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Abstract

Existing research on attraction to

preferences for

women

body

features has suggested that

with lower waist-to-hip ratios

body weights. The present study intended

to

(WHR),

expand on

men show

general

larger breasts, and slender

this research

by

investigating

several individual difference factors and their potential contribution to variation in

men

find attractive in female

body

assessed for sex-role identity,

to androgens,

(as indices

features.

2D:4D

WHR,

hundred and seventy-three

digit ratios (a possible

and thus masculinization), physical

men were

marker of prenatal exposure

attractiveness, early sexual experiences

of early sexual conditioning), and early family attitudes toward body features,

as well as their current preferences for

For

Two

what

WHR, breast size, weight, and height in women.

as predicted, physical attractiveness, early sexual experiences,

(more masculine) right-hand 2D:4D

more feminine (lower)

WHR.

and lower

ratios significantly predicted current preferences for

Early sexual experiences significantly predicted later

preferences for breast size; in addition,

more masculine occupational preferences and

lower (more masculine) left-hand 2D:4D ratios predicted preferences for larger breasts.
Participants' height, education level. Unmitigated

Agency

(masculinity) scores, and early

sexual experiences significantly predicted current preferences for height. Finally, early
sexual experiences significantly predicted current preferences for weight.

suggest that variation in preferences for

women's bodily

The

results

features can be uniquely

accounted for by a number of individual difference factors. Strengths and weaknesses of
the study, along with implications for fiiture research, are discussed.
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Introduction

It

often

has been argued that humans are inspired by what appears to be an inherent and

consuming desire

Hendrick, 2002). Indeed,
attraction,

form romantic and sexual relationships

to

we

and our culture

made a point

can

(e.g.,

to impart to us

its

all attest to

the

attraction,

which

is

tremendous value. Considering the
it is

intrinsic social

not surprising that they have

Although the

become

literature

on

wide-ranging, a central area of such research has focused on

arguably the foundation of most romantic/sexual relationships.

There are several principles of attraction in

which

&

power of romantic love and sexual

topics of significant study in social psychology research.

is

Hendrick

through the ubiquity of love/sex themes in the media) has

relevance of such interpersonal processes,

interpersonal relationships

(e.g.,

is familiarity.

first

encounters, the most basic of

Familiar people are usually judged to be safe and unlikely to cause

harm; attraction that occurs as a result of physical proximity and repeated exposure
familiarity) to another person has

been labeled the mere-exposure
*

Reis, 1998). Although the lasting effects of familiarity

satisfaction

of initial

have been questioned empirically,

refers to our

is

is

on long-term

&

relationship

inarguably remains a ftindamental aspect

not the only predictor of attraction; another factor

tendency to become attracted to others

attracted to us (Berscheid

there

effect' (Berscheid

attraction.

Familiarity

which

it

(i.e.,

a tendency for

similar to)

them on

& Reis,

reciprocity,

indicate that they are

1998). Another major theory of attraction posits that

men and women to choose

certain social, personal,

"matching hypothesis", or the

who

is

and

as partners people

attitudinal qualities.

who match
Termed

"likes-attract hypothesis," this theory has

(i.e.,

are

the

been supported

n

'.

'I

'-.jd

I

.H

10

9

Individual Difference Factors

by research

investigating matching for qualities such as physical attractiveness (e.g.,

Berscheid, Dion, Walster,

orientation (e.g., Ickes

However, support

& Walster,

& Barnes,

1971), attitudes (e.g., Byrne, 1971), sex role

1978), and personality traits (e.g.. Buss, 1984).

that a 'complementarity' (e.g., 'opposites attract') effect

attraction.

some

for this theory is not entirely consistent;

may be

For instance. Dryer and Horowitz (1997) found

research has indicated

at

that persons

interpersonal style preferred to be paired with submissive others,

there is

some modest support

for the similarity hypothesis

play in processes of

with a dominant

and vice versa. Thus,

under particular circumstances,

and the complementarity hypothesis in others.

Another strong determinant of attraction

is

A great deal of

physical appearance.

research has been devoted to the exploration of physical attraction and related

phenomena, and has found

that,

on average,

highly valued than others (Berscheid

certain physical characteristics are

& Reis,

1998).

The majority of physical

more

attraction

research has focused almost exclusively on facial attractiveness, and has

shown

women, such

and large smiles

are

most

features as large eyes, small noses, prominent cheekbones,

attractive; in

attractiveness (e.g.,

men, features such as a strong jaw have been rated high

Cunningham, 1996). Langlois and colleagues

Roggman, 1990) have

consistently found that both

(e.g.,

that, in

in

Langlois

&

male and female computer-generated

composites, or "averaged" faces, are judged to be more attractive than the individual
faces that contribute to the composite.

that the averaging

is this

feature

However, other research has supported the notion

procedure used in such composites produces symmetrical faces, and

of symmetry, rather than averageness,

that is attractive (e.g.,

Grammer &

it

Individual Difference Factors

Thomhill, 1994).
to

be

Still

others have suggested that although average composites are judged

attractive, the faces

Yoshikawa, 1994), or

10

judged most

attractive are not

that average faces are

(e.g., Perrett,

simply more familiar, and

familiarity that produces the attraction (e.g., Langlois

have been a variety of theories and findings

average

& Roggman,

it is

May &

this

1990). Thus, there

in regards to facial physical attractiveness.

In addition to facial attractiveness, researchers have also addressed the role of

bodily physical appearance in attraction processes, although to a lesser extent. Such
research has included investigations of attraction as

it

relates to features

such as waist-to-

hip ratio, breast size, weight, and height, which will be discussed here.

and Attraction

Waist-to-Hip Ratios, Weight,

In contrast to the research that has emphasized facial appearance, Singh and

colleagues

(e.g.,

Singh, 1993) have focused almost exclusively on the role of body

features, specifically waist-to-hip ratio, in

driven

female attractiveness.

Much of this research is

by principles of evolutionary theory, which generally assert

apt to choose mating partners

(Buss, 2005).

who

The process of mate

will enable

them

to

selection differs for

that individuals are

enhance reproductive success

men and women as

a result of

divergent reproductive conditions and physiological constraints. For instance, because

women bear more of the responsibility (e.g.,
care, they should

offspring. Thus,

offspring

be more interested in

women can

nine months gestation, lactation) for parental

men who have resources

generally increase their chances of successfiilly raising

by choosing high-status men who have access

material security. In contrast,

who show

to help care for their

men

to resources

and can provide

can enhance reproductive success by choosing

signs of being maternal and

fertile.

women

Thus, whereas the reproductive value of a

1
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man

(i.e.,

his status) can

reproductive worth

is

be relatively easy to assess

measured by

in

most cases, a woman's

characteristics that are largely concealed. This

because direct signals of ovulation and

fertility

are generally absent,

The idea that physical

reproductive health

is

indeed, research has

looks" than do

attractiveness reliably reflects cues to female

shown

that

men do

tend to assign

universal definition of attractiveness

shown

to

be linked

for

is identified,

to

greater significance to

mate selection

is

more

likely

valid if a

(e.g., health,

sustain a pregnancy and nurse a child) and success (Singh, 1993).

and assign greater importance

to

is valid,

them than

men

should be able to identify these

to other features

when

female attractiveness. According to Singh (1993), the distribution of body

of these

"good

and bodily features signaling

female reproductive potential

Additionally, if the evolutionary explanation

features

much

across cultures (Buss, 2005).

However, the evolutionary explanation

fertility, ability to

woman

a basic assumption of evolution-based theories of mate selection;

women, even

attractiveness are

is

and thus men must

use indirect cues such as physical attractiveness to assess the mate value of a
(Buss, 2005).

1

evaluating

fat

meets most

criteria.

Body

fat distribution is

influenced

greatest fi-om adolescence to late

by age and

sex, with sex differences being the

middle age (Singh, 1993). The most obvious sex

differences in the distribution of body

fat,

which

are regulated

by sex hormones,

are

observed in the abdominal and gluteofemoral (buttocks and thighs) regions. Testosterone
(a

hormone more prevalent

region and inhibits

fat

in males) tends to stimulate fat deposits in the

abdominal

deposits in the gluteofemoral region; this generally results in an

android (more male-typical) body

fat distribution. In contrast,

estrogen (a

hormone more

Individual Difference Factors
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prevalent in females) inhibits fat deposits in the abdominal region and stimulates fat
deposits in the gluteofemoral region, resulting in a gynoid (female-typical)

distribution (Singh, 1993).

Body

fat distribution

(narrowest portion between ribs and the

body

fat

can be calculated by measuring waist

iliac crest)

and hip

(at the level

of the greatest

protrusion of the buttocks) circumferences and computing a waist-to-hip ratio
(Singh, 1993). Although both sexes have similar

(WHR)

WHR before puberty, more fat is

deposited on the hips of women after puberty, creating

WHR that

is

significantly lower in

women than in men. The typical range of WHR for healthy premenopausal women has
been shown

to

be 0.67 - 0.80, whereas the range for healthy men

The idea that
number of research
lower

WHR

is

is

related to reproductive potential has

findings; for example,

it

0.85

-

0.95.

been supported by a

has been shown that girls with relatively

WHR exhibit earlier pubertal endocrine activity than those with higher WHR (even

when matched

for

body weight; DeRidder

and

et al., 1990),

that

women with higher

WHR report having more difficulty becoming pregnant and have their first live birth at a
age than

later

women with

lower

WHR (Kaye, Folsom, Prineas, Potter, & Gapstur,

1990). Aside from being related to reproductive health,

low

WHR is also associated with

lower rates of various diseases, such as diabetes, stroke, and heart disease. Taken
together, these findings suggest that a

woman with low WHR may appear to potential

mates as being able to provide high parental care and genetic resistance to disease for
offspring (Singh, 1993).

Although a relationship between

WHR and reproductive health has been

established, this does not necessarily indicate that

that

it is

a

critical feature for

men

find

defining female attractiveness.

low

WHR to be attractive, or

To

investigate this

>5'i

(i':n

n

LF'viT

Individual Difference Factors

possibility,

Singh (1993) examined male ratings of female attractiveness and

correlation to

WHR. One hundred and six men (72

12 line drawings of a

woman

representing four levels of

drawings for attractiveness (on a 12-point

most) and bottom 3 (the

least)

WHR (0.7, 0.8, 0.9. and 1.0) and

scale),

and

features

line

were drawn

to represent a 5 '5" tall

were held constant except

for

attractive,

The normal weight

increased.

and capability for having

woman, and

all facial

of the most

(WHR 0.7 -

attractive ratings (Singh, 1993).

never considered the most

attractive,

1.0)

accounted for

(WHR 0.7 -

WHR were
WHR were

WHR. The normal weight

WHR of 0.7 was ranked as being the most attractive (approximately 48%),
WHR of 0.7 (20%

also ranked this figure as the least attractive),

1

1.0) represented

although overweight figures with lower

followed by the underweight figure with

(10%).

