B iIE
W SNSRI | A AR AT BE 22 i 28 2% AR (Jokella,
2009; Langlois et al., 2000; Rhodes et al., 2005),
I HLIE 23 W5 | A1 2 M0 v g 7 8 3 70 2 G JR A1
(Perilloux, Cloud, & Buss, 2013), Rhodes %% A
(2005)WF5E A B, i 55 AL BB FNTE AL . B 4SO 1
EH) B IEPIA B 2 R R R ZR KN T 1 A H)
AR, H S M B AR T R NS AE
Z IS SME:AT M (extra-pair copulations, EPC); i
AT LA 2o e 51T 22 0 A (7 2 ik [
KT 12 AJDHAR: BA WS89 B S AR
INALAEE AL S T Lo tEAl . X FRPE AR L
[F) e NS R R AT DAy B b B e R 8 PR
e PR L A S 2 R RN o AN R AR IR
AR 288 % e A 8 vy, ELBEATT 5 AU
% . Jokela (2009)R% T 2241 £ il Ay LI 51
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N EHAF W ZEECR, 455 Kk 5wl
FUTAEIA 21 R a8 RN B 7E
SCUERFSE A B B, A AR W BRI SRR, A ESE
TIE B 53 1 AL W 51 S5 G ) B RS R
(Soler et al., 2003), Z M ZE KNS H 4t
UM 5] 37K (i 2 1 Ak T FLARRAE ) S22 1 AF 2 (Law
Smith et al., 2006), ¥ FFH M, HEFHRE
FVEC L AT LR UEZE [R5 4 22 v 3R A% i), B AR
WE T EIEA R R , W TR, MR
HIAEFRRTE B, MR eI
A B R

A PRIMURRE A B B AN BB R, S
SURFIE 1025 55 RO e T AN AN E 1 25 5% . 1E
KR A AR o, A AO T 5 R E Y AR SR A
TETE AR G-, 4 10T 26 B A r 4 ) T B B B A i
HMIAFIER SV E AR B (R AR 45, 2016),
TXLEHMFURRAE TE 2 i B (E A S EAR B, A Ax
1o NS 5 | 3 B4 A e 24k i 0 Ak Sk — o BRI
B —Fh A ZAAT o X R NARRIAT A, AR

EFF A P AT LA EL bR 3t 08 5 B O D0 A PR,

MG A0S E MR 5| 3 MAZE G pLss, IS
e A] LI ARAR T O 5 1 5 4R (van Dongen, 2014).
1.2 #S0EFENA

H T 7 A O G A 7 2 S, AT 4 B A
PEPRAH A B2 AN R A AR 23 2 4 SR, o LA
AR B R 2 3 e e A N v A S ] g
TR T R B P i e K Ak DA A BRORT T 1 %
VR SR BAFAE . BT S, SEEM AL
PE RIS 5 | 7 Lot DA R TE A A 18 55 4 R
A A AN R 5B M, S 2 e TG A AN (ELAY AR
(Mathes & Kozak, 2008), 554 i« 585 43 9 Wi
XK. RIUFMERSFH RIFHHRH . RIFEFBE
BYEWA B 7R SRSy LR X FR
A5 1 %45 i (Cousins & Gangestad, 2007), K4
FRE 5 P HA W 5 I B A ) o R Y
7 BE(Buss & Schmitt, 1993), “iEvefE B A w1
EORR BB AR A KIHR R R P E &,
] 3645 9 25 IR0 45 BT 1) A e/ S L IR B G R v
BY“if-7% N (Cousins & Gangestad, 2007; Gangestad
& Simpson, 2000),

e PRAR LR Serbr, R O A A0 (8 2 1k 3 2 )
JH B B 1w S 51 ) 28 46 B 55 22 14 55 14 o U5
(Buss & Shackelford, 2008), 7 REFAYHEENA . Fb

FAWE1J7 . WUA L PRER . BRI 71 (Cousins &
Gangestad, 2007); RUFPHETT. shah . K
T A 2D Be S Bk (Lu, Zhu, & Chang,
2015); RIFMFK: WMEEMEZTFHEE, 53K
ZF . WHERTE. A B, BERAE, BRI
FIREAR . XHEEAR R Al o | E R Bl

AN 5| 7 e VR PR AR E T 2, A R A IE AR
8 HUFA00R L R N, [RIBTHCH T AR, IR
FERL ., AR TEAH B 2 Y = BRI AR BB B TR
I3 R BB A AR T | 2006 R B B B I i
Y5+ (Conroy-Beam & Buss, 2016), #HAbdFE
0 ] TREBRA ) T B SRB Sk Al m s X R,
PR B8 A5 e O A A (A A A B w3, o o
BEX Bt & &R (Salkicevic, Stanic, & Grabovac, 2014),

