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Ak O B 22 0 2 T 5 0 90 BRIL A A ]
TESALFNAT S Z Al A VR, E AT S 10 31
BLHIR A T B8 G Ml figp e i — SIS R A 2 iz e ) A
T 77 26 B L 28 CRAT, REFT 2, 2010), X LE5E I
PE BB 52 b 1L IR AE 8 K Ak fR h, filan .
(=P ric M U NP4 L G DAR L SR (S NE B rigvd
A A AR ST B B HERE, Maestripieri,
Henry 1 Nickels (2017) M it b0 B 225 W] A9 AR £
il BEA- R X w8 SRR 5 | 1 m s R, B e, 1R
s AR T AN S T e = B T Re T,
(4 D) Rl 2 30T 2 MR 5| I AN AR, B AR i 5
BN ECAR AT Rek o BV SRR 5 AN AR
WRTEEAR, R0 AT EEE = A 5] k.
WK, XA 51 7 0 A 4 S Bk B bR X G 1 L i
PEAFSRRIE, XL RREAE B AR R E B 5] ).
B A A (B RV e B 1 R MR IS | T S A Bl R A v
TEFC A A PR, e 1 RS 20— A R 1o AP 3
I AR E AR AE . P ES IR T A AT
WERAR T BA B AN S| ) AR TR B At 2
TR IR A, B G b AT D fige % B o 384 5 5 4k
SRS | T AR SE FEALR M TE A B SRABAT A o
111 EENEER

AN A At TS AE AR AR AN B /N FR A~
R BB M {E (Edlund & Sagarin, 2010), f& T
AR F R FRIRBL (R RE | AR . AE B RET)) . A
PRI G 1) F BT O B0 5 &) AR

ARG SN, MR Z TR 7)) (Howie
& Pomiankowski, 2018), LIFEWFsE i TiE£L
ASTRY A 7 96 R PPAR BCAB A 0, ST D432 Y
D5k SR i O PR A HERR IR B FR AN A
NI ECAR AN 22 5 T o8 100 5 e T 05 ¢ (L0 B, 48
e SRR UL, ARSI RAE A Al N B AR Y
G UL Y SN i RS S T A i
B8 2H 18 PR 2R S TR A O (1 A A P A A v,
WA R R E A MW 5] S . LS. Bk
FEAE (AN R ) R L PR R A (HE 8 HE) (Edlund &
Sagarin, 2014), FH 30U Aff b IF A A 14 i B {4k
BN, AT AR AN A Y 2R B RRAE AT 4
TEAAE W BB B Y = Ik (Howie & Pomiankowski,
2018), [H AT AR B WA B 19 SRR 5 | T Bk
AR AR P A T A A0 8 1Y A1 2 38 7R # (TR AR A4,
2016).

R, PRI AN 5] )
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Li, Valentine I Patel (2010)IA N EAR A SN 5]
JIXTF B F 0T i, R TAREUR &
PRI 5T, Bkl 2 L5 % IR AR 1 SR 5 5|
JIKF- o HAX P 2 AN 32 H 3SR 5] T i BR i,
B TC8 58 AR 5| 1 7K S nde], 55 #0 BRI
SIS 5] IR A MR . Lo P T S SR B
TR <F e B, BN IRTUE B EE i, %
FEBR )y mf, RO S MEAE AR B R R B R AUHE
BT, oA X BHE IR 51 14 B
LR o AR PR R PO B B e EE R 5] DG R
(Todd, Penke, Fasolo, & Lenton, 2007), £#34& A
B SN 5| 17K 0 e AR 28 B K P AE 0 19 55 AR
HFER(Lee et al., 2008), MR G| I E A B M
E M EZH RN R, W8 SRR E R
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AN AEAR o T EE R AR A B A [R5
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) LA, D 5% 7=, 5205 e A L X SNSRI 5] 1)
PRI AEAE 22 52 o B MM 5 | 7 b T B, BT
VLY L M B SR 7| 3 7K ST, T A A0 f
=, AR B T RE R . L A R
I REE W, BIFAB R R EZR T
TEOLT, SBEFRARINIR 51 7 0 55 AR R RSk o
1B B RE TSI E] J (LG )
KP4 PR R RS R T I A AL 0 ol B
MR, WA SRS 5] ) (EFL% 5] J7)
BB GG R, R MR BE R A A AR
Y A% 45 5t (Agthe, Spérrle, & Maner, 2010),
112 HiREFEe
BRI A SN ARRTT N, AT AL
B RS, LA MR A T
KA HE MM RIT . B ARSI IO B £

B, VIR B Rh % R0 BT 5 40T (Maner & Ackerman,

2015), AEKMERNEHRRKIEHYOAHISN, 18
Kryatfb o s, A ZSI0R 4k & R i 45, it
TR EMELZENR, HERFEREES
Y 5 PEAE b 18 (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000), Ht
18 it BB BRI Ry e SR 5 T 4 2 M BB vk S
R BATHE S BRI PR GGRPFAE, 2010) RAEFIER
HIS R REE, SAMIS] T B R A T
It J5T 048 B A9 3k [H (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000;
Pillsworth & Haselton, 2006), iX J&A: 5t {4 (1
A, EUWE TR R T B e AR R
(Rhodes, 2006),