WHR

65% of the

Overweight figures of any

considered more attractive than overweight figures with higher
figure with

WHR (0.7)

and attractiveness ratings decreased as

figures

and bodily

WHR sizes, which were created by varying the

rankings as most attractive, whereas underweight figures

35%

to

to indicate their top 3 (the

drawing representing the waist (Singh, 1993). Figures with the lowest

were considered the most

and

They were then asked

rankings for each of the following characteristics: good

health, youthful looking, attractive, sexy, desire for children,

children. All figures

their

White and 34 Hispanic) were shown

three levels of body weight (normal-, under-, and overweight).

rate these

13

-

although

2% of subjects

and the underweight figure with

WHR 0.8

A small percentage of participants rated the normal weight figures with WHR 0.9

.0 as

most

attractive.

Tassinary and Hansen (1998) tested the
constructing a

new

set

of stimuli

WHR hypothesis of attractiveness by

[in addition to the set

used by Singh and colleagues

:n

•'.u
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(1993)] in which weight, waist size, and hip size were methodically and independently
varied. This

in

weight

medium,
studies,

new

(light,

large),

it

attractive

stimulus set consisted of 27 line drawings of a female figure that varied

moderate, heavy), waist size (small, medium, large), and hip size (small,

based on a scaled normal-weight female. Consistent with previous

was found
and

that figures with higher

fecund in

less

all

weight categories. In addition, the effect of

and the figure with a

greatest for moderate-weight figures,

the

most

attractive

figures with

WHR were judged generally to be both less

and fecund of the

entire set (Tassinary

WHR of 0.7 was judged to be

& Hansen,

1998). Notably,

WHR lower than 0.7 (0.6, 0.5) were not considered more attractive (a

finding replicated

by

Streeter

& McBumey, 2002).

In another investigation of

Pawlowski (2004) presented two

WHR and attractiveness, Rozmus-Wrzesinska and

sets

of photographs (of the same woman, altered using

morphing software), one of which varied

WHR by changing waist size, and the other by

changing hip size (from both front and back). Each
0.6 to 0.8 (increasing

by 0.05

set

each photograph). For

in

waist widths, the most attractive

There was a

was

statistically significant

produced 5 levels of WHR, from

WHRs produced using altered

WHR = 0.60, and the least attractive was 0.80.

decrease in attractiveness with increases in

both for the front and back series of photographs (Rozmus-Wrzesinska
2004). For

& Pawlowski,

was WHR=0.60.

The waist-to-hip (WHR)
has been found that weight

WHR;

WHR

WHRs varied by changing hip widths, the most attractive was WHR=0.70 and

the least attractive

it

WHR was

light

is

ratio

a

measure has been

criticized recently.

For example,

much more potent predictor of attractiveness

and moderate weight figures were judged as being higher

than

in attractiveness

Individual Difference Factors

than heavy figures, whereas moderate-weight and heavy figures were judged to be

more fecund than
been found

to

the Hght figures (Tassinary

& Hansen,

15

much

1998). Additionally, hip size has

be a stronger influence on attractiveness than relative weight, whereas the

opposite has been found to be true for fecundity,

more fecund (Tassinary

& Hansen,

i.e.,

men perceive heavier women

as

1998). These results suggest that perceptions of

fecundity and attractiveness are not necessarily uniformly related, nor

uniformly a perceived predictor of fecundity, and therefore

is

attractiveness

call into question the idea that

WHR is a phenotype that strongly links attractiveness and perceptions of mate quality
& Hansen,

(Tassinary

1998). However,

fecundity, "real" fecundity

shown

that

is

related to

it is

true that regardless

WHR.

of perceptions of

Furthermore, numerous studies have

WHR is related to women's attractiveness (e.g., Singh,

1995). Also, Streeter and

1993; Singh

& Young,

McBumey (2003) showed that WHR is an important predictor

of attractiveness when weight

is

controlled for. Thus, the role of

WHR in perceptions of

attraction warrants continuing attention.

Breast Size and Attraction
Similarly, although

it

may not be linked to reproductive capability,

breast size in female attractiveness

there

is

demands

investigation.

At

least in

the role of

Western

culture,

a large market for businesses that use or advertise large breasts to attract

customers

(e.g..

Playboy magazine,

strip clubs,

pornography). There

is

also a large

cosmetic and plastic surgery industry specializing in enhancing breast size for

who prefer large breasts. There

is

no such industry

reasonable to conclude that, in general,

men

women

for small breasts; therefore,

(as the chief consumers

find large breasts appealing. Indeed, this assumption has

it is

of such products)

been supported by empirical

Individual Difference Factors

research,

which suggests

breasts (Gitter,

that

Western

Lomranz, Sax,

(e.g.,

& Bar-Tel,

US) men prefer

had masculine

need for heterosexual contact (Wiggins, Wiggins,

in their

This
breast size

is

is

large breasts to smaller

1983). Studies have also

prefer large breasts had a tendency to date more,

16

shown

interests,

& Conger,

that

men who

and were higher

1968).

not to suggest that breasts act alone in their role in female attractiveness;

taken into account in relation to other body parts and overall body features.

For instance, breast size and shape changes caused by pregnancy, obesity, or old age are
not judged to be very attractive (Singh, 1993). Instead, the sexual appeal of breast size

depends on overall body

fat,

waist, and slendemess of arms

and

legs.

With

this in

mind,

Singh and Young (1995) predicted that the effect of breast size on judgments of
attractiveness

would depend on

overall

body

fat as

well as the size of WHR.

investigate this matter, female figure line drawings depicting

(small or large),

two

levels

To

of breast size

two categories of body weight (slender or heavy), and two

levels

of

WHR (0.7 or 1.0) were used. The rationale for selecting 1.0 WHR, which is not typical of
women, was

healthy

to investigate the belief that the

Western ideal of an

attractive

female body had assumed a thinner and more tubular (androgynous) form over the past
century (Singh

& Young,

1995).

One hundred and one male
scale of

(least) to

20 (most)

participants

were asked

to

examine each figure on a

for the following variables: attractiveness, healthiness,

feminine looks, kindness and understanding. They were then asked to rate their
willingness to engage in a casual short-term romantic fling and to have a serious long-

term romantic relationship on a scale of

(least willing) to

estimate the age of each figure in years (Singh

& Young,

20 (very willing), and

to

1995). In general, slender.

Individual Difference Factors

large-breasted figures with lower
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WHR were judged to be more attractive, healthy,

feminine looking, and desirable for relationships than heavier, smaller-breasted, or high

WHR figures. In an extension of this study, Singh and Young (1995) also found that,
given equal

WHR,

figures with a narrow waist and small hips

attractiveness than figures with a large waist

were rated higher

and large hips, and

in

that figures with small

hips and large breasts were generally rated higher than other figures. Ratings of feminine

looks were significantly affected
breasts and small hips

by hip

(LBSH) were

size as well as

rated as

by breast

size; figures

with large

more feminine looking than their

corresponding figures with small breasts (SBSH), although this figure was rated as more
feminine looking than

all

figures with small hips

figures with large hips. Subjects preferred large-breasted

more than any other

figure for short-term relationships; for long-

term relationships, figures with small hips and either large or small breasts were equally
preferred,

(Singh

whereas figures with large hips (regardless of breast

& Young,

1995). In a similar investigation,

Fumham,

size)

were

least preferred

Dias, and McClelland

(1998) found that large breasts consistently enhanced the attractiveness ratings of both
slender and heavy figures, so long as they had a low

WHR, but that slender figures were

consistently favored over the heavier ones.

Height and Attraction

Body height

is

another body characteristic that can affect estimates of an

individual's overall level of attractiveness. Although research investigating

preferences for female height

is

scant, perhaps

because body height

component of a male's than a female's perceived
Pierce, 1996), there is

some evidence of an

is

men's

a more important

attractiveness (e.g., Hensley, 1994;

assortative mating trend with respect to

Individual Difference Factors

height, such that

(e.g.,

Kurzban

men

tend to choose as partners

& Weeden, 2005).

tended to choose

men

taller

than absolute height,

it

is

In addition,

as dating partners

women who

more

selective

(Kurzban

are similar to

(i.e.,

them

attractive)

& Weeden, 2005).

social

phenomenon of a man having

Thus, rather

may be

greater height

than his female romantic partner has been referred to as the male-taller social
researchers. Gillis and

man who was

female companion. Other research has indicated that over

least

be

newspaper reported a desire

4 inches (Cameron, Oskamp,

much

less likely than

women to

advertisements (Koestner

Beyond
height in

this, there

such findings,

to date

shorter than his

80% of female

advertisers in a

men who were taller than themselves by

& Sparks,

1977). In addition,

at

men have been shown to

indicate preferences for height in personal

& Wheeler,

1988).

have been a few studies investigating person perception and

women, which have found

woman's professional

norm by

Avis (1980), for instance, conducted a study involving 720

couples and found that only one couple consisted of a

singles

in height

women

a man's height in relation to his female partner that

most important. Indeed, the pervasive
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status (e.g.,

that greater height

may enhance perceptions

Bonuso, 1983; Jackson

& Ervin,

Chu and Geary (2005) proposed that taller height

increase their perceived masculinity; as a result, taller

in

of a

1992). Building

on

women would

women would be perceived

as

having more instrumental (male-typical) and fewer expressive (female-typical)
personality characteristics than shorter

women. Male and female

participants

presented with digitally manipulated photographs of tall and short
rate the

women on

were

women, and asked

a range of personality characteristics. Ratings from both

women revealed that tall women were perceived to be more intelligent,

men and

affluent,

and

to

Individual Difference Factors

instrumental than shorter

women

expressive than taller

women on

expressive

there are links

Sinclair

traits)

raters perceived shorter

women to be more

(female raters reported no difference between

(Chu

activity

and long-bone growth

1998), and that height in

women

is

in

humans

women may be

with more masculine

traits,

women may not be

to perceptions

mate

associated with (at least perceptions of) femininity, in

a strong indicator of attractiveness per se,

associated

it is

presumably related

of femininity and reproductive capacity, which are also significant factors

selection,

and therefore worthy of fiirther study. Specifically, the present study

which masculine men (who may prefer women with more

feminine features) will actively choose partners
will also explore whether

who

men choose women who

are shorter than

are similar to

them

them

in height.