PAERLERMERE S, METH A C AW LA
A AT G IACER LS PSS PR A AR 1R
PEPEHLE (Conroy-Beam & Buss, 2016), HIRAA
i 2% BA m AR A (A 10 Rk, A A Zm ) 5 A
ABCAR A (B Y S PE 40 45 R 3 G &, (HILSE PR SR
B & AR AR XU B AU B A &L, ilan . 4R
BEENLMEESEAAHHZ LN B HES
(Mathes & Kozak, 2008), #L 243G 4w <R
BEXTIY) . AR S, BRSNS
JIFUHAL | 5% 7 43 31 2 A v AN 55 P TG A A
I EZEIRIR, R MR SEEE SN ARE R
7 — BB 58 45 A (Chu, Hardaker, & Lycett, 2007);
B AR S AL S| M Em 5 A S
W EHDT R N TE LS| I Em, BIEES
WA FE PR . X LHER TR Tz 3 T Ay UL
—— AR B AR O (1 AR ] B A
PR 2 DR 3R DA 460 U M A N R TR, AR 5 |
s AL AR, DAIR BB S R AR A (BT
B RAS, 19 LAt S ac e S AR AR R R
PN . PR MRS A B IE M TR R
AT S, PR BT R AR . AR A B
SMLRIBE ) 5% 7 AT R VG L, R EOECAE A 1
W, EFRBE LR SESD, TR
M1l 22 S MTEGR A P 2R T g 23 51 & — R4 17 TH Y

A

2 WMEREWMEMW: SIMIRSINEFR
BEXRPHEE

Dermer F1 Thiel (1975)#2 H}“When beauty may
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fail” WL AL, BI<#RJE R A A", 15 “What is
beautiful is good” M &5IEH S, BN S| 1594
WA B 7 AR R FEEEX, M
NG A A, 7R IAOC AR b, BRI RE
B B 3 3h 515 (Dermer & Thiel, 1975; Mufioz-
Reyes, Pita, Arjona, Sanchez-Pages, & Turiegano,
2014; Shinada & Yamagishi, 2014), & H{fL%5| 5
W2 AT % R R SR A, AATIA
Sy vEs AL I BEFE N G  BHAFJBT A KA i L
% 51 714~K (Gheorghiu, Callan, & Skylark, 2017),
X R AN G| T AR E L B 4

IS BT 2 AMATE U R JE R B O R AL T

TEMR I SR, W AN AR AR 32 5]
X, [R] BB B 2 £ T A9 5 T (Agthe, Spérrle,
& Maner, 2011; Johnson, Podratz, Dipboye, &
Gibbons, 2010; Luxen & van de Vijver, 2006),
Luxen il van de Vijver (2006)#F 5% & Bl 24 i E N
LR, MRS D (LS| T ) AT L P T
AL T b lan, &AM 251k
NBRWe A, B4 e o m A, R 24 m i sl
HHERE N EIHERE TR, mWIES ANEES
(Forsterling, Preikschas, & Agthe, 2007), 3 H4:
Il 5 HoAT S TS B UKL (Agthe et al., 2010), B
FEE NN RIPETE 4 S 80T HOR B & AR, R A
P R A | g T P A 6P T s AR A A 7
M (Agthe et al., 2010; Maner, Miller, Rouby, &
Gailliot, 2009; Ruffle & Shtudiner, 2015),

e AN 5 1SRRI Ay o ASCRE B Y e Jo
PR, E R AN T A B B 408 2 £ e i) 0
HeEC A A B R JE % . Ma-Kellams, Wang #1 Cardiel
(2017)3EHL T 1977 4E 3 1980 4E A4 5 Th4E Sl b i
238 44 BV IR (14 & AL AT AN 5 | 33
FE, A T TR EO A e 19 it vh RS T ax 26 55
AR IRCIR A (25005 . B985 . RIS 2R A, 51K
AL 51 3 0 53 AR L, T LI 51 g 55 P A s
WA AESF I () S, BT 2 5 B s . o A
S 5] 1 a2 e RAF BRI R T, AR E
PRSNG| ) SR AR, AT DL 4 s B
C SRR R BT Z s 45 F —1R . HA
RAELE N, B S E AR R 2 5 1 SEBR AR
5 PRAR AR L 22 R) A9 35 O R B . SERR BB A SR A
A5 AT A A BLAR R AF, T A e R 5