BT YRR BRI, AR ) T 5 = AR R
I AR N ARG . SRS 1R — K
gGE MRS, S 2 ERELERE, BR T AL
W5l J1Z 55, AE AR BRG] T Rk
MR R AERRAE, RO AN MR R R BN S (TR DT O
2016) . SN 51 78 B 43 T LI 51 7 0B AR
5107, WAL | ) R A AN R S| ) 0 H R bR,
I 8 B B A U AR SR 5 | D7 A 5 B AR 5
1 B[R] % o B 5 9 T A H (Meltzer, Mcnulty,
Jackson, & Karney, 2014), K=MF5% 8 F L%
51 7 B A 5 AR SNE S| T 19 %F 2 (Burleson,
Hall, & Gutierres, 2016; Butler, Saville, Ward, &
Ramsey, 2017; Michat, 2018), MFLW 5] S (facial
attractiveness) /&5 A T FL AT 175 A 19 10 D00 1 26 14

IR R B IR R G 45, 2013).
W57 248 S 2% B 24 1 L 2 & 391k (averageness) . X
Rk (symmetry) 5 P51 — A (sexual dimorphism)
SERHIE SO RS (A, 4 0E, 24,
2016; Rhodes, 2006; Trujillo, Jankowitsch, & Langlois,
2014; Yang, Chen, Hu, Zheng, & Wang, 2015), £
o AR AR 2 B WA AR E S B
BV L B W AR S 28 5, BIVES MR AN
LA LLES, ik, XIS, 2016), SBH% R
A R 2o 1 A Y 2o Ve T AL TR IR 51 T (Komord,
Kawamura, & Ishihara, 2009), 1Mij 2z P4 ZEAS [A) B 459
5 5RO T O P Ak Rl 55 1 A i 55 A T L Al
25 AN —F(DeBruine, Jones, Smith, & Little, 2010;
Lee & Zietsch, 2011; Little, DeBruine, & Jones,
2011), {HICHA W i 22 S (BRI Y, V3, AEARE,
R, 2017)0 LHEE RS I 4a bRdl & 1 M A
RETR KN . W L (waist-to-hip ratio, WHR), EH{&
i EFE % (body mass index, BMI), AR AL, B
P X T P i S R A S RS 1 RN B AN — B
AL 55 P % 3t A Sy BTG A L 1) 2 M B B A W 5]
(Dixson, Grimshaw, Linklater, & Dixson, 2010;
Garza, Heredia, & Cieslicka, 2016; Koscinski, 2014),
K] g 2 R P o — I AT LS e > i 2 1 A
CHATHIINA £ F R AR 1)) 25 bR (Jasienska,
Ziomkiewicz, Ellison, Lipson, & Thune, 2004),
NG| I S F A0 0 B e PR E, 2l
1o AW 5 7 A A B 7 e 1B 2 L A N T
(Rhodes, 2006; Rhodes et al., 2005), - #F5¢ CLiiF
W= AR5 | IR A B 2 7 2 FE R (Jokela,
2009; Langlois et al., 2000; Rhodes et al., 2005),
I HLIE 23 W5 | A1 22 M0 o S 37 8 30 70 % G 3R A1
(Perilloux, Cloud, & Buss, 2013), Rhodes %% A
(2005)F5E & B, i 53 VEAL B A4 R AL . S 4124
L) B IEPIA B 2 R R R ZR KN T 1 A H)
AR, H S M P58 AR T A NS AE
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LM TE LAY 2ot e 5T T 22 0 I (IR 2 I [R]
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IR 288 % P A 8 vy, HUBEATT 5 AR
% . Jokela (2009)¥R%FK T 2241 & Bk iy i £L K 51
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UE BH 55 1 T LW 51 07 5 % AE [ T 0 HCKG - 0T ik
(Soler et al., 2003), 2k MEBL R AT 5 H LM HE
FLI 51 S 7K (i 2 1 A T FLARRAE ) S22 1 AH G (Law
Smith et al., 2006) XF TP, HH T FiaE
R AT LR UE AR [F) P 3 4 X R Ag T, B4R
WET AT, Mt FLamE, MEER
HHAFRET B EAHIE, MV B 8O 1 Lt
A B RS GT

ARSI SURE RN A S AR R IR R, S
SRR 1 25 5 e T AT M E I 25 570 E
KIS R, AR TR SRR Y S SRR
TETE B AR G-, 2 10T 26 B A3 40 ) T 2B B B A a4k
MR ) P EVE AR SR B (IR EAR S, 2016), X
SEHMUREIE S S AR N (E R SMERIL, AT &
SN 5 T3 00 i G- 4 8 Ak R — s BEALE], AR
J—F BB AT R o IR AT R, AR
FEAR AT Lo it LD i 326 R T Sy £ 5 1 A 4E,
NG 5 @AM 51 JIARES & s, I
] LIRS A5 5 & 5 i 14 5 AR (van Dongen, 2014),
1.2 #HSOEENA