It

in height (e.g.,

men prefer taller women).

Individual Difference Factors

and Attraction

Most of the research mentioned above has supported
"generalized" male preference for female body features

low

is

such as instrumentality and affluence. Thus, although height

will investigate the extent to

taller

(e.g.,

associated with later sexual

terms of both personality and reproductive capability, while greater height

in

and short

onset of menses; Nettle, 2002). Taken together, these findings suggest that

(i.e.,

shorter height in

in

tall

& Geary, 2005). Still other research has indicated that

between testosterone

& Dangerfield,

maturity

women, and male

19

the idea that there

is

a

(e.g., for slender, large-breasted,

WHR women, at least in Western cultures). However, women with such features are

obviously not the only ones participating in romantic and sexual relationships. Instead,

women of all

shapes and sizes become involved in such relationships. In the popular

media and

everyday

in

life,

we

often hear

men describing themselves

as "ass

men"

or
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"breast

for a

men," and

body

we all

can think of instances in which a

that appears undesirable

cultural adulation

of large

'pear-shaped' bodies

(i.e.,

breasts,

by

man

has indicated a preference

cultural standards. Still other

men denounce the

and the recent popularity of beautiful celebrities with

larger hips

and buttocks, smaller breasts) has suggested

variation in attraction exists. In fact, research has

shown

that, at least

within certain

cultures (e.g., African-American), larger buttocks are an important signal

attractiveness (e.g.,

in research

Goodwin, 2001). Variability

in preferences has also

examining body shapes, which has shown

general preference for a

that,

been exemplified

although there

Such examples lend themselves

is

perhaps a

men that might contribute to

is to

differential preferences for

Gender roles and attraction. Although individual difference
have not been as heavily investigated as

other,

more general

evidence that sex roles, or masculinity and femininity,

is

the

most

to the idea that attraction is

not a one-size- fits-all phenomenon. The goal of the present study
differences in

of

WHR of 0.7, not all men indicate that this body shape

attractive (e.g., Singh, 1993).

that

explore individual

body

features.

factors in attraction

factors, there is

some

may be partially responsible

for

differences in attraction. Research and theorizing from several perspectives suggests that

people are often attracted to romantic partners

who

are traditionally gender-typed

complementary relationship). From an evolutionary perspective,
to

men who

are socially

there

is

a

for example, this refers

dominant and have access to resources, and to

exhibit the ability to nurture and care for offspring (Green

(i.e.,

& Kenrick,

women who
1994). However,

considerable evidence that pairings based on gender-type are not always

complementary; research has shown that individuals involved in such relationships report
lower levels of relationship satisfaction and are less happy overall than individuals in less

Individual Difference Factors

gender-typed relationships (Green

& Kenrick,

1994). In light of these findings,

research has garnered support for the notion that androgyny

Green and Kenrick (1994) found

more

generally

more

some

attractive.

androgynous targets

to

be

desirable than either masculine or feminine targets, although feminine/expressive

characteristics

more

that both sexes perceived

is
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were more highly valued than masculine/instrumental

direct exploration

of individual differences in

attraction,

characteristics. In a

D'Agostino and Day

(1991) found that gender-typed college students were more likely to report preferences
for a

complementary

(liking for other gender-typed individuals,

i.e.,

masculine

men and

feminine

women)

for other

androgynous persons) relationships. However, Pappas (1984) found no such

relationship.

relationship,

Adding support

whereas androgynous students preferred similar (liking

to the notion that opposites attract, at least

gender roles, Maybach and Gold (1994) found that hyperfeminine
attraction to, liking as a

husband and sex

'macho' type male than did
previously, Wiggins et

al.

inconsistent

on

(1968) have shown that

had 'masculine'

this topic, there is

persons with extreme gender roles
similarity effect for

effects is degree

masculinized

and resemblance

women low on hyperfemininity.

typically feminine feature) also

somewhat

partner,

(i.e.,

men who

interests.

with respect to

women reported more
to past boyfriends

Additionally, as mentioned

prefer large breasts

a

is

evidence of a complementarity effect for

masculine

men prefer

of physiological "masculinization";
feminine

(i.e.,

Thus, although the literature

feminine women), and a

androgynous individuals. One possible explanation for

men prefer

of a

women, whereas

that

less

is, it is

possible that

masculinized

feminine (more androgynous) women. However, more research

is

gender roles and attraction, particularly in the context of physical

this pattern

men prefer less

needed examining
attributes.

For

of
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example, there

is

no evidence yet

preferences for lower

WHR;

that

gender roles

(e.g.,

masculinity) relate to

the present study explores this matter.

2D:4D ratios and masculinization. Degree of masculinization/masculinity can be
assessed in a variety of ways, the most heavily used methods of which involve

of sex-role inventory

some evidence

that

(e.g.,

Bem, 1981; Spence, Helmreich,

masculine

traits (e.g.,

& Stapp,

& Booth,

prenatal exposure to sex

fetus,

(e.g.,

1974). There

sort

is

dominance, aggressiveness, sensation-seeking)

are associated with higher levels of testosterone in adults (e.g..

Quinsey, 2001; Mazur

some

1998). In addition, there

is

Book, Starzyk,

&

growing speculation

that

hormones may influence the feminization/masculinization of a

and by extension, the expression of gender-related personality

Berenbaum, 2002). Although

it is

traits

and behaviours

impractical and methodologically unfeasible to

assess prenatal androgen levels in humans, existing research suggests that particular

physical "markers," such as handedness, waist-to-hip ratios, and finger-length ratios,

be linked to prenatal hormone

levels,

which contribute

feminization of the fetus (Lippa, 2006).

measured, and

if they

may

to the masculinization or

The value of such markers

covary with adult sex-typed behaviors,

this

is that

they are easily

can be taken as

evidence that prenatal androgen levels are linked to adult sex-typed behaviors.

The

index-to-ring- finger (2D:4D) finger-length ratio

is

one such marker that

is

thought to be linked to prenatal androgen levels. Digit ratios can be measured in a variety

of ways. For example, x-rays of hands

of the finger bone which
practicality

is

may be

closest to the

of such a methodology

is

palm

used and measurements
to the distal tip

made

fi-om the tip

of the bone, although the

questionable (Manning, 2002). Instead, studies

have generally used a variety of other methods, including using soft-tissue measures

Individual Difference Factors

23

taken directly from the hand using vernier calipers, photocopies of the palm of the hand,
or "ink prints" of the ventral surface of the hand (Manning, 2002). Manning, Fink,

Neave, and Caswell (2005) compared the

feasibility

measurements, and found that

from photocopies tended

from

direct

digit ratios

measurements. In addition,

it

tended to be shorter or equal in length to

was found

of photocopies versus direct

that

2D

to

be lower than those

lengths from photocopies

2D measurements from calipers,

while

4D

lengths from photocopies were longer or equal in length to caliper measures of 4D

lengths

(Manning

mixed within
It

the

et al.,

2005). Thus,

same study

it

was suggested

design.

has been noted that

men

are

more

relatively longer than their index fingers

more

likely than

men to have index

ratios) (Lippa, 2003); this sexual

likely than

(i.e.,

dimorphism

is

whereas

by

women are

(i.e.,

Trivers, Singh,

women producing higher concentrations

children with congenital adrenal hyperplasia

high

2D:4D

several factors. For instance, the waist-

of testosterone) has been shown

et al.,

fingers

suggested to result from differential

2D:4D of their children (Manning,

produce children with low 2D:4D (Csatho

2003). There

(CAH), which

concentrations of prenatal androgens, have lower

Fane,

ratios),

fingers longer than their ring fingers

to-hip ratio of mothers (a positive correlate

1999), indicating that

women to have ring

low 2D:4D

prenatal exposure to testosterone, as evidenced

negatively related to

two methodologies not be

that the

2D:4D

is

to

be

& Thomhill,

of testosterone also tend
is

also evidence that

associated with high

than controls (Brown, Hines,

& Breedlove, 2001). Additionally, the 2D:4D ratio of mothers is positively

correlated with the

2D:4D of their children, and mothers with low 2D:4D have high

testosterone levels in the amniotic fluid of their fetuses (Manning, 2002).

to
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In an attempt to

estradiol (FE),

show a direct

and 2D:4D

Manning (2004) assessed

ratios,

relationship

between

fetal testosterone

(FT), fetal

Lutchmaya, Baren-Cohen, Raggatt, Knickmeyer, and

the amniotic fluid obtained from 33 routine amniocenteses and

took follow-up measurements of 2D:4D ratios of the children

found that low 2D:4D ratios were associated with high
values of 2D:4D were associated with low

providing support for the idea that low

FT and

2D:4D

high

at

2 years of age.

FT and low FE

levels,

FE (Lutchmaya et

ratios are associated

al.,

differs

hand than

between the sexes tends

(Lutchmaya
effects

in the right

et al.,

of high

to

2004),

with higher levels of

2004). Thus, high right-hand

characteristics as

& Lewis-Jones,

2D:4D

is

male form of a

2D:4D may be more

trait that

sensitive to the

Indeed, several studies have

1998), and athletic ability in

Some research has provided

support for the idea that

capabilities.

significant negative associations in

men (Manning &

men, and

Scutt, Wilson,

et al.

ratios

may be

that a female

2D:4D

linked

(2000) found

significant positive associations in

between 2D:4D and reproductive success, and

that

Taylor, 2001).

2D:4D

For instance. Manning

shown

2D:4D of such

a stronger predictor than left-hand

sperm count and testosterone concentrations (Manning,

and reproductive

hormones

be more pronounced on the right side of the body

fetal testosterone concentrations.

(lower) right-hand

to sexual

in the left. Typically, the

was

and high

prenatal androgens. Notably, the relationships between digit ratio and fetal sex

were stronger

It

women,

ratio greater than

male 2D:4D predicted high reproductive success within couples. Additionally, married

women were shown to have higher 2D:4D
there

is

ratios than

unmarried women, suggesting that

perhaps a correlation between attractiveness and

(Manning

et al.,

2000). This idea has been supported

2D:4D

ratios in

by other research

women

that has

shown
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that

women with high 2D:4D

ratios are higher in self-perceived attractiveness than their

lower 2D:4D counterparts (Wade, Shanley,
revealed that

2D:4D was

& Imm, 2004); however, a later study

not a significant predictor of self- or other-rated attractiveness,

regardless of gender and ethnicity (Russel, 2006).