KT RIS BR ST RE & FBURM S R . L
FOGAS A RAAE A A5 AR 1 B R A8 (=i
i - B4 AR JBT A 7 A TR I 4 SR, o kA
frame?
21 EENEESR

AT E SR b 55 A5 51 3 9 S, EAES)
b2 MW 51 015 H S RO S AR R
f4H (Little, Burt, & Perrett, 2006), EM5AEZ
PEFES B CAR LB A R T O R 5 kR
CikBkmE, Ph5 T, KB, 2015), IBAAARLIA S
SR ] 70215 X0 % FR Y N R R SRR L T 1A T R
M7 Buss A1 Duntley (2011)F5000 Fc (8 4 8 22 5 2
T EOR B AR F T UREE T R — AR, Ry
AR AN B = I, SRR S A AR R 2 AT
ho TS, B AR A (R B AR S AT RE A AL
(Buss, 2000). Jyk, % BC A o (B p9 A H] i
SN WE R R BOCRE W n, B L
THCAB M EBARA T LT, AR XE 25 AR S A
RGBT, XA T AR A SR R L
Ho BB R, DL R AR R SR AR 2 AT
ARG HE b, AR BN, BARECEME A
RTINS A N o | B P )
(Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2009), 3X Ff % 1R 1) ¥
RS AT P RE S5 A A R < RIS =7 AR R T
ARG, ARECAE M MR IR AT N £,
AR FHPEAR R B AT A R PR E = > (AL . AL
ALK ) AAR R BTAFFE IR ARG, RIS =
1 NS R SRR B8 i S AA, SR I AEAR DR B AT
£ (Jonason, Li, & Buss, 2010), “HK; =" A%
Fi B AR S AR R BT, FETEAER ) . Rkt AT
N Z [8] 77 7€ A ¢ (Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus,
2013; Pailing, Boon, & Egan, 2014)., H A5 4 5
B AT ] T PR AR R B I A AR G R, T
AT G5 A A 18 (Jonason et al., 2010), 1
A TIUIN AR 24 1 552 25 ¢ R A 1B AT 4 (Jones &
Weiser, 2014) . fRBCAH A5 P 09 PR IE = #A A H%
DL SN g S N i s e A SR S EA D)
547 M (Bird, Carr é , Knack, & Arnocky, 2016),

R R R ETE R R R PR
1) A e 150 0 =2 A0 R R B, T LA UL M ke
AT R SRR BT, MR 3R (S
m, ANAEEAGERAC, SRBRELZH T
UFAE B FEAR DR B SRS 2SI A B B S R



1748 O R 2 R

%27 %

BV A 8 LE AR AR, 23 SR B 1l s 3 1 A4
4 B8 5 W5 (Sela, Mogilski, Shackelford, Zeigler-Hill,
& Fink, 2017). 25T HFAL PR DR B % B 2 1k
e AR (B A BT T, B RIS T I Ak 1Y
SR 2 QAR I R R R PR AR AR B
SR ST 22 DR AR AN (B A R BT T, 3 i
SR Ol P A1 25 8 i 53 7 G AR il R BT (Salkicevie
et al., 2014), RPN Ry BOME RS 8 >4 iy
FEAR, BT A 20 R A £, A
PRFR 220 2 T Y 20 2 O R BB B AR A Y
S5 3 R O R B, S AN A
2 X e BE 56 & B B & (Conroy-Beam &
Buss, 2016) . IR BEC BN (H 2 57 1R s L R, R
AR AR AN (PRI Ay i TC A 0 {8 PR A 2 I
e, A TERECREEE, AR T 5
B b BE, ST B ik s ECA AN (A A R AR Bl Al
HE A SRS, T ASRIRARNEIE, E
SR SR A 14 3685 1 s 3 A AR O B SR | B0
EXGE . ERERNGT R YT RE S AR
TP MR FUR G, AT R0 2P, (w4t
B G| A EAEE R R R PR T 3, NIRRT
TORRWE RS, B KR MEEL,
22 HEFRBITAREMBEXITA
ARSI S AR T AR, Al
WKW — RN EAT N, $2P5FEA i fl
NG N a1 S DNl | N[ o i
(Oltmanns, Markey, & French, 2016), i, 7E2>
& BN A HTESAEA SRR, XFmE
A TS A 5] M 5 4 X TR ERLAT R R g B
{BA%: 8447 J(Buss, Shackelford, & McKibbin, 2008).
FEAR DR B AT R — BN TEIZ IS, Buss 4
(2008) % AATTR AT A9 HHAR Of B Smg BEAT T 1A 28,
PEAR PR B AT 4% DA TR T 14 IR BT
SR B 14T 0o PR DR B AT Bt — 20 o M
F K-« 5 AU 2 (inflict costs) 25 T -4k (bestow
benefits) (Buss et al., 2008; Miner, Starratt, &
Shackelford, 2009). KB (E Y T PSP 5]
T R T GEUR  XE LR A ) B ) F X AR AR R
FHHE R 1A oA, R e A AN 0 S5 P (P AR
Mol Jrs . AT BRI | AR AL )BT BE ik
BT UL AR IR B 4728 (Miner et al., 2009).
ARTSC S A1 79 55 P T e /D B (A kL N TE) A,
FIT LA 2 kit 4 6 5 0 AL 9 BT IR FEAR DR B AT N

(Z PR 3R By SR ALY sl 3 X d AT AT 58 ), &%
T 4 3% A0 W U0 8 1 AR R B AT O (5 U S 1 T
Ko AR RIFER) .