T B A 2R, iR B
PEFRAR SRR th R R (A s ac He e ms, S mC AR A 1
A R T T SR A R R A 3 T 5 | g 5
1R GE 7 S H B L P i e R Ak DA A JBOKT T 1Y
ok SR WIHE. DRSS, SERENELZ
PR S AN S| 2, DA R R AR AN {55 1 D
i HbASL RN BT IR A, B 2 i AR A (R Y R R
(Mathes & Kozak, 2008), 1 iy« 54 53} B
XK. RIFMER S RIFHR . RIFEFRE
BHWABFR. SMSRTITr . DLRER . X FReE
N7 772545 i (Cousins & Gangestad, 2007), R4
B RE B B W 05U s 3R AT T R
W BE(Buss & Schmitt, 1993), 2Pk A =%
B B B AR N KBS R i B,
T 3 45 <« 10 35 R R o 1 AR 1 S AR (R C R
BY“If-7% N (Cousins & Gangestad, 2007; Gangestad
& Simpson, 2000),

AP BRAR N S, SR O P R
A& MM 5] I 384 38058 2 09 5 1 3R
(Buss & Shackelford, 2008), & REFAYHEENA : 4b

AW . WUA . MR B AR IS 71 (Cousins &
Gangestad, 2007); RUFPHEET. haih . KiE
T AN A0 BE B (Lu, Zhu, & Chang,
2015); REFMFEK: MEREMZTIHE. EK
. BERGE . R IR BN, REF
PIREAR . XRS5 R HoUA

MW S| ) L PR B bR e S, A B AR BE
B Y0P A0 SR = N6, R AR AR, AR
FE AT AR TEARIE B 0 i FCAR A A R RE g
T R T E B AR U B 5 ) 306 1 19 B 4 1 i
i 5+ (Conroy-Beam & Buss, 2016), #HAbE
1] TEEPEA B TR AR MOR e R R R, ff
PR 875 o FC AR AN B B A (B S s, o S
BX Bt & & (Salkicevic, Stanic, & Grabovac, 2014),

BERLRMIEE T, MAFT B C WL D
By BTG L AL L3S FEARCSEBR YRR
PEHE DL E (Conroy-Beam & Buss, 2016), BEIREA
i 2 BA S ECAR A G Rk, A A 200 m 54
LLTEC A A (1) S PR 4 445 R B G &R, (HL LSS R ARAR
I A AR U AU EC i s 0, il dn . 4
BB LU ESHBAABBZ SN B EES
(Mathes & Kozak, 2008), #t&Aid P4 s < R
PEXTI . ANk SRR IS, BOR AN S
IR | B 7 53 ) A PR S P A AN
M EZIRbR, B2 PE 2 5 5 4tk AR H BE
7 — A 58 45 4 (Chu, Hardaker, & Lycett, 2007);
FEARESE S AL 5| etk 5 B S
AN EAE DT 0 e TE AL S T, EEES
WA FE AR . X LRR TR Tz 3 T A I
—— ARS8 Y s A ] B A
L2 BRI R DA B PEAR L (0 BE IR, ARG
s AL AR, DL BB S AR AR A (BT
BL RS, 15 DSt S 8 e e AR AR E B
MR . LR LSS B S EOMI L R &
WATRUG IS, FRE B AT R AR . AR A S
SMBLFIRE ) 50 7 AT AR DT IS, S B M
e 2R ERBEXRRKBNSRE D, BT HM
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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 5, BN S| 1594
WHOA I E 7 AR R FEEEX, M
NG 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{L%5| 5
255 WA AT R R BRI AR, AATTIA
e AL I BEFE N G  BHRFJBT  A R A R L
% 5] 714~{K (Gheorghiu, Callan, & Skylark, 2017),
X F W AN G| AR IR H B 4
IS BT S MARTE U LR JE R B O R AL T
HH

TEMR G S, AN Ak R 32 3]

X, [R] i p A A £ T 9 % T (Agthe, Spérrle,

& Maner, 2011; Johnson, Podratz, Dipboye, &
Gibbons, 2010; Luxen & van de Vijver, 2006),
Luxen il van de Vijver (2006)#/F 5% & ¥l 4 ik 'E A
R, m AN G| T (LI 5] ) AR L 1 T
BT H AL, B, &AM S 251
NN Z i ST RS IR X G A 1 &1
J3i R B R H T s AR, RS AR RE
(Forsterling, Preikschas, & Agthe, 2007), JfH%
WD 5 FA A H B UK (Agthe et al., 2010). B
FEE NN RPETE P S 2T MOROLAY 2R, e A
P s A | g TR PR AR B P e B AR A £ 7
M (Agthe et al., 2010; Maner, Miller, Rouby, &
Gailliot, 2009; Ruffle & Shtudiner, 2015),

1o AN | 3 A A DAy o AR R 55 S5
PR, E R AN A A B 0 08 2 g ) )
He HoAh A BB M %5 %87 . Ma-Kellams, Wang F1 Cardiel
Q01 7)PEHL T 1977 4E Z 1980 4F 1 & v 4F S ik 4
238 44 F P IROR (AL & T AL HEAT SRS 5 | T 3
T, HEAE I B B8 P 19 il v AR AT T 3 4 3
PR RCIR A (25005 . B985 . RIS 2R AM, 51K
AL S| I B AR L, T L 51 g 53 M i B
WA AERE I 8] S, RIS 2 S B i . DA e ob
S| T35 5 I A < R AR R BT, A A
P AN G I3 AR AR, AT LS G ok A
C SRR R AR S 2 sl 45 F — . (HA
RAELE N, B SCE AR B 2 5 1 SEBR AR
5 PRl B 22 ) PR BC R o PR PR AE RN
AE S8 AT A BEAE i 4, Pl T TG i 8 456 1 5|