Interestingly, waist-to-hip ratios

been found to be negatively associated with 2D:4D

ratios in

the notion that

low

have

women, adding support

to

WHR and high 2D:4D are valid indicators of feminization (and by

extension, femininity and attractiveness)

(Manning

et al.,

2000).

There has also been some work on the relationship between 2D:4D and gendertyped personality
identity in

traits.

Csatho

et al.

(2003) investigated

46 female university students and found

that

significantly with higher, masculinized bias scores in

1981), indicating that

more masculine

behaviors. In addition, studies on

2D:4D

ratios

and sex-role

lower digit ratios were associated

Bem's Sex Role Inventory (Bern,

digit ratios are related to

more masculine sex

role

women with CAH show that these women display

physical and behavioral masculinization, elevated levels of homosexual fantasy and
behavior, and also have smaller-than-typical

(Csatho

et al.,

more male-typical) 2D:4D

2003). Wilson (1983) conducted a study in which

that their index finger

2D:4D) were more
(masculine

(i.e.,

traits)

was

shorter than their ring finger

(i.e.,

women who reported

lower,

likely to describe themselves as "assertive

ratios

more male-typical

and competitive"

than did those whose index finger was longer than the ring finger. Fink,

Manning, and Neave (2004), however, found a negative correlation between
and the personality

trait

with previous findings.

agreeableness (a more feminine quality), which

Still, it

seems reasonable

is

digit

rado

inconsistent

to hypothesize that differences in

prenatal exposure to androgens, as reflected in digit ratios,

may covary with certain
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gender-typed behaviors and roles. Also, given that
behaviors, and gender-typed behaviors relate to

it

relate to attraction to

more feminine body

is

more

plausible to suggest that

(at least breast size),

2D:4D

ratios relate to gender-typed

interest in

feminine body features

low (masculine) 2D:4D

features generally (e.g.,

low

ratios

might

WHR and large

breasts).

Aside from 2D:4D
there is also

attraction

ratios relating to prenatal masculinization

some evidence

(i.e.,

that

2D:4D

and personality,

ratios relate directly to variation in erotic

sexual orientation). Animal models of sexual orientation have

shown

that

sexual behaviors (and presumably the brain structures underlying them) are

"masculinized" and "defeminized" by early exposure to androgens. Expanding on

such models, neurohormonal theories of human sexual orientation suggest that high
prenatal exposure to androgens during critical periods of development

with heterosexuality in
exposure
(Ellis

associated

men and homosexuality in women, whereas low androgen

may be associated with homosexuality in men and heterosexuality in women

& Ames,

men had

may be

1987). In support of this theory, Lippa (2003) found that heterosexual

significantly lower

(more male-typical) 2D:4D

and Shubel (2002) also found

that digit ratios

ratios than

gay men. McFadden

were hypomasculinized

in

homosexual

men. However, other studies have not found a relationship between male sexual
orientation

(e.g.,

and 2D:4D

Robinson

ratios (e.g.,

Voracek, Manning,

& Ponocay, 2005), while others

& Manning, 2002; Rahman & Wilson, 2003) have found higher ratios in

heterosexual men.

The

largest studies,

however

(e.g.,

Lippa, 2003), conducted in the

United States (presumably most similar to Canada) have found higher 2D:4D ratios in

gay men. The contradictory findings

in the literature

may also

partly reflect ethnic and
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cultural differences in Europe. In addition, these

reflect that

gay men may be exposed

to

seemingly contradictory data

both low and high testosterone relative to

heterosexual men. Very high levels of testosterone

orientation, just as

low

levels

may do

gay men may have a high exposure
(which

low

may masculinize some

level later in

Women's

(see

may cause

McFadden

to testosterone

features,

et al.,

an inversion in sexual

2005). Alternatively,

such as digit

ratios),

but then

may have a constant

development (Ward, 1984).
sexual orientation and

2D:4D

ratios

that digit ratios

women. Rahman and Wilson (2003)

also found lower

women. Brown,

male-typical) right-hand

2D:4D

"femme"

(i.e.,

be linked

to sexual orientation

more

have also been investigated.

were masculinized

2D:4D

in

(i.e.,

more masculine) had

ratios than did those

feminine). These findings

ratios in lesbians relative to

who

significantly smaller

higher (more masculine)

WHR,

may suggest that prenatal

et al.

androgens

may

femme

it

shows

influence

more

reports

of

lesbians.

Although not completely consistent, sexual orientation research
the context of the present research because

some

(1999) found that butch lesbians had

higher salivary testosterone levels, and

childhood gender-atypical behavior than did

lesbians (presumably

(more

only for certain subgroups of women. These findings are

For instance, Singh

attraction, particularly within

who

identified themselves as

consistent with other reports suggesting that early androgen exposure has

later sexual orientation.

homosexual

Finn, Cooke, and Breedlove (2002) found that lesbians

identified themselves as "butch"

on

some

very early on in prenatal development

McFadden and Shubel (2002) found

heterosexual

may

that

2D:4D

ratios

is

important in

may predict erotic

subgroups of people. For example, as mentioned, "butch"

more masculinized) have

the most masculinized

2D:4D

ratios,

and
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is

28

evidence that "butch" lesbians often pair up with and have preference for more

"femme" (feminine)
heterosexuals

(e.g.,

lesbians. This increases the plausibility that

within heterosexual men)

may

2D:4D

ratios within

also predict sexual attraction.

Other Predictors of Female Body Feature Preferences

The process of interpersonal

attraction is highly

complex, and

it is

likely

simplistic to suggest that differences in masculinization (e.g., prenatal markers, masculine

gender roles) account for the majority of variance in attraction toward body features.
Instead, there are a variety

individual's idea of what

of factors and

is attractive,

life

circumstances that

one of which

is that

we

may contribute to

an

are attracted to similar

others.

Physical similarity, physical attractiveness, and attraction. The relationship

between similarity and
relationship partners

attraction is robust; individuals

whose

(Berscheid, Dion, Walster,

plausible to suggest that

will report that the

most

level

of physical attractiveness

& Walster,

men who

are

1971; Stroebe et

more physically

traditionally attractive female

slender/normal weight, large breasts,

know of no

have been shown to choose

etc.) are

is

al.,

similar to their

1970). Thus,

it

own

would be

attractive (self- or other-perceived)

body

features (e.g.,

WHR 0.7,

indeed the most attractive. Although

evidence directly supporting this hypothesis,

it is

partially supported

I

by some

research investigating similarity with respect to variables such as weight and height. For
instance, there

is

some research

traditionally attractive) are

BMI (e.g.,

thinner

more

women; most

Additionally, Brase and

indicating that

likely to

men with a medium BMI

choose as dating partners

traditionally attractive)

Walker (2004) found

that

(Kurzban

(most

women with

lower

& Weeden, 2005).

men who had lower than normal
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WHR,

higher than normal

in desirability tended to

to less desirable

BMI (i.e., were overweight), or who rated themselves as lower

be

women)

less discriminating (i.e.,

in

gave higher ratings of attractiveness

some of their ratings of female

WHR figures. Thus, there

appears to be a similarity effect for weight-related measures, such that
heavier or higher in weight or

attractive, individuals

who

BMI may choose relationship partners,

are similar to themselves

physical similarity and height, there

as dating partners

women who

Weeden, 2005). Therefore,

it

is

sex)

would

prefer taller

and rate as more

indicating that

men

are similar to themselves in height (e.g.,

seems reasonable

women

(relative to

are

on these measures. With respect

some evidence

to expect a trend

preferences for height, such that, for example, taller

own

men who

men

to

tend to choose

Kurzban

&

toward similarity in

(relative to

members of their

members of their own

sex) as dating

partners.

Early conditioning and learning experiences and attraction. Another potentially

how

important issue in understanding the origins of attraction and mate selection

is

environmental circumstances influence the development of sexual/romantic

interests.

instance, early sexual experiences, such as sexual fantasy

encounter, and exposure to pornography

and masturbation,

may contribute to

(e.g.,

literature relating

attraction is sparse, there is

some

sexual

through conditioning)

individual differences in preferences for and attitudes about particular

Although the empirical

first

For

body

features.

environmental influences to the development of

indication that sexual interests can be enhanced or

altered through Pavlovian conditioning (e.g., Lalumiere

& Quinsey,

1998). This involves

pairing a neutral stimulus with another stimulus that elicits a specific behavioral

response. Eventually, this neutral stimulus begins to elicit the behavioral response

by
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itself,

thus

becoming a conditioned stimulus. Thus, men who

30

are exposed to erotic

pictures paired with a neutral (non-erotic) stimulus (e.g., a pair

of black boots; Rachman,

1966) eventually can become conditioned to respond sexually to that stimulus. In
addition, there

is

some

literature suggesting that early conditioning

important in the development of unusual erotic preferences

experiences

may be

(e.g., fetishes) (Pfaus,

Kippin,

& Centeno, 2001). Taken together, these findings suggest that early sexual experiences
and preferences
adolescent

who

may be correlated with those

expressed in adulthood. For example, an

begins masturbating using images of women with large breasts

up with enduring preferences

for such features.

Another aspect of early learning experiences
differences in

(e.g.,

male

may end

attitudes about

that

may contribute to

individual

and attraction toward the female body are familial

parents') attitudes. There is a robust literature indicating that early socialization

processes are influential in the development of later attitudes, beliefs, and values. Social
psychologists have investigated the effects of parental attitudes on such issues as the

initiation

behaviors

of sexual experiences in adolescence
(e.g.,

achievement
al.,

(e.g.,

Yu, 1998), reports of depression

(e.g.,

Silva

& Ross, 2002), alcohol-related

(e.g., Silverstein et al.,

1998), academic

Patrikakou, 1997), and disordered eating behaviors (e.g, Silverstein et

1988) in their offspring, to

parental attitudes toward

body

name

a few. There

features

is

some

literature suggesting that

may also be transmitted to

children. In an

exploration of the intergenerational transmission of prejudice, sex role stereotyping, and

intolerance,

O 'Bryan, Fishbein, and Ritchey (2004) found that mothers were the primary

influence for prejudice regarding 'fatness' (as measured using Crandall's (1994) Anti-Fat
Attitudes Questionnaire).