MECAE A — AR R L L L, EEA SR
A E B, 554 25 R BUTE 2 09 £ B IR B SR %
(Haselton & Gangestad, 2006), & 55 4211 F| £
BRSNS & F BT, ORI S-S
AN A RN AT S, E AT S R 5] B Sh
WG e R A, M ER AR
MR B LR, By (EPRAB TR B AN, T RESs
FUERMEAR AT A . JUF S AT BB RR |
T TAHBEE, SRS A W, AT
B AR D, 4> F RO £, X HoAtb S 1 o R
S48k H R AT MG N (Fugére, Cousins, & Maclaren,
2015), BLAT, SE#CRIEA TGS, HHE
R — R B R B AT B e X BEC R,
77 A F 0 0 & PR N G AL AR B PR B AT 2R -

19 FheEAE LR B SFEmE h AL 3 T Bl 840 (jealousy
induction), ¥t HoAh 2 1 i PG B AR A AR AR AR R
EEL 15 (derogation of mate), UNiEH Al B Il A
FEABIFA A IF N, R RE X R P S
TR o ILAh, —SetR (RO B SR ms S Pk
720 .3 M K (Buss et al., 2008). B HI AR R B
Mg T LA A RO M X AR AR & AT R
(Shackelford, Goetz, Buss, Euler, & Hoier, 2005)%+
FULZAT IR, BT LA T HifeAR 2 1478,
Wl A 80 S AR 2 14T 2R -

221 HEoP

Buunk (1997)¥ 3 %5 3¢ 2 1 03k W 43 R i
PRI . 5 PRI O AR SRR R Y o S R
AR RO R BAT NS, AN AR 2 1
IR, A MY R AR E AR ER S
oAt Sk A, AR RS — N AR E A
SR 23 A WO S0 AT S T 28 D B T & Y o
B M RAE TR BT A, BRI ER—
g R P AL A 2 AN SR TR R 298, R AN S
TE #2253 (Buss & Abrams, 2016). & ZMNEE 5] /1
AR BR 22 1 B AT BEAEAE TR 2 1 S A, i pE
BIRS B Z B 54 . TCie 2 M RIE AL 2
BT X T, YRR T 7 KT
T, BARIR 5 7 0 A A 2 7 A T 22 ) v
P2, OB S A A EAT A (Swami et al.,
2012), =AM G 3B AT B B T ] fE
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S RBORE X R WA M B (Ma, Zhao, Tu, &
Zheng, 2015; Zhang, Maner, Xu, & Zheng, 2016),
1o SN G| )AL 22 5 R AR 0 R 4 5 4 R,
W 2R AP 0 5 A B, NI AR R P 1 4
RO MRS SN AR E LR, &
FAMAE T — R R I S 2 b, X TR AR
W51 7 [l Y 4 A A IO AL 23 3G 5, I AR
P B £ TR PEA (Agthe, Strobel, Spérrle, Pfundmair,
Maner, 2016; Maner et al., 2009), = B AE (5
AN S| I ARG R T AR i 24,
H A St 2ol S B e SOz« 35 1 P ik
F189 S5 L S5, 2 P o 19 SRR P ) BV B 5 (Edlund
& Sagarin, 2014),
222 8E

B AN ECAS N EAR T FEAR I, X EAR
AT o3, Bilan. RFEEE R 220
W AR RO H. . R4 AR AT S H D5 1 A
KRB H T8 TR — TG 2 AL (Maner et al., 2009),
{H Starratt fil Shackelford (2012) A9 5¢ H I & B
WA IR, 55 R0 2 M 1 TEC AR A1 (RLHR AN 2 T 25 1
XPPEAR B AT Ry o PR 25 S T RE 3 T A Y
e, ARED AT T B B AR R R A
{E AU SOAR BE A BT i A . BRI REXT T
PIEAR A AN (AN AEAR SR B0 PR £ B A7 3
HURK, AES B A TCAE (8 R B PR AR IR B AT
FIFANEIR, BRESEE, ST R
KA Z R IR O B AT A JF X AR 5 |
TR PR AT BRI, XA Lk m M
T APk A SR B IR (M ckibbin et al., 2007).
2.2.3 MRIBITA