KT A BR S T RE 2 S BOR A4 R . L
FOYAS A RAAE A5 AR 0 B R A8 (=i
i B B4 AR JBT A 7 A TR A 5 SR, o A
frame?
2.1 EREMEER

NATE SR G =5 S5 51 g 8 S, EAES
Feh 2 NI 1 015 F S REOH X AR B
18 (Little, Burt, & Perrett, 2006), FEIRRIER A,
RS B CAR LA B A R TR 5 kR
kBRI, PhEH, A, 2015), AFARHMA S
S| 7245 X0 % FR I N FUR SRR L T 1A IR R
Mi§? Buss M Duntley (201 1)F5 i Ft{ f{f 22 5 1
SECEE R R FUEREE T B — BT, R Y
PR B S I, SRR S A AR R 2 AT
Ho TS, R AR A R RO A R SE T RE A AL
(Buss, 2000). Hk, % e Al o B i A~ PR 5w g
SN BE R T RO R E W m, AR B L
TR M EBRARATE LT, AR XE 25 HE AR SR A
FEABEIR, X T AR A B B T B L
o RBOAN, PL RS S xS AR 2= AT
AR HEE L, AR BN, BARECB M E A
RTINS A N o | B )
(Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2009), 3X Ff % 1R 1) #
RS AT P RE 5 A A R RIS =5 AR R T
ARG, ARECAE M B AMA AR IR AT N E £,
AR PR R B AT 0 R PR = (AL L AL
ARSI ) A AR B TE IE ARG, R Rms =
17 KSR BB R A, SR TR IR DR B AT
£ (Jonason, Li, & Buss, 2010), “HK; =" A#%
P AR s TR, AR AR Ty AL AT
A 2 |8 FEAE AH ¢ (Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus,
2013; Pailing, Boon, & Egan, 2014), H B4 45 5
B A AT ] T PR AR R B I AR A 2 G R, T
AT RE“fi S M AN AU FE1F (Jonason et al., 2010),
RETI AN A Y AT 2% R T IR AT M (Jones &
Weiser, 2014) . IR A (8 55 PE 1« LI = AR A A
R AR R, X R T A
547 M (Bird, Carr é , Knack, & Arnocky, 2016),

R R R RTE R LR PR
1) (0 D00 R = A )T R R R, T LAWY i e
AT R SRR BT . A 3RS
FE, ANAEEA G EHR AT, SRBRELZH T
LFAE B FEAR DR B BRI A A B B 5w e
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RIS A 8 bE AR AR, 2 R BB 1l s 3 1 A4
4 B8 5 W% (Sela, Mogilski, Shackelford, Zeigler-Hill,
& Fink, 2017), 25 TUFAE AR O B HRm% o8 24
e TEC A A (L P A B (1D, B 22 R MR 25 T S Ab 1Y
TR 2 O AR I R R i R PR AR AR B
SR ST 22 DR AR AN (B A SR BT T, 3 R
TR AT A1 246 7 1 2 2% O R T B I (Salkicevie
et al., 2014), ARMECAR (AP IA A B0 46 24 i
AR, FrLLT A 20 Al ik PR g B AR &, A
PRFR 2o % 2 T Y 20 2 0 R BB B AR A Y
SR i R O R B, S AN A
PR A 4 % Ik B o6 & K F) 3 22 (Conroy- Beam &
Buss, 2016) . IR BC N (H 2 57 1R R, R
AEARTECAS AN (PRI Ay i TC A 0 B PR AS 2 I
e, PAETEREPXRWGEE . HA G4 T 5
B s, S T B Ik A A R A AR AR B R
HE A S wES, IT S REARNEE, E
SR UG A 1 38 B3 3 A AR O B SR . B0
EXGE . ERERNGT R YT RE S AR
FPE AR R BUR G, Wl RE 00 BIARA, & sh
A5 TIAERTE R G R AL T4, MR
TRARWERRE, IR X R,
22 HEFRBITAREMBEXITA
AR SN SR 5 ] AR T AR, Al AT
WoR I — RN AAR IR AT, R BB B
N BRI R fi o, LAB Ik 241 26 % O R
(Oltmanns, Markey, & French, 2016), 40, 7E4%
& BN A A TEHRAEA S RFEE, X
HO A P TE R 1 5 4 %o T R EALRIAT R RR A A
1814 B8 47} (Buss, Shackelford, & McKibbin, 2008),
FEAR DR B AT N & — D BON SEIZ B BEE, Buss 4%
(2008) X AATTR FH 09 A48 A% B8 SR s ik AT T I8 2%,
FEAR PR B AT 48 DA B TR 1 15 SR BT
R ER AT 0o PR PR B AT Btk — 28 4
Fh 7K -+ i B 2 (inflict costs) 25 T -4k (bestow
benefits) (Buss et al., 2008; Miner, Starratt, &
Shackelford, 2009). B A 195 PEOPR IS
TG AR GEUE . LAAH AL ) AT ) T X AR R
FHE BRI AT A, R s A AN 0 S5 P (P AR
W51 7 . ADUBY P BTROIR . A AR AL ) AT B D i
BRLG T U B A EAR PR B3 1720 (Miiner et al., 2009),
ARCTSC A1 P9 55 P T I gl /D B (A ke L B TE] A,
FIT LA 2 ik 4 16 0 AL 9 BE R A PEAR DR B AT N