It

seems plausible

to suggest that

men who were

raised in
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environments in which the appearance of women was heavily scrutinized, and in which
rigid standards

assume such

of attractiveness

attitudes as well.

(e.g.,

As

thinness)

a result, such

were readily expressed,

men may be more

they are the most attracted to 'ideal' body features, or

valued

body

among

features,

their family

and be

features deviated substantially

environments in which
exposure to other

men

all

from

men who

who have

who have had

expressed attraction to and love for

women with "non-ideal" body features, may be more

likely to report similar attitudes.

likely to indicate that they are attracted to,

woman whose body features

of non-ideal

are raised in

are accepted and even praised, and

(e.g., their fathers)

They may also be more

less acceptance

were most

would date a woman whose body

that ideal. Conversely,

body types

likely to report that

at least the features that

members. They may also express

less likely to indicate that they

will tend to

and would

date, a

deviate from the ideal.

Summary

A number of factors may be important in explaining male attraction to women's
body

features.

They include: masculinization

(as

measured by sex-role

markers of prenatal masculinization, such as 2D:4D

ratios), self-

identity

and

and other-perceived

attractiveness, early conditioning experiences (early sexual fantasy, early sexual

experiences, and early exposure to pornography), and familial attitudes toward female

body

features. In the present study, a

sample of men will be used

these factors predict attractiveness of female bodily features

height,

(i.e.,

to

examine whether

WHR, breast size,

and weight). The following hypotheses will be examined for each of the potential

factors listed above.
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Hypotheses

1)

Sex role
ratios,

measured by sex role inventories) will be correlated with 2D:4D

identity (as

such that

men

expressing stronger masculine gender roles, and weaker

feminine gender roles, will have lower (more male typical)

2)

High masculinity and low femininity

(as

associated with preferences for female

will prefer

slender

3)

more

traditionally feminine

body weight). Thus, a

2D:4D

ratios.

measured by sex-role inventories)

will

such that more masculine

body

features,

body

features (lower

WHR,

be

men

larger breasts,

linear relationship is predicted.

Digit ratios will be associated with preferences for

body

features,

such that

men with

lower (more male-typical) digit ratios will indicate preferences for more feminine

body

features (lower

WHR,

large breasts, slender

body weight). Again, a

linear

relationship is predicted, as above.

4)

Digit ratios will be associated with preferences for

body

features, as indicated above,

controlling for sex roles.

5)

Men higher in (self-

and other-rated) attractiveness will report preferences for

traditionally feminine

body weight)
6)

and

attractive

body

to a greater extent than will

features (lower

men

WHR,

large breasts, slender

lower in attractiveness.

Early conditioning experiences related to masturbation, exposure to pornography, and
early sexual experiences will be correlated with later reported preferences for female

body

features.

A linear relationship is expected here, such that individuals reporting

particular early experiences (e.g., sex with

women with

they prefer those qualities in their present experiences.

large breasts) will report that

Individual Difference Factors

7)

Familial

men's

(e.g., parents*) attitudes

relationship

(e.g.,

is

toward female body features will be correlated with

and preferences for female body

attitudes about
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features.

Once

again, a linear

expected, such that individuals exposed to particular familial attitudes

negative attitudes toward small breasts) will report similar attitudes of their

own.
8)

Men with certain physical body features (height and weight; BMI)
similar

body types

(e.g., taller

men should prefer taller women). Note that beyond

similarity, early conditioning experiences,

prediction for other predictors

should prefer

(e.g.,

and family

attitudes, there

was no

2D:4D) of height preferences among men. This

because evidence for such relationships

is

is

weak.

Method
Participants

Participants

were 273

men aged

16.8 to 51.3

(M = 21.4

years; see results for

additional demographics), recruited through advertisements posted in various locations at

Brock University,

in St. Catharines, Ontario,

Canada and on a Psychology research

website, also at Brock.

Measurement of Demographics and Predictor Variables
Demographics.

A number of demographic characteristics were assessed,

including age, income (1

=

less than

status (1

=

= under $5000

to 12

or more), educational level (1

9, 8

=

Doctorate, currently attending or completed degree), marital

married, 2

=

single and not dating, 3

grade

committed relationship, 6 months or more,
months, 6

= $100,000

=

divorced, 7

=

separated, 8

5

=

single and dating casually,

= committed

= widower), and

4=

relationship, less than 6

ethnicity (1

= white, 2 = black,

3
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= Asian, 4 =

Along with providing basic information on the sample, these

other).

variables are important because

main

some may

analyses. For example, ethnicity

ethnic groups (e.g.,

McFadden

is

act as

confounds and were controlled for

important because

2D:4D

vary across

ratios

& Shubel, 2002).

Height and weight. As they completed questionnaires, each participant, one
time,

was summoned

to a

in the

comer of the

testing

room

to

at

a

be assessed for height (using a

stadiometer) and weight (using a Tanita digital scale). All participants were asked to

remove shoes and

hats prior to being

measured

(BMI) was calculated by multiplying each
dividing the product

by his squared height

Second to fourth
ring and index fingers

digit ratio.

extending

at least

participant's weight (in pounds)

The

palm) of the finger

to the tip.

halfway across the width of the finger were used in

digits,

704.5, and

(2002), the lengths of the

on the pahn surface of the

were asked

to place their

to stretch their fingers to ensure that the area being

as possible.

by

(in inches).

directly

(closest to the

Prior to being measured, participants

and

and weight. Body mass index

As suggested by Manning

were measured

hand from the lowest crease

for height

right

and

left

Only creases

this

measurement.

hand palm-up on the desk,

measured was as

flat

and smooth

which were measured by the primary researchers, were measured

using a Mastercraft electronic Vernier caliper with digital display, measuring to the
nearest 0.01

measure
raters

=

mm.

In a subset of the

men

(i.e.,

148 cases), a second rater was used to

digit ratios to assess reliability; for right-hand

was

r

=

0.750. (The

0.760,/?

two

<

0.001. For left-hand

ratings

2D:4D, the correlation between

2D:4D, the correlation between

of figure-lengths were independently,

i.e.,

raters

was

r

"blindly", assessed).

.
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Self-perceived attractiveness. Within the questionnaire, participants were asked

on physical attractiveness and sexual appeal on a 7-point scale

to rate themselves

1= well below average
to indicate

how

7

;

= well above

average).

They were

(e.g.,

also asked to use this scale

they think a stranger would rate their physical attractiveness, also using a

similar 7-point scale.

Other-rated attractiveness. Because other-rated

(i.e.,

"objective") attractiveness

has been found in some cases to be a better predictor of partner attractiveness than
reports (Feingold, 1988), participants

Participants

also rated

participant's sight

at the

attractiveness

by a researcher.

(as above)

by the

end of the study. This rating was recorded out of the

on the questionnaire package just before the

where a second

rater

was used (147

on the questionnaire package following

correlation for physical attractiveness

in the raters* assessments

participant left the room.

cases), physical attractiveness

digit ratio

other-attractiveness were, again, independently,

of overlap

on

were discreetly rated on attractiveness on a 7-point scale

primary researcher

In cases

were

self-

was r =

was recorded

measurement. (The two ratings of

i.e.,

blindly, assessed).

0.510,/?

<

The

inter-rater

0.001, indicating a large degree

of attractiveness.

For the main analyses, an aggregate measure of physical attractiveness was

computed by averaging two

items: 1) the average score for the three measures

rated attractiveness and 2) the other-rated attractiveness score.

between the two items

in the aggregate

Sex-role identity

role identity

(e.g.

were included

was

masculinity).

(see

Appendix

r

= 0.309, p <

Note

of self-

that the correlation

0.001

Four scales measuring various aspects of sex

B

for full scales).

The

the extended version of the Personal Attributes Questionnaire

participants completed

(EPAQ; Spence,

Individual Difference Factors

Helmreich,

& Stap,

1973), with

personal communication).

The

some items removed due
final version consisted

personal attributes relating to agency (focus on

self),

to unreliability

of 24 items

communion
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(McCreary,

in total,

measuring

(focus on others), and

unmitigated agency (extreme focus on the self to the exclusion of others). Participants

were asked
are,

to indicate the degree to

on a 5-point scale

As mentioned,

(e.g.,

which each item describes what kind of person they

A = not at all independent, E = very independent).

several items

on the

EPAQ were found to be unreliable.

replacement, participants were asked to complete the Unmitigated

(Korabik

Thus, as a

Communion

Scale

& McCreary, 2000). This scale measures the degree to which an individual

places an extreme focus on others to the exclusion of the self (traditional feminine

quality). Participants

were asked

to rate the degree to

described them on a 5-point scale (1

example item

is "I

= not

at all like

place the needs of others above

which each of the 8 items

me, 5 = very much

scale

and

is

conformity

et al.,

An

my own."

Additionally, participants completed the Conformity to

(CMNI; Mahalik

like me).

Male Role Norms Scale

2003). This scale contains 94 items answered on a 4-point Likert

designed to measure attitudes, behaviors, and cognitions reflecting both
to,

and non-conformity to, eleven masculine normative messages

winning, emotional control, risk-taking, violence, power over

(i.e.,

women, dominance,

playboy, self-reliance, primacy of work, disdain for homosexuals, and pursuit of status).

The

CMNI total score is the sum of all 94 items, with higher scores reflecting greater

conformity to the identified masculine norm.

emotions hidden."

An example item

is "It is

best to keep your
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In addition, an Occupational Preferences Scale

was
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shown

used, as research has

that there are sex differences in preferences for occupations (e.g., Lippa, 2001). This

scale includes a

list

of 40 occupations, and participants were asked to indicate

how much

they would like to do each kind of work on a 5-point scale (strongly disagree to strongly
agree).

For this

scale, items referring to

"feminine" occupations were reverse-scored and

then combined with the remaining items to produce a total score.

Early conditioning experiences. To assess the effects of early conditioning on
attraction, three aspects

of early sexual experience were included:

(1) early

masturbation/fantasies, (2) exposure to pornography, and (3) early experiences with a

partner.

body

who

For early masturbation/sexual fantasy experiences, the participants indicated the

features

(i.e.,

WHR, breast size, height, weight) that best represented the female(s)

appeared in their earliest masturbation/sexual fantasy experiences. For early

exposure to pornography experiences, participants indicated the body features

WHR, breast size, height, weight) that best represented the
first

pornographic materials they were exposed

participants indicated

body

features

represented the female(s) with

(i.e.,

to.

female(s)

who

(i.e.,

appeared in the

For early sexual experiences,

WHR, breast size, height, weight) that best

whom they had their first sexual encounter.

measures of early sexual experiences were assessed for each body feature

Thus, three

(i.e.,

WHR,

breast size, height, weight).