PSR R4S ST R T X T BRI AT,

SR FHERREME (AN i | 17 TR 42 ) B B8 SR (a3

PRIy BRI I 75 3045 2 R AR VR AT S (fT A,

2012), AWFFEIN R B OC R ISR a PEAT o dE —
T S8 B 1 SR, SR AL TR B OC R A BT
SEMERA INUT b2 e, M SRR AR R
H4T 4 (Goetz & Shackelford, 2006), 4MAF&E
FEARA BB BE Ry, A SRR MR AT o B
TR 2 R WU PE AR O/ B3R w3 23 B £ (Goetz &
Shackelford, 2009). AR MEARKE 2245 5 5%
KR, FBXEARHATIE 28 LRGN, LEARIA
R S GHEAEERR, NECE LRI
R B R ETEAT o

AR N SN 51 R G, B AR Y
iz, WOR PR R, fe AR AR R MU AR R P
s PESRIEAT N o W AR BT LR RS R A
AT N, HEZ M. AMEEX RIS
AR B AE BRI B R T E I

3 EWEREXRTIG

AR R B, TCIR 7RI 2 0
18 e 55 PR v SNSRI B TR A S B A 7
FRUE(Li, Valentine, & Patel, 2010), 7EH % 4= 1%,
B %o v T FL W 53 1 e 1 0 DR R T A A Al e
(FRWE 45, 2010); FESCBRPEAE A, 53 M A % v i
WS e S LR, HEW A
XA, e AL 51 7 2t 32 31 95 Pk 0 A 2 1Y [5)
Bt 32 ) 5B P A S o T FLI S | A
A RN 5 SR % ¢ R A T RS, AT
ERZ 05, WS T 5 BB R
%5 5 22 Y MLZ (Fisher, Hahn, Debruine, & Jones,
2016), FRAR T 76 HE ST 3 5 ¢ 2 i 2 s 1 FL I
I, HAE RO R R v 3540 Lt ] SR B
HECESERS, H oy mEFLg s et A
Sy LI A8 BE SR W v 32 25« B 4 b K 2 7.
SR R TR SAS,  HL IR B A Uk 2D PR 22 I
FLIHT A
31 WEREER

Buss Fll Shackelford (2008)#2 H1 i XU Firl {H #i
& (dual-mating theory)i\ N, T A2 Lo n]
e O 2 dE A0 B e 5 e - 4 % R 7 19 55 MEAE S K
AR, (A A e B T A ast % B IR 09 53 PR AR D
HITEAR . B R IR A 19 Lo M TE vk A R — A~ B ik
B LA R S A R R, (HE 4
P S R R S 1) AR [R] s EL AR S T TR I,
SR BUX R . © A BFSEIE I SRS
T LA BARAREAR ], 2 /MR 51 I 0 Lo P A
AR ) B B 3 IR R AR AN S A T
Little, Burt, Penton-Voak £l Perrett (2001) % ¥t = 71
ST 7 B Lo P AL 5 | ) 5 T s 2 i 55 14 4k
IR BR A A 55 o T AL (R TR AL 51 7)), (R L
2 (R AN SRR 5 | g 48 bR 22— )t B8 i 2 B A 53
Ak 45 5 1Y 58 P 1 FL (Penton-voak et al., 2003),
AR B NS A0 R BRI HEBR A Y Lot
2 T W LA R AR B ) i L AR AR 5B M i I
51o AbTFHEDW I 22 RO R R i AN 5] )
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fRII i (Welling & Puts, 2014), L2 4 5 AE )
TR U] o ZE AT A, Lo A e LA e R A R IR R I
1 58 Pk (W, ARERKR, 2015), X 5 1Ak i £L Y
HPE I A B 2 19 2%k (Ditzen, Palm-
fischbacher, Gossweiler, Stucky, & Ehlert, 2017),
MBI 5] AR A, A I HE O Y L
B AH S 55 P PR AT O 2377 A B 22 1) 2% R (Pillsworth
& Haselton, 2006), L5455 FTiR, AN G| 120tk
FE R R Z2 T RE AT R R AR B T A 55 ek i R
51, HABMABN SRS Ak,