(Z AR 3R By SR ALY sl 3 X AT AT 58 ), &%
T 5 38 A0 ¢ TR0 8 0 AR R B AT o (5 U S 1 T
Ko WA AR o

MECAH R — AR RSN L, AR SR
A E BT, 554 25 R BT £ 59 £ 48 07 B R e
(Haselton & Gangestad, 2006), [F 4 5 M2 iR F] £
BRSNS & F B C, RO AT EEEE
AN AR AT, E AT S R 5] B Sk
WG E SR EE . MK E R AR
FEME ORI A MR, W7 b PR B TR B A, W RESs
FUERMEARMHCHUIT A . JUF S WA F B RR |
JiE TAABES, XAHCH S @B, G
WA IR D, o T AL £, 6 LAt S T Rk
S48 5 R TEAT MG N (Fugére, Cousins, & Maclaren,
2015), UWLEF, SR CRFEA TERMEIGEER, 5 HE
o RI— R B R B AT i e e X BE O R,
77 2 He 7 08 2 Pk W B FCH AR AR BR A TR -

19 FhEEABLR E SEmE AL & T BB (jealousy
induction), ARXF AW 2 M Ji AT IR AR A AR A s
LB 118 (derogation of mate), ANLEHAL I I N
FEABIEAR AN, XREFRHRXR DY R
TN . toh, —Se PR B IR B SR M 5 P oRia
170 B A (Buss et al., 2008), 51 FEAB 4 R
5 WG T UL AT 0 TR B M X AR B AT R
(Shackelford, Goetz, Buss, Euler, & Hoier, 2005)%]
F R AT MG, T AT Wit R s 1178,
B A R0k e AR 2 14T .
221 WP

Buunk (1997 37 %5 5¢ & 1 091 I 43 R
PRI . A PRI O AR SRR R Y o S R
AR M EOE R BAT NS, AN AR 2
RFREE; A MY R AR E AR S
At Sk A, AR IR RS — N AR E M
SRR 23 KA R S0 AT S O 2 B TN 2
B A RAE LR BT HE, W ER—
g R P AL A 2 AN SRR TR R 3980, L AN S
fE M 22 5 (Buss & Abrams, 2016). & /MR 5] /)
AR BR 221 B AT BEAEAE T8 2 1 S A, e
BRI Z I 4 . ot 2R 2
BRI ZES X T, YRS 1 KT
R, BARIR 51 T3 0 A 2 7 AR TR 22 0 v
P2, OB S A AT A (Swami et al.,
2012). AN G 3N AT B Bin T ] fE
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o R HORE X R B B (Ma, Zhao, Tu, &
Zheng, 2015; Zhang, Maner, Xu, & Zheng, 2016),
1o SN S| )AL 22 5 A AR 0 ) 4 5 4 R,
W 2 OR AP 0 5 A B, NI AR MR P 1 4
RO F ARG RSN AR E LR, &
FAMAE T — R I I S 2 b, X TR AR
W51 7 [l Y 4 A A O AL 23 3 5, I AR
PN B £ TR PEAY (Agthe, Strobel, Spérrle, Pfundmair,
Maner, 2016; Maner et al., 2009), = B E (5
AN S I ARG R T M R i 25, h
H A B2 i SR A e SO 55X
F189 52N S5, 2P o 17 S P ) BV B 5 (Edlund
& Sagarin, 2014),
222 BEF

4B AN AN EAR T FEAR I, XA
fRREAT 2 n, Ban . SREERE R S 80
HeFE AR RO H. . SRR AR AT S D8 1 A
KR HTE TR — TR AL (Maner et al., 2009),
{H Starratt fl Shackelford (2012)FAF 58 1 34 % #L
AR, 55 0 L T A A0 (AR AN 2 T 5
XA B IRAT g o PRS2 S v] R BT AR Y
4516, AREPEDN BT T 8 B AR R A
{FLA BEURRBE RN R BE 2 A7 Tt A o B mT REXS T
PIEAR A BCAS AN (B AN AEAR SR B0 AR £ BR A7 3
R, ENS B B0 TG A (A AR B AR DR B AT
FIEAHUR ., BEEVENE, BT R
KFR T Z A AR O B AT S JF X i AR 5 |
TIIPEAR AT BRI, X TP 2o Ve 5 2
1 A Lot A 258 AR (Mckibbin et al., 2007),
2.2.3 MRIBITA

PSR 248 T ST B X O B AT,

SRS (a5 O 15 F 42 ) 2 Al SR s (A I

PRy B I J5 3045 2 R A VR AT S (T a4,

2012), AWFFEIN R B OCR N ER A TEAT ot —
T S8 AT 1 SR, SRR AL TR RO R 1Y B TEM
SEEBA IR EUT b Z )R, R SRR AR R
H4T 4 (Goetz & Shackelford, 2006), 4MA&FLE
FEARA BB BE Y, A SRR PR AT S B
TR 2 R WU AR O/ B3R w3t 23 B8 £ (Goetz &
Shackelford, 2009). A FHEAR S 23 45 R %
KR, FBXEARATRE 28 F RGN, hEARIA
Rl X 5 HEAERR, NakHBTHR T
R R R E AT I