The
features

(i.e.,

stimuli used to assess these early sexual experiences with the four

body

WHR, breast size,

WHR,

height, weight)

were as follows. Body shape, or

consisted of manipulations of one photograph of a female, representing seven levels of

WHR (0.55, 0.6, 0.65, 0.7, 0.75, 0.8, 0.85) (adapted from Rozmus-Wrzekinska &

Individual Difference Factors

Pawlowski, 2005). All bodily features were held constant except for

were created by varying the waist

(as per findings that

variation in waist size rather than hip size;

men

are

more

Rozmus-Wrzekinska

Stimuli used for weight consisted of diagrams of a female
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WHR sizes, which
sensitive to

& Pawlowski, 2005).

body with a constant

WHR of

0.7 and seven levels of weight (underweight to overweight). Stimuli used for breast size

consisted of diagrams of a female torso with seven levels of varying breast size

chested to very large breasts; see Appendix

(flat-

D for all photographs/diagrams of body

Stimuli used for height consisted of 13 written height measurements

features).

(incrementing by inches, from
Finally, aggregates

1

=

5' to 13

=

6').

were produced by calculating the average of the scores

for the

stimuli for the three items (early fantasy/masturbation, early exposure to pornography,

and early sexual experiences) for each body feature

(WHR,

breast size, height, weight).

Before the body feature stimuli for these early sexual experiences were presented to
participants,

however, they were asked

to read the following paragraph:

"Before turning the page, take a minute to think about your early
sexual experiences, including your
first

masturbation experiences.

girls or

women who were part

carefiilly, turn the

page.

(e.g., first)

you had one), and
the body type of the

first fantasies, first girlfiiend (if

We would like you to try to recall

of these experiences. Once you have thought about

Also, please note that there are no 'correct' responses.

this

We

understand that people differ in their experiences, so please give an honest answer."

This instruction was inserted to try to ensure that the participants' present
attraction

was not used

the stimuli for

body

to describe their early experiences.

features

sexual experiences were the

instruction

was used

to

(WHR,
same

It

was

also important because

breast size, height, weight) used to assess early

as the criterion variables (see below); thus, this

minimize a potentially

inflated relationship

between these early
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conditioning predictors and the criteria as a result of this similarity. In addition,

underneath each assessment the participants also rated

remembering

their early sex experiences (1

= not

how

confident they were of

at all confident;

7

= very confident).

Scores on this measure were controlled for in the main analysis. Finally, half of the
participants received questionnaires asking about their early sexual experiences with

different

body

features before their current preferences for

were assessed (Form
presentation

(Form

1);

2).

body

features

(i.e.,

the criteria)

the other half received a questionnaire with the reverse order of

These two forms allowed testing of whether the order of

presenting the stimuli of the

affect responses for current

body

body

features for the early sexual experiences

feature preferences

the form of the questionnaire (1 vs. 2)

(i.e.,

was used a control

criteria)

in the

and might

and vice-versa. Thus,

main

analysis.

Familial attitudes about and acceptance of body features. Participants were

asked questions regarding familial attitudes about the female body features
size, height,

and weight). These family

(WHR,

breast

attitude questions tapped into participants'

childhood and adolescent experiences of parents/siblings making negative comments and

emphasizing particular body features
father

seem

negative

for

to prefer/idealize in

comments

above example,

each type of family

about?").

1

= very

(e.g.

"Growing up, which

women (e.g., make positive comments

flat/small, 7

member (i.e.,

= very

and because a general population

large).

your

about, never

Each question was answered on a 7-point Likert

make

scale (e.g.,

There were three items, one for

mother, father, sibling), for three of the body features:

breast size, height, and weight. Because of the

difficult to describe

size breasts did

may not

two components

in

think in terms of WHR,

WHR (waist and hip),
it

would have been

WHR as a unit in these questions; therefore, three items (again.
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mother, father, sibHng) were directed
at the hip

waist element, and three items were directed

at the

element.

Finally, aggregate

measures were produced by averaging the three items

mother, father, sibling) for each body feature. For

(i.e.,

WHR, because there were two

elements (waist and hip), two aggregate variables were produced by averaging the three
waist items (mother, father, sibling) and the three hip items (mother, father, sibling).

These two aggregates were entered together
ability

of family

attitudes (on waist

and hip

in the regression to assess the predictive

size) for current

WHR preferences.

Measurement of Criterion Variables
Attractiveness of body shape (WHR), breast size, height,
stimuli for early conditioning experiences, stimuh for

and weight. As

body shape consisted of

manipulations of one photograph of a female representing seven levels of
0.6, 0.65, 0.7, 0.75, 0.8, 0.85)

mentioned,
created

all

(from Rozmus-Wrzekinska

the waist [as per findings that

men

are

waist size rather than hip size (see Rozmus-Wrzekinska
Participants

were asked

to indicate

which figure was

(1)

WHR (0.55,

& Pawlowski, 2005). As

bodily features were held constant except for

by varying

in the

WHR sizes, which were

more

sensitive to variation in

& Pawlowski, 2005)].
most

attractive, (2) sexy, (3)

preferred for short-term dating, (4) preferred for long-term dating, as well as (5) which
best resembles their current/most recent dating partner. In addition, they

(6) circle all figures that they

would

to

find acceptable in a long-term dating partner, as well

as a (7) short-term dating partner. Finally, they

of attractiveness.

were asked

were asked

to (8) rank the

images in order
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This procedure was repeated using sets of diagrams/photos representing varying
breast sizes (seven levels from small

at 0.7), as well as 13 written

5' to 13

8 ratings

measurements

weights (7 levels with

for height (incrementing

WHR held constant
by

inches, from

1=

mentioned above were averaged to form an aggregate of

preferences for the four

and

large),

= 6').
The

(6)

-

(7), the

main

criterion variables

(WHR, breast

size,

weight, height). For

measures of acceptability, the average of all those circled was the value

in

the aggregate. For (8), the rankings, the top two ranked items were averaged and included

in the aggregate.

Additional measures: body attitudes. Participants' attitudes toward body
features

were also assessed by asking 8 questions answered on 7-point Likert

These questions pertained

to participants' beliefs about the importance

attractiveness in their dating partners, as well as the importance

of bodily

of particular bodily

features (legs, breasts, buttocks, hips, waist size), the likelihood that they

heavy female, and whether or not

their attraction

scales.

would decrease

would date a

as a result of weight

gain in their partners. These variables were not the main emphasis of this thesis and

(e.g.,

some

importance of particular bodily features) were originally included as possible

moderators. However, they ultimately were not analyzed because they were strongly
correlated with the criterion variables (e.g., importance of breasts correlated positively

with preferences for large breasts).

Procedure
Participants

as: Masculinity,

were tested

in groups

of 5

to 15.

The

title

of the study was presented

Finger Length Ratios, Physical Attractiveness, Early Conditioning

Individual Difference Factors

Experiences, Familial Attitudes,

and Attraction

to
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Female Body Shapes. After signing a

consent form (see Appendix A), each participant received one of two forms of the
questionnaire.

As mentioned,

half of the participants received questionnaires asking

about their early sexual experiences with different body features before their current
preferences for

body

features

(i.e.,

the criteria)

were assessed (Form

1);

the other half

received a questionnaire with the reverse order of presentation (Form 2).

While questionnaires were being completed, participants were, as mentioned,

summoned
digit ratio

individually to a

by the primary

comer of the room

researcher.

At

to

be assessed for height, weight, and

this time, a

participants (148 out of 273) to assess the reliability

second rater was used for some

of the

digit ratio

and the other-rated

physical attractiveness measures. (The primary researcher assessed physical

attractiveness at the

end of the

study). Physical

measurements were assessed discreetly

and never discussed aloud. After completing the physical measurements, the participants
returned to their desks to complete the questionnaire.

When

finished the questionnaire,

each participant approached the primary researcher and was offered either course
research participation credit (28 participants) or $20 (245 participants) for his
participation. All participants received a detailed debriefing

form (see Appendix F)

before leaving. Questionnaires generally took approximately half an hour to complete.
Results

Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, Correlations
Descriptive Statistics

Demographic
Black,

and Reliabilities
variables.

Of the participants, 83.7% were

6.3% were Asian, and 7.4% belonged

to other ethnic

Caucasian, 2.6% were

groups (for the remaining

Individual Difference Factors

analyses, ethnicity

participants

was coded

as

1

= white and 2 =
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nonwhite). Ninety-three percent of the

were undergraduate university students, or had completed a bachelor's

degree in university; 2.6% were enrolled in or had completed Masters degrees, 3.7% had

high school diplomas, and 0.8% had completed business, secretarial, or trade school or

had obtained a diploma from a community college. Marital

was reported

status

as

married (3.7%), single and not dating (27.1%), single and dating casually (26.4%),

committed relationship - 6 months or more (35.2%), committed relationship -

less than

months (7.3%), and separated (0.4%). Ninety-six percent of participants reported

own total income in the past

year as less than $29,999.

orientation with respect to behaviors,

98.9% reported

When

were "mostly" or

"exclusively" heterosexual; with respect to their sexual feelings,

centimeters, and

mean weight was

80.15 kilograms.

their

asked to report their sexual

that they

were "mostly" or "exclusively" heterosexual. Mean height

6

97.4% reported

for participants

that they

was 177.62

Two participants were eliminated

because they reported mostly or exclusively homosexual attractions and behaviors. See
Table

1

for

more

descriptive statistics.

Predictor variables.
variables included

role identity [as

were the following: physical attractiveness

measured by EPAQ, with "agency" referring

exclusion of others, and

self;

As mentioned, along with the demographics,

"communion"

referring to focus

(self-

and other-rated), sex

to focus

on others

the predictor

on the

self to the

to the exclusion

of

Conformity to Male Norms Inventory (CMNI); Unmitigated Communion Scale; and

Occupational Preferences Scale], family attitudes about body features, early conditioning
experiences (averaged across fantasy, exposure to pornography,

and 2D:4D

ratio.

(See Table 2 for descriptive

statistics).