2 M b T 28 R AR A A A BB B HLAZ =
W — RN AR B R R B 6 5] 4E H (Gangestad, &
Haselton, 2015), % 5 PEib i L A9 55 A8 5 &k
I 18 1 A8 Ak B TF A 2% (Roney & Simmons, 2008),
5 ¥ B A5 fk & 1A 2% (Jones et al., 2005).
Gildersleeve, Haselton F1 Fales (2014)i# i yor#r
IR T A HE B3 0% 2 1 T o O 22 O 5 1 £k i) 2B
PETE L . Wood, Kressel, Joshi 1 Louie (2014)[F] ¢
38 2 TC 5 BT R 2 HE O R HE O B 2 X TR
5B Al R T LR 2 0 22 5, A5 RO R R AL
T HE OF 9 09 M T A 2 B AT 55 P A R B 1 1l
flo BTt e R SRS X 55 M Ak T AL
R 1 O G- AAR T ] RO A 101, T DA AR R
TR 5% o Lo P ey SR SR OK -3 T H F R A 2 R IR
ARATAL, IR XA IR 58 2KV A7 VB 1o I =
Iz, YOI S 32 AR5 IR 52K V5% ) 7= A
A 2 57 55 R R VT R S R AR — 2tk . Bt
Jones % A\ (2018)38 1<k 4[] Bff 75 18 25 £ 1 X O 2
AT FRRRAE B AR 45 L B B A R SR OKOE Z R R
FEAMERR, P BR &R A A IR0 IEYE AT
VAR 52 2 P X5 i 555 P e T 450 AR %) vt 25 L e 9
WA IR 5K A4 O, BV S RF Lo PExT 55 1k
8] BB AR AE (4 D 4 52 FE A R SRS i R, M
T foff R B AR A B ST A0 77 2 T iUk o
I, mAMIR T 7 A Lo S i) T it
PR PR SRR, AT B 2R
3.2 BTRFER

A& T 5w S+ (sperm competition) 25K A A [F)
P RRE T8 T IR — B9 40 I 32 R 1 AR Y 3E
(Baker, 2016). & 247 KA A DT FIE I AR AETE NS
F 354 P4 (Dhole & Servedio, 2015; van der Horst
& Maree, 2014), HIMHLGJE 5 P4 BALO 3
%) — 7 3 1% PEHL I (Pham & Shackelford, 2014).

PEAB R = ARG | 7 8038 B TR L R Ve A
T TR LB B R F A NERR, &
F 0 IR D MR RS e g okes, T
MG H R AEAE BN AAE R T A B (8 S g
Z Ji (Pham & Shackelford, 2014), % ¥IA M 50
W o) S A gy i, BEOIAR R A0 36 1 £ Ak
FrREEMER, BE 5 R A TR 75
G A B B o AR YA SRS XA 5955 5
SR TR FeIT R, BEAMEEA LS B3 5
PER) A FE R T FE, 380 5 M R T i T RE
T B AL ARG BRI T AL ORI TE S — A
BHMENR. LIRS 1K R] LA R
W55 PR B AT S, A4S R AR OR B AT S 1 Y
% . SRBR A AT B S A AT A R
i) 45 /5 (Barbaro, Pham, & Shackelford, 2015;
Kaighobadi & Shackelford, 2008), i %I4T R
ENKEFRS R —, BB FRAIX
M, FH BB B EATE R T R34,
ZURMAT R RIE T IR0 32 K5 B D) %8 (Pham et al.,
2014), M TP PRI R T HERa T R R
RIALEI(He & Tsang, 2017), 5 P:5maa 48 & 4 1
1T2R, BEIURE F 3 AP AR A 5858 18 19 AL 3 AL
WIS T34, DALt A B A pE kT
# (Barbaro et al., 2015) A W53 38 H 25 55 M I
A3 W GEUE FH F R 38 S R 5 | SRR S RO R
HEVEBCR IR IR, (2380 A 77 i BT A RO B¢
JH(Soler et al., 2015), B R FRE F 52 4 SR Mg ] LU
RS 7 5 O A 25 A LSRR SRR AIRRE T
i) riesig

Sl EIREE L GRS RIS S
M 0 — R 5 4457 0C R I R AR B JF R 2
i HE LI 2 T SR TSR W BB A5 A A7 Ik AR L,
I REHR = FEAR DU 1Y 06 2 6 R B FIAR B SR R &
MR R . SRR | T 2 Pk L 20 iR XU
e {180 5 s R 25 M B 1 L e B T A 73 4 K
HR IR A TR 038 B AT, BRSO R AE
R R, H IR A A A TE T Lot R
SCE AT R R IR, TR SR
33 ELIREHmIEL