AR R AN 51 R G, B AR Y
i =, WORFEAR AR, A28 1 15 R IR AR £ B
s PESRIAAT o WA BRI By Lk AR 1 0
AT N, HEZ MR AMEEX RIS
AR 18 A SR B3 B T A

3 XWX T

AR R B, TCIRE R I 2
18 e 55 PR v SNSRI B TR A S B A 7
FR#E(Li, Valentine, & Patel, 2010), 7& H % A4z 1% h
5Pt 1L 5 | 07 M 1 ) T R T A A D
(FRWFEE, 2010); fESCPRBRE R, T MW 2 = L
WG| LM S O R R . H IR
J160, LR 5| 7 Lt 32 2 5B 1 0 A 2 1 [R) s
WAz BN BB R SEFLR S Lt A
SR SR O RAF TS, WA s &
WM, MBI T 5 & B ARy R %
7% & W) ML 3 (Fisher, Hahn, Debruine, & Jones,
2016), FROR T 7E HE ST 3 5 5 3 i 2 v 1 LI
I e, HAE R 0GR R T vh 340 Lt ] SR UL
HECHE NS, H ymmEFLg s et A
Sy NI A BE SR M Th 32 25« AE T A Hb K 22 T
B RGPS AE AR, L AN A (Ul 2 PR 22
FLAHT A
3.1 WEEREEL

Buss Fil Shackelford (2008)4 H 1 X Fic {H 2
& (dual-mating theory)t\ &, HEF AZH# Bt 2o nT
RE O 2 F 10 3 e 15 e - 45 % B 0 109 5 MEAE S R
PEAR, (A A e B T st % B R 09 53 PR AR D
WA . Do KR 43 B L MR TC AR /) — A~ 55 vk
B LR R AP R 88 e AR FE R, (23R4
PRI RO I AR AR TR B B A X P IR s,
SR BUXHE IR . © A BFSTIE R 5 RS R
N LA BARAREAR R, &R 5] I 0 Lo Pk A
AR ) B B 3 B R R A AN A
Little, Burt, Penton-Voak Fll Perrett (2001) % ¥ = 71
S5 7 0 LM (R LR 5 | ) 58 oA 22 i 55 14 4k
RN i 55 P AL (e T LR 51 ), IR AE L
1 2o e AN 5 | D1 bR 2 — ) W 2 A
AR B Y 5 M 1f L (Penton-voak et al., 2003), XL
IR AR B AL A0 R S S HE B A Y Lot
2 T W LA R AR IR B ) i L AR AR 5B M i IR
51o AbTFHEDW I 2 A R R i BN 5] )
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I B (Welling & Puts, 2014), 12 2 Bt g
Fe S TR I, 2 d R R G R PR
B 55 PE(BRam, JRERKE, 2015), X5 HEAk m L
B MR I L F B R £ 1Y 2% 88 (Ditzen, Palm-
fischbacher, Gossweiler, Stucky, & Ehlert, 2017),
MR 5] AR A, S 3 HE O A ) L X
B A S 55 PR PR AT O 2377 B 22 1) 2% R (Pillsworth
& Haselton, 2006), ZE& Tk, @M 5] J14cbE
TE 2 %5 0C 2 rh B A RE B i AN 5 | g 1 55 1 T
g1, HARBHE R IR G | A4

2 b A 28 R AR A A A W B BhHLAZ =
W — RN AR B R R B9 36 5] 4E H (Gangestad, &
Haselton, 2015), w55 ¥ A0 AL 0 % 22 5 2o vk
IHE — 85 1 A8 Ak 5 TF AH 2% (Roney & Simmons, 2008),
5 B (R BR AF fk &2 9 M < (Jones et al., 2005).
Gildersleeve, Haselton F Fales (2014)ifid 7o/ #r
B UE T A0 T HE 59 99 A 1 Ak 22 A 5 1k Ak 1 55
LT L . Wood, Kressel, Joshi 1 Louie (2014)[F] ¢
3 3 TC 3 AT R AR HE B A A HE O Y 2 T A
B 5 AR T LR 2 1 25 5, S5O R R B
T HE 01 9 9 B A 2 B AT T8 P R T Y T
flo H T Lo B R 52 RS w55 4 AL T L
R P D G- AR T ] R A 1), T DA AR R
5% 2o P ey R SEK -8 T H F e A 28 R Ik
BoRAVPAL, I R X107 IR 52 7K 7 AT Vo ) ==
mzZ, BRIt 5 52 AR AT R 5 KT 52w 77 A
A 2 57 55 R R VT Rl S R IR — 3k . Lt
Jones 5¢ A (2018)3# iz [l AIF 5 8] A 2 14 %o it 55
A THTFR A 1) i 055 HC B Aar 2R 52 K1 22 [ A5
FAEMERR, B BREA S NG R EUESE T
AR S 2 1 X5 55 1 e T 0 AR i %) 4 25 L e
W f R S KT B AR A O, BV SCRE Lo X 55 ok
T FR AR AR ) AR - 52 L for IR S ARAS S 9 (R %, A
T 687 XS0 B TR A A T8 B S P A O 7 A T UM S T
L, MR S| 1 B Ltk SR 5 2300 ) T3
EEPVE NI SN P AT T
32 BTR#HER