Note

first

that

sexual encounters),

where possible

to
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Table

1

Descriptive Statistics: Demographic Variables

N

Min

Max

Mean

SD

Uof
items

Height

273

157.91

199.69

177.62

6.60

1

Weight

273

54.7

133.17

80.15

12.83

1

Age

271

16.8

51.3

21.4

3.767

1

Education level

270

3.00

7.00

5.90

0.605

1

Own total income

273

1.00

12.0

2.17

1.339

1

Combined household income

273

LOO

16.0

11.11

4.343

1

Behavior

273

1.00

7.00

6.91

0.492

1

Feelings

273

1.00

7.00

6.81

0.611

1

Sexual orientation

Note. Height

was measured

in centimeters,

weight in kilograms. Educational level ranged

= "Doctorate- currently attending or completed degree;
=
own total income ranges from 1 "under $5000" to 12 = "100,000 or more"; combined
household income ranged from 1 = "under $5000" to 15 = "130,000 or more" (16 =
N/A); sexual orientation was 1 = "exclusively homosexual" to 7 = "exclusively
from

1

=

"less than grade 9" to 8

heterosexual".
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics: Predictor Variables

N

Min

Max

Mean

SD

Uof

Cronbach's
Alpha

items

Physical Attractiveness (PA)

272

1.00

7.00

4.08

1.290

—

1

273

1.33

7.00

4.68

0.921

0.921

3

Aggregate measure

272

1.83

6.50

4.38

0.901

0.452

2

Agency

273

1.75

5.00

3.69

0.577

0.703

8

Communion

273

1.75

5.00

3.84

0.517

0.727

8

Unmitigated Agency

273

1.13

4.63

2.72

0.568

0.665

8

241

65

206

134

23.91

0.921

94

271

9.00

39.0

25.4

5.44

0.751

8

269

48.0

103.0

76.8

10.11

0.831 (M)

13

0.836(F)

11

Other-rated

Average

self-rated

EPAQ

CMNI Total
Unmitigated

Communion (UC)

Occupational Preferences (OPS)

Digit Ratio (2D:4D)

273

0.89

1.07

0.97

0.033

272

0.88

1.07

0.97

0.035

—
—

Weight

257

1.00

7.00

3.15

0.759

0.568

3

Breast size

235

3.00

7.00

4.81

0.753

0.724

3

Right hand

Left

Family

hand

2
2

attitudes

Individual Difference Factors

46

Waist size

247

1.33

7.00

3.24

0.798

0.660

3

Hip

228

1.00

7.00

3.60

0.859

0.753

3

245

1.00

6.00

4.08

0.953

0.668

3

WHR

273

1.00

7.00

2.27

0.858

0.557

3

Breast size

273

2.00

6.88

4.75

0.759

0.919

3

Height

224

1.67

7.00

5.72

1.195

0.671

3

Weight

273

1.00

7.00

2.17

0.741

0.540

3

size

Height

Early experiences

Note. Physical attractiveness variables range from

above average. For CMNI, higher scores

=

well below average to 7

reflect higher

For occupational preferences, higher scores
masculine occupations. For family

1

= well

conformity to male role norms.

reflect greater preference for traditionally

attitudes, all

body

feature measures

(i.e.,

weight,

= very small/low to 7(13 for
height) = very large/high. For early experiences, WHR is 1 = 0.55 to 7 = 0.85 (images);
breast size is 1 = flat-chested to 7=very large breasts (images); height is 1 = 5 feet to 13 =
6 feet; weight is 1 = very thin to 7 = very heavy (images). Cronbach's alpha is a measure
of reliability (internal consistency) of items within a given measure. Number of items
height, breast size, waist size, hip size, buttock size) are

refers to

number of questionnaire items

1

for each scale/measure.
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compare, the means for these variables conform to existing norms. For example, 2D:4D
very similar to those reported by Manning

ratios are

calipers)

measurement

(i.e.,

see Table

II,

et al.

(2005) for direct (using

97-98). In addition, the

personality scales are similar to those reported

means of the

by Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp (1973),

Korabik and McCreary (2000), Mahalik

et al., (2003),

that the internal consistency reliabilities

(Cronbach alphas) of the composites and scales

and Lippa (2001).

Finally, note

comprising the predictors were generally high.
Criterion variables.

preferences for

statistics).

Note

WHR, breast size, weight,
that the

(i.e., reliability;

measures included current

criterion

and height. (See Table 3 for descriptive

composites comprising the

consistency coefficients

aggregates.

As mentioned,

Cronbach

criteria

formed had high

alphas), justifying the use

However, some separate analyses are presented

in the appendix,

specifically differences for short-term vs. long-term partner variables.

shown
short-

in the table, the

"modal" choice

for

most

and long-term dating' was the figure with

preferred larger breast size and slender

'attractive', 'sexy',

WHR = 0.60.

body weights, and

was approximately between 167 and 170

internal

the

of

examining

Although not

and 'desirable

In addition,

modal choice

men

for

generally

for height

centimeters.

Correlations

Correlations

among predictors. For ease of presentation

table size), only a selection

of these variables (those

interesting, including: height,

are presented in Table 4.

Note

BMI,

that

we

(i.e.,

manageability of

considered to be the most

physical attractiveness, 2D:4D, and sex role identity)

that physical attractiveness correlated

with masculine
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics: Dependent Variables

N

Min

Max

Mean

SD

Cronbach

Uof

alpha

items

Current preferences

WHR

273

1.19

6.44

2.68

0.769

0.899

8

Breast size

273

2.06

6.81

4.76

0.752

0.918

8

Weight

273

1.13

6.56

2.42

0.723

0.928

8

Height

273

2.00

12.6

7.12

1.849

0.942

8

Note. Values for

WHR range from

small/flat-chested to 7

= very

heavy; values for height are

1

1=0.55 to 7=0.85; values for breast size are l=very

1 = very thin to 7 = very
= 6'. Cronbach 's alpha is a measure of reHability
Number of items refers to number of questionnaire

large breasts; values for weight are

=

5' to 13

of items within a given measure.
items for each scale/measure.

00

J^

a
>
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'^a
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personality characteristics and height, and that (masculine) personality characteristics

were

Note

inter-correlated.

(masculine) 2D:

4D

communion. Also,
with Unmitigated

as well that physical attractiveness

ratios (right hand),

right

and

left

Communion

remaining correlations

was

related to lower

and was negatively correlated with unmitigated

hand 2D:4D were significantly and positively correlated

which

scores,

among the predictors

is

a measure of femininity. For the

(e.g., early

conditioning experiences, and

family attitudes variables), see Appendix G.

Regression Analyses
Separate hierarchical regressions were performed to predict current preferences
for

WHR, breast size,

height,

and weight.

Demographic variables

(age, race,

income, and education), as well as form of questionnaire and confidence in
early experiences,

were entered on the

first step;

the personality measures

Unmitigated Communion, Occupational Preferences,
step,

CMNI) were

entered on the second

and the remaining predictors (physical attractiveness, early conditioning

on the

third

For the analysis predicting current preferences for height, participants' height was

entered on the

first

step along with the other demographics; for the analysis predicting

current preferences for weight, participants'

first

memory of

(EPAQ,

experiences, family attitudes, right- and left-hand digit ratios) were entered

step.

own total

body mass index (BMI) was entered on

the

step along with other demographics.

As mentioned,
(e.g., criteria

these

composed of 9

main analyses were performed using aggregated measures
variables).

However, before presenting the

some analyses were performed decomposing

results, note that

these aggregates. First, the early sex

experience aggregate was decomposed partially, to reflect what might be termed "true"

Individual Difference Factors

early preferences,

uncompromised by

early pornography exposure
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available choice. Thus, only early fantasy and

were used

to predict the criteria

excluding

(i.e.,

first

sexual

experience with a partner). Note that the results were similar to those presented below,

except the effects were generally weaker, likely reflecting a less reliable aggregate. (See

Appendix H).
Second, the aggregate for current preferences was decomposed to include only
items referring to preferences for long-term dating partners, as well as acceptable choices
for long term dating partners

(i.e.,

2 items) for each dependent variable. These items were

used because they uniquely represented preferences for long-term dating partners,

whereas the other criterion reflected short-term or more general dating preferences. The
results

were similar to those presented below. Notably, however, family

attitudes

variables significantly predicted current preferences for weight and height in long-term

dating partners (see Appendix

I).

For the main analysis pertaining

to

WHR, physical attractiveness,

conditioning experiences, and lower (more masculine)
significantly predicted current preferences for

Age

WHR.

ratios (right-hand)

more feminine (lower)

also significantly predicted preferences for

higher

2D:4D

Order effects were also found for

WHR,

early

waist-to-hip ratio.

such that younger

men preferred

WHR; men who had completed the

questionnaire measuring early experiences after current preferences preferred higher

WHR. The R-square change
described above,

was

which included the

significant predictors

.24 (see Table 5). Thus, these predictors accounted for significant

variation in preferences for

variables (step 2).

for the third step,

WHR beyond the demographics (step

1)

and personality

Individual Difference Factors
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Table 5

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for

Variables Predicting

Men 's

'

Current

Preferences for Waist-to-Hip Ratios (N=187)

Variable

Step

1

B

SE B

fi

Individual Difference Factors

EPAQ Communion
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For breast

size, early

conditioning experiences significantly predicted later

preferences. In addition, masculine occupational preferences and lower (more masculine)

left-hand

2D:4D

change for the

predicted preferences for larger breasts (see Table 6).

third step,

which included these

significant predictors,

The R-square

was

.23.

predictors accounted for significant variation in preferences for breast size

demographics (step

1)

and personality variables (step

Thus, these

beyond

2).

Participants' height, education level. Unmitigated

Agency

scores,

and early

conditioning experiences significantly predicted current preferences for height (see Table

7).

The R-square change

predictor,

was

.13.

for the third step,

which included the early conditioning

Thus, the only predictor adding uniquely to variance in height

preferences beyond step

1

and step 2 was the early conditioning predictor.

For weight preferences, (higher)

BMI predicted in the first step. On the third step,

early conditioning experiences significantly predicted current preferences for weight (see

Table

8).

Notably, physical attractiveness also showed marginal significance for

predicting weight preferences {p

preferred

more slender

figures.

=

0.083), such that

more physically

The R-square change

attractive

for the third step

was

.27.

men
Thus,

these predictors accounted for significant variation in preferences for weight beyond

demographics (step

Note

that

reduced. This

is

1)

when

and personality variables (step
all

2).

the variables are entered in the regression, the sample size

because of missing data on some of the variables, most notably the

family attitudes variables. Several of the participants either did not respond to these
items, or circled "N/A." Thus,

variables in the analyses.

some

loss

of cases occurred when including these

A mean substitution was tried for these family attitudes

is

Individual Difference Factors

Table 6

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for

Variables Predicting

Men 's

Current

Preferences for Breast Size (N=194)

Variable

Stepl

B

SEB

fi
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EPAQ Agency

56

Individual Difference Factors

Table 7

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for
Preferences for Height (N=165)

Variable

Variables Predicting Men

's

Current

57

Individual Difference Factors

EPAQ Agency

58

Individual Difference Factors

Note*p <
for Step 3.