ZHIEIME . R . BREAE. &
1E ST 5 5 DR E R R R A A Y T A R 4 O
WS . BARATT . BEASECE PR R L R T
BRI bR A, (H TG R 7 AR R A BTN AN
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A7 2 SR AT LB 2 fige e A — A~ e A 380 55 — S Be A
Y 38 N M ) 8T, Buss, Goetz, Duntley, Asao #ll
Conroy-Beam (2017)¥ 5B AEMEB /T, 55
— AR TR B OC R 1Y IR AR Dy T R e
(mate switching), X A DL BE 6 M il iR A 2 3L [R]
1 B R R R PR RN, B
ZRE YL, BEMFIA WECM, IR
PITECAE . FZAELLT =AEA T 2R (1)
BC AR A Y B AR, B R R A ()T —
B E RS, &R UATTANEERN 2SS (3)
I —AH 0 BOGEBEEER, HEMmNE
T BULANE B L IR 2 F AR . B s
B E R AETETCAR M ETE 8 22 55 508 AN BB 1Y
e AR B A Bl b, (R BC A A 08 DAl AN S A~
B [ o5 R0 e S D IR, IO O (9 4 o 4 2, N
gl ArEEME L M L BRI AR B E M, T
BERERT b F AR 2 rh, REAAT [E] 6 BTG, B
1B BRI TR AN S E BB B S F O . 25 1
Bk, KB A 5 RAHEEASME, SRERXUT
[ R (= R R NN e A W R (= R = W S B 4 T
A1 T LA A 355 b 7 Lk A8 SR I 1 R 4 S

4 [OESRE

ML B2 A N S, PR R A D i
JO7 P [P oty 2 A i S ot e B, A A MR I 5
WARITE SRAES PN BRANE SRy €: N 37 A LIF i
R RRAILA, BT AN 8RR
e . AEF RS AL e B s T, AT 4
e P m SN S| 0 0 S e DA AR o (E I o D 4
R AN S | K LR BE A AN (A
MR RFIETEN, R KR ISR 1 &
JErd R b, i T ONVEEC R SN 5| ) B A
E2E 501 R — RIVHWSE N, S AT R %
IR BAE NI R . SN S| A R
PERE R R R B AL, WA I R OC R A,
TEFT I BT, WA SR AT A A B R e A
PG| AL AR, X 58 Z 0] RLgE
B, {ELTS 5 5 0 40) 301 D C B (A PC A A D, K %)
RAKEH KRB R R R EEREN . E%bR
P A (L D C B9 Bt b 1B R o e SNSRI 5 | T 7
R RFRPIVER, AT LAA O $2 5 R 5 O R 1Y
Btk o ARG I AR, S AR R AT
M E R ICTC, U A 3 LA e il SN 5| 0 2%

SR A, W IE T X E MR S AR
BIAEAE I, B A AR IR B o, &
P2 150 R AN 5 AR O A AR 1 AR A 1EL DA T
TR R R T o,

i, FIRMEERE . BT mikimats
RERE . B EAT N . K F g A FPE
588 3 A — P I P AT, R st AR
RE#ITER L IRE. CAHMNYSG] T Em
WIS 57 2= B 5 | 7 D e B AR SC R AT LR
JI$5 A (Taylor, Fiore, Mendelsohn, & Cheshire,
2011). ABA, HFACESMREES] TS| i
—ZRINTN, B R T AR RS BT B
W8 T B 1k AR S I TR O AR 18 B
TR B AT A B KUK, T RE s Y
JIBSEN 30 NS R i OE I NS TN )
B, SRR TR AT N RS0 DB AT,
BFEZ AT ST ThIf R 8 e B A Rk, A
{BARERAT Jy A & AR X FAR B AR AT M
N BE G, IR E] T W AR, MR PR AR
PR T LA IR A 4 BA AR, ok B [n] VAR TR
BAEERRAR P —HER,

B, Ik AL S 7 B R R
T o ¢ LAY A S5 BR 1) 18 15 (phenotype-linked
fertility hypothesis, PLFH)Z i} 5 ¥ i) 58 — MR 41E
AT DAAERA S W AR B RE T o AR D5 Ak T LR AR
BN B R RERI A TR E
I, I Bl R R E B ir s G 4 5 . B
A AFHE R B PR AL A TE R WG] 7, EAL%
51 78R Y B o RS I &R 4T (Foo,  Simmons,
& Rhodes, 2017; Soler et al., 2003), {HA #f57 %& #i
B VAL 51 7 KT 5 HAE B U L (Soler
et al., 2015), AFFTH LS5 1AL 98 =5 L AR Ay £l o
B L 51 Ty KRR ER e B bR A, ke B
T3Pk T L (T FL BE 58 ) 149 55 2 JROORS - J5 4 AS U
LEACTE AL R Bk . B PR AL SE LA 2
P LR SRR 2 —, R 5 S v S Y
AT AN AR, (H T Z0F 5T A S HF I L 58 5 L
P AR, WA B R E B 55 1 1 AL 5
1o L 5 SR A KA R CEBR O A [, Aras ok, B
4, XNEE, 2017) o I TG SCRe R m L 5| ) 5
P 5 RS B O L (R, R DG Y B BR IR
BT,