KT 3% 4 (sperm competition) 245 % A AR [E 5
PERRE F o0 T [5) — B0 40 B 52 8 7 AR 0 e
(Baker, 2016). £ 224 KA A HFTE UL A B A7 7EAG
F 354 P4 (Dhole & Servedio, 2015; van der Horst
& Maree, 2014), HIWHLGJE 5P A BALO 3 B
B —Ffrid B AL (Pham & Shackelford, 2014),

FEARELA & AN 51 ) 83 R A8 T B o A
SR T B SRR TR R &R, &
F AL A 55 R RS 55 R g, KT
G R AEAE B D R B AR R T R A8 SR
2 Ji(Pham & Shackelford, 2014), 3 1A A& 4K
W5 Sty B, BEOAR R A0 36 1 £ kA
T B M AERT ], B 5k AR b T4 1 5
G 11 e RURE B B o A AR A AS S B X R AR A 4
SR TR Fraf i, B ERR B2 g 215
PR AR FESCTR, HG 0 5 v Sk e - 1Y AT g
SR HEEAR A W ARDL T AL 2R BRI SR 5 — A
B R AN S| 17K AT LA 8509
WU 55 P 0 BB AT Dy, A AE AR AR DR B AT R i B
% . SRR AT B B A AT Ry i
i) 45 /5 (Barbaro, Pham, & Shackelford, 2015;
Kaighobadi & Shackelford, 2008), i % 14T K
TERKEFIe ki Z—, BIEMAKE IR X
W, B WAES O SIS TR I 55 4,
ZUNEAT A AIE T BRI 52 K5 )% (Pham et al.,
2014), MG FIE PSR IR T HEsal T h &4k
HALEI(He & Tsang, 2017), 55004418 % Ak 1
TR, G IIORE 7328 A PR AR BR T8 (4 AL R
R T T e 4y, DALER @ A B A 5 i 2h
K (Barbaro et al., 2015) ./ W57 48 H 35 55 Mok ER
A3 (g TR T TR P 5 4 R 5 | S v i 2 S Ok i
TR R IR IR, A 238/ A 7 e o RS - 19 5%
U (Soler et al., 2015), SRl FHRS 138 4 S 1] L)
RS 75 U0 A 25 A LR, (E At S B AIRRS 7
1

B B AN G SRR LS SO R
M 0 — R B 445 0C R0 R A B I R E 2
Foe R (1 02 BT SR FH SR BB A5 A AL B Lk AR H L,
IEREHE = AR XU 190G Z i 2 3 ARG E SR 3 K R
PRI R R, BAMRIS | ) Lot 3R F O
TAc 188 SR ek 1 55 7 L HC 8 8 oK 5 4 =X
A HE AT B 3E AT, RS A “AEAE
HPSE B, (H R 8 B MRS S E T Lotk B 5L
SCE AR 1 L, R B 2R
33 EBEBEHRER

Z5IRIME . R . BREREE . &
1EYETOC R o LR T T A A R 1 £ e
Kbk, BT . BIFSCE NPUE AR
T b <SR A b s, (T A R 40 7 A AR S T
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AT SRS T AR ) fige i A — A~ e A 381 53— i
B 3E BRI 8T, Buss, Goetz, Duntley, Asao FlI
Conroy-Beam (2017)¥ 5B ALMEAB /T, 55
— AR TR B 0 R 1Y IR AR Dy T R e
(mate switching), X A DL TE 6 Hh i iR A 2 3L TR
1 B e R R PR RN . RO
ZREEPLH, BEMFIA I, IR
MRS . FEZAELLT =FES T (2R (1)
BC AR A B B, Bk R A Q)T —
A E R A, &R UTTAAEERNZE S (3)
I —NH . B EREARE, RN E
= FEULANE AL IR 2 F AR . B s
R R AEAE BB ANEE 022 5 B0 AN T PR AR 1Y
T AR A (L A 17 vy, R TS A A L 18 DAl AN 2 A
T 5 e S D IR, O O (0 1 A o 8 2, 0
U7, AIREME . Mufy . BEURAVE AR CE M, #AT
BERERT b F ARz rh, B A E B BTG, B
1B ER VA T SR AN S BB B S E O T . 25 1
Bk, KB g & R AEEEASME, REEXUT
BCAR A (A T A RS B LR B B A
A1 AT LS A 355l 77 L A SR TR A T 46 S s

4 BESRE

MHEAE G B2 A R S, PR A O 1
JO7 P TR DA oty 2 A S S st e S, A A AR AR I |
WARITE SRAEVSPNE N BRANE SR E: N (37 A LIF i
R RRALA, T RN 8RR
filE e . AE T RS AL e BRI i, AT 4
e P MR S| 0 4 S e S AR o (R I o D 4
R AN S | K S LR B A AN (B A
MR R B IETEN, YR R IS5 1 &
Jerd R b, T OANVEEC R SN 5| ) B A
E2E 551 R — RIVHWSE N, S MATE R+
IR BAEN IR . SIS | A R
PRt SRR R B AL, WA N R OC R AR,
TE BT AR TR, DAL TR AT A R e A
PG| AL AR, X 58 Z 0] RLgE
BfigE, {ELTS E £ 0 40) 391 DT C R (A C 0 A D, K %)
AR R AR B R G H EAE . AE PR
TC A8 1 fIE DG C 4 Rl T 7 o v AN AR 5 | T 7E
SR RFRPIVER, AT LUA RO B R R Y
Bt o MRS I AR, S AR R A T
T E R DT E, AR 4 3 LA gk ke h S 3 51 ) 22