0.05 **/?

<

0.01.

R^ = 0.190 for Step

1;

AR^ = 0.019

for Step 2;

59

AR^= 0.131

Individual Difference Factors

Tables

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for
Preferences for Weight (N=213)

Variable

Variables Predicting

Men 's

Current

60

Individual Difference Factors

CMNI Total

61

Individual Difference Factors

Left hand

2D:4D

Note*p < 0.05 **/? <
for Step 3.

-1.096

0.01.

R^ = 0.019

for Step

1;

1.449

AR^ = 0.037

for Step 2;

62

-0.062

AR^ = 0.268
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variables,

and the results were similar, with the notable exception that 2D:4D

was not a

significant predictor

of

WHR preferences.

These

results should

(right

63

hand)

be noted;

however, the listwise deletion without the mean substitution was used in the main
analyses and presented in the results. This

responding to

all

of these items

(i.e.,

indicated 'n/a') were likely those

was

in part

because

in contrast to those

who had taken the

who

it

was

felt that

those

skipped these questions or

questionnaire seriously and had

taken care to respond thoughtfully to the items.

Discussion

The goal of the present study was
variability in

what men fmd

to investigate

attractive about

which

women's body

factors

may account

for

features. Several individual

difference factors, including sex role identity, masculinization, physical attractiveness,

early sexual experiences, and familial attitudes,

to predict variation in

were

men's current preferences

for

identified as being potentially able

body weight,

WHR, height, and

breast size.

It

was hypothesized

extent that

men

that sex role identity

would have predictive value

to the

scoring higher on various measures of masculinity, and lower on

measures of femininity, would exhibit preferences for a more traditionally
feminine/attracfive female

body

(i.e.,

results indicated that sex role identity

slender, lower

was

WHR,

larger breast size).

The

predictive of current preferences for breast size

and height only. Specifically, masculine occupational preferences were associated with
preferences for larger breasts. These findings are consistent with previous research
indicating that

al.,

men who had

1968). This result

is

masculine interests preferred larger breasts

(e.g.,

Wiggins

also consistent with research indicating that gender-typed

et

64
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individuals prefer complementary relationships (e.g., D'Agostino

men who

are

more masculine

in their

& Day,

may prefer more

gender roles

1991); that

is,

women

as

feminine

romantic partners. Although the present study did not examine men's preferences for
feminine personality characteristics,

it

is

reasonable to assume that large breasts are

considered to be a more feminine physical characteristic than small breasts.
In addition, higher scores

on the

self, to

the exclusion of others) subscale of the

among men

men's

height.

is scant,

Although

women represent a more

measure of extreme focus

EPAQ were associated with

it

investigating height

there are several possible reasons that

higher on masculinity would indicate preferences for taller
for the

(a

women. Although previous research

preferences for greater height in

preferences

on the unmitigated agency

may seem

women, even

counterintuitive,

idealized, attractive,

men

it is

scoring

after controlling

possible that taller

and feminine standard of beauty

culture (e.g., fashion models). Therefore, as with preferences for breast size,

that

more masculine men

in our culture, taller

prefer

more conventionally feminine and

women may be considered to

be the most

Despite the significant relationships mentioned above,

most measures of sex-role

identity (and there

variation in preferences for

added

to prediction

body

features.

were

of methodological

inefficiencies.

possible

women, and

alluring.

it

should be noted that

For example, none of these

beyond the demographics

it is

Western

six) did not significantly predict

for preferences for

may indicate that masculine personality is not related to
result

attractive

in

six

measures

WHR and weight.

such preferences, or

For instance, the scales used

may be

it is

a

may not accurately

assess aspects of masculine personality that are associated with attitudes toward

(and by extension, their body features). Also, as mendoned,

This

women

possible that the length

Individual Difference Factors

and repetitive nature of some of the scales contributed
have affected

their ability to

to participant fatigue,
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which may

respond accurately.

Digit ratios (2D:4D) were also expected to be associated with preferences for

body

features,

such that

preferences for

more

men with

lower (more male-typical) digit ratios would report

traditionally feminine (lower

WHR,

large breasts, slender

body

weight) body features. The results indicated that digit ratios were predictive of current
preferences for

WHR and breast size, even when controlling for masculine personality

characteristics (and other factors). Specifically, lower

2D:4D was

associated with preferences for lower (more feminine)

hand 2D:4D was associated with preferences
the

mechanism

(i.e.,

for larger breasts.

WHR,

These

and lower

results

prenatal androgen levels) producing lower digit ratios

'hardwiring' certain erotic preferences in men.

promotes a greater sensitivity
such as

(more male-typical) right-hand

to certain cues

It

left-

imply that

may also be

may be that prenatal masculinization

of attractiveness, and that certain features,

WHR and breast size, are more acute indicators than others (e.g., height, weight)

of attractiveness in women. This makes sense intuitively because height and weight are
not gender-specific features

whereas

WHR

women's

(i.e.,

lower

when

it

however, that preferences for

relationships

shown

is that

that the

should be expected that

evaluating a

hand and left-hand 2D:4D,

men and women have

a height and a weight),

WHR) and larger breasts are qualities that are specific to

bodies. Therefore,

these features

(i.e., all

woman's

men would be more

attractiveness.

It is

sensitive to

interesting to note,

WHR and breast size were predicted specifically by right-

respectively. Perhaps the

most plausible explanation

for these

they are spurious, or resulting from chance. However, research has

male form of sexually dimorphic

traits

tends to be

more pronounced on

Individual Difference Factors

the right side of the

more

body (Lutchmaya

sensitive to the effects

of high

et al,

fetal testosterone

ratio

(e.g.,

on both

stimuli (e.g.,

sides

concentrations,

WHR preferences.

a stronger effect was found in this hand for

mechanisms

2004). Thus, high right-hand

It is

of the body

may also

which explains why

possible that the

contribute to differences in sensitivity to various

WHR versus breast size), potentially explaining why left-hand 2D:4D was

favor of this speculation, the right and

womb, and may therefore be

may ultimately influence
characteristics

was

left

hand may develop

differentially affected

also hypothesized that

more

know of no

at different

evidence in

times in the

by the timing of hormones, which

features.

men higher in physical

typically feminine/attractive

body weight). This

prediction

body

was supported

feminine and traditionally attractive)

and indicates

WHR.
that

This

is

attractiveness

features (low

for

higher in physical attractiveness showed preferences for

similarity in attraction,

I

the development of brain structures underlying an individual's

and preferences for different body

preferences for

slender

2D:4D may be

timing of exposure to androgens) contributing to differences in digit

predictive of preferences for breast size. For example, although

It

would

WHR,

WHR only; men who were
women with lower (more

consistent with principles of

men who perceive themselves

believe that they can obtain highly attractive partners (and thus are

preferences for these partners). Again,
indicators of attractiveness in

it

is

possible that

women, which may

predictive of preferences for other

body

report

large breasts,

(and are

perceived by others) as being attractive are perhaps more likely than unattractive

was not

66

more

men to

likely to report

WHR is one of the most acute

explain

why physical

attractiveness

features (breast size, weight, height).

Individual Difference Factors
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There was also evidence of the importance of similarity for some other variables;
height and

taller

BMI

men

in

and higher-BMI

finding

is

predicted preferences for such features in

men

consistent with

height and weight

(e.g.,

preferring taller and heavier

some previous

Kurzban

women,

women's

bodies, with

respectively. This

literature highlighting similarity effects for

& Weeden, 2005).

Early sexual experiences most strongly predicted current preferences for

body

features.

That

is,

men's early preferences

(as indicated

by experiences with

pornography exposure, fantasy, and sex) were directly related
for

WHR, breast size, height, and weight.

It is

women's

to their later preferences

possible that, as hypothesized, these early

man may

experiences served to "condition" later preferences for body features. That

is,

have developed certain

because they

were featured

erotic preferences (e.g., for large breasts) primarily

in his first sexual experiences (e.g., first masturbation fantasy).

a

However,

because the stimuli used to assess past and current preferences were the same, an
alternative explanation is that the

their past preferences (that

is,

men were

simply rating their current preferences as

seeing the same stimuli for both measures

triggered similar responses for each).

As mentioned

taken to reduce this likelihood, but

was not

remains a possible limitation.
features

may be

this is the case,

come

to pass,

Thus,

it is

design,

An

it

(see

may then

section), steps

likely eliminated absolutely

man's

first

focus on or seek out these features

were

and therefore

alternative explanation is that preferences for

inherent, or developed well before a

he

Methods

may have

body

sexual experiences; if

when his

first

experiences

and will also continue to report preferences for these features over time.

impossible to tease out a causal relationship in the absence of a longitudinal

which was unfeasible

for the purposes

of the current study.
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Family

attitudes

toward body features were also expected to predict men's current

was not

preferences; this hypothesis

verified for

possible that family attitudes do affect

features,

68

some

any of the

criterion variables.

aspects of men's preferences for

It is

body

such as their attitudes toward the acceptability of certain body shapes or

weights, but not other aspects, such as their actual attraction to particular

which was the focus of this

study. In addition,

it is

likely that there

body

features,

were measurement

inadequacies at play. Participants were asked to retrospectively recall general family
attitudes about very specific

circled

"N/A"

body

features, and, as mentioned, a large

in response to these items (or

not recall familial attitudes, their family

had missing

data), indicating that they could

members did not readily verbalize

toward body features, or that they had no family members.
cases were

in

removed before

which men were able

their

own preferences;

recalled positive

It

it

for example, a

possible that their

is

man who prefers

of childhood/adolescent family

would allow

attitudes;

for

large breasts

more

I), it

direct

These

early

and timely measurement

however, given time constraints,

results

when

main

this

was not a

results (see

long-term partner preferences were considered

may indicate that men are more

likely to consider (or

by) family attitudes about female body features particularly
partner. This

As with

should be noted that family attitudes were predictive of current

preferences for weight and height

alone.

may have selectively

large breasts.

viable methodology for the current study. Although not part of the

Appendix

even in those cases

memories were skewed by

comments made by family members about

experiences, a