5=, BN EIAL S A B AR X T AN IR
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GBI 2 28 5 W T AN S | T ) i % e S
AR, WF5T R B L0 s A S | g
(T FLI 51 1) B4 SE A 4 22 (Griffey & Little,
2014), Fugeére, Chabot, Doucette 1 Cousins (2017)
X T 2 LB R SR T A JLAR R AR A AP
U BB R, S L L R4S B S A
W31 F3 o IS SRR R A A % A 1 I e A R,
I TS ATIS S5 AL 2 A R B AR T A BT AT
TEAEARIEPE Y v, 55 4 s 8 PR S35 K 5 |
J3, LTI OG5 A 2 b AL ) BB IR
TR 2SR T IS0 51 3 B4 i 2 S 75 2 Bt I
) Fh o P ZEEE Ff (B AR AL T e A e 7%, i i 22
it — LT

S, HRTR S T AN G| T B BE AR LA
[ AMIFTE o 3, T o A P SCA AR A
NN LD RO PR o B A P i S S
AR — B R AR PRI o i T 00 4 L B
. PRZI R FLIAE B, T L PR R ],
HARRNERT B ZRZHRIER, L
PETER B R R TP BB 2, AR KU 3
K (Buss, 2017), 4T B Lo M A8 2 B 4 5T Hb
B LA B AL 20 T M, b e VA S
MR ATRESEZ . 28 LINAR, A0 EHT TP
ok BC AR A 5 1 A A AT O AR B0 45 FE SMIE S
PR B2 5

Dion A4 I Y SILIE 4 (197 20 R EN G 7 R HIL
Z—2h s MRS 5E H SCA 20 A ED ROk M i
HOMARR B 76 B % AT, A6 Tk
AN T 7 AR A T 24 2 BRAE ) SE 4
R, 24 AN 5] 1A RS W B E A AR
Ja, 22 E A BN, BEA Y [ B %
A ISR . B AN 5 R A Y
Wb, B A RN A BT . AT
ey T LR 51 0 B A PR B BRAR AL S Re BT, (HAH L
Z AT AR AL 5| AR AT AR A4 2
AEJT . A BORIMAT A R AR EE R . BT T
LB R IR Y B A [ BE LE S A R A
(Griffin & Langlois, 2006)., Segal-Caspi, Roccas I
Sagiv (2012) B35 & I = S SR 5| 0 AR FAIG
SNSRI T AR AE R A B N OF e 22 5, 22
SR T AR E . MRS RS
RAMRIR 5] 3 AL, JATT AT by B 22 841G
BRI AR N4, WA 20 EE i 47 o 1

W, TR 2 A 2 0 A FAR TH T O AT S A2kt
BRCTAETL 1 DI NIUE RGP o 5 S O
O < Y RIL T B ) 3 2 < R S T A R S B
TSR, Fe 28 B s Hpk T AN [a] ) i fEL AL,
Bk AR 2 g E 2 Besh, W55
W51 Iy VE A B I AR iR Y, B
SR I o DT I RE 75 08 2 P4 XU 19 56 2% 99 8 A AR
FE R RRMRIM AR R, AR b T AN
G I AN VE 5 L — R 8 B4 3 A7 O R A 1T LA
R B 18 5% AR RO A 1 R HGE 1 R O I 1Y)
KA EIE, R AR RIBUT A 25 I8 Y
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What is beautiful is good? The role of physical attractiveness
in intimate relationships

LI Xue; ZHENG Yong
(Faculty of Psychological Science, Southwest University, Chongging 400715, China)

Abstract: Physical attractiveness plays an important role in the formation and development of intimate
relationships. Since individuals with higher ratings of physical attractiveness are perceived as having more
socially desirable traits and better genes, they are regarded as having a higher mate value that can facilitate
the establishment of intimate relationships. However, because of the dissimilarity in physical attractiveness,
the less attractive partner tends to employ a range of mate retention, jealous, insulting, and sexual coercion
behaviors. These behaviors contribute to an acceleration of the breakup of intimate relationships. Other
studies have suggested that attractive men have a higher probability of not possessing good genes, which
would be favorable to intimate relationships and women do not show a stronger preference for attractive
men when in the hormonal states associated with high fertility. The viewpoint of “what is beautiful is good”
is currently being questioned, the findings of which have been controversial and divergent. As a result, the
relevant direct evidence needs to be further consolidated.

Key words: physical attractiveness; mate value; mate retention