SRR R, wa R IE T X R MR S AR
PIAERE IR, A B IR OR B g, 25
$2 55 R AN G AR O A AR 1 AR A0 1B DA T
TR b g T hEE

H—, BPRMEERE . BT mikimnts
RARE . B RAT N . K F g e ik
SR 3 R SR — ol ad N M AT R, (E R O (E AR
REWTER B WEE. ARSI E
W SSUERF 5T 3 B 5| J1 D BC 9 FR48 ¢ & 7] LATE
J 5 A (Taylor, Fiore, Mendelsohn, & Cheshire,
2011), AB4, HFARVCEMAMEES] s i
—RHNT R, LIRS REA AR AT R )
W E . T B BRI TR HUO G 2 A
FREB IR AT U B = KUK, T B s
TG R MR, 25 500 3 iR R E
U, REPEAROR AT AT RE I FEAR BT O,
BEZ R I RIE B WA A
1B AR R AT A 048 F 2 AR X AR AR B AT Y
AR B anul, 2Rk ) T FU AR, MR R AR AR
B TT LB AT Rcb R BA AR, XL R AR
BAEERRAR P —HE,

B, Uk AL S 7 B AR
T o 3¢ LAY AH 5 BR 11 182 15 (phenotype-linked
fertility hypothesis, PLFH)Z A 5 ¥ () 58 — M 4R1E
AT DAt b S A= B RE T A 55 1 Ak T L ARAE
BN B < RAFEE R A TR E
i, IF Bt fih R ZEE B ir s G 45 5 . B
A SRR 09 B M AL A R 51 7, TH AL
1 7748 i 1 55 M ORI & 4T (Foo,  Simmons,
& Rhodes, 2017; Soler et al., 2003), {HA7#f57 & #i
BV LR 51 7 KT 5 HA B R L (Soler
et al., 2015), FFF5T H LA 5B 8 i FL 55 w5 LU AR A Al o
TP L 51 3 KT F R R R AR o, R I
5P Ak T L (T FL B B ) B 55 EORS - 5 AN U g
AL B, HAEmE AL S A 2B
P FLPE R SR 2 —, R 5 P SRR v 1
Al FEAN B RRAE; (E 3R Z0F 58N SR L 98 =5 E S
P ZARHE, WA BRI IE B 55 % 1w L SE
& LS TSR R KO A A IR G IR L, aras ok, B
4, XIEF, 2017) I TG SR m L 5| 1 5
5 RS T B R L (B, A G Y B BR IR
ik —25 75 9

I 2 < NI F R S R NEE SO R P17 4
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GBI 2 28 5 o W T AN S | T i i % 2 S
AR Y, WFSE A S L RIS AR 5 ]
(T AL 5| 7 ) A A B Jn ) i 22 (Grriffey & Liittle,
2014), Fugeére, Chabot, Doucette 1 Cousins (2017)
X T 2 LB R SR T A JLAR R AR B PSR
U EFLEE, & B LS AR 1 S5
W71 F3 o IS SRR R Ay A i A 1 A e A R,
i S F T AR A JS A 2 6 B e AR T AT BT AN )
TEAAR SR, 55 1 S o L Pk i A S |
3, BT N G T 5 Mk A s WAL RN ) BT BEUR
TR LA X T30 51 3 1) i 2 S 75 23 Bl A I
] Ak 2 RN GE f L AR T R AR B, I
it — LR

S0, HOETR T AN S | W 5T LA
FEAMITSE S, T v A B SO e € R X L
NN, DY T WESE M4 SR AR P S0 R 2 1 B B
SCAL B — B R E AR I o T IR A0 I A
B M2 BRI LB AE 9 T Lt R I, Al
HABRNERTHBIE. ZRZHRER, L
PETER B R R PR IRE 2, AR KU
K(Buss, 2017), % [l 2 Pk 76 G E 19 2 5 b
B LA R0 T A A, b e VT S
MR RE ST £, 25 Bk, ALEHRT P E
LV S AR A5 1 R A AT R AR B 5 1 AMIE S
PRI 22 57

Dion A I I 5T 4 1497 2 B B G 7 A AL )
Z—h s RS S LY SO 2 MR BN 4ok #
H O AR R, A8 H A b, AT Tk
AN g A A BLAT 2 s BRI SR 4
R, 24w SNSRI W B E A AR
Ja, 2 2 A BN, BE R BB % E
A ISR B AN 5 R TE Y
By, B R RN A AR T AT
e AL 5 | 0 B B AT BRAR AL 25 5T, (HAH L
ZF AT AR AL 51 A B AT AR A 2
RETT . SRR T S RN ER . BT X T
LB IR IR B A TR BE B 5 B AR B S
(Griffin & Langlois, 2006). Segal-Caspi, Roccas FlI
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SIS I A A A FAR BT T R 2% 5, 22
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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.
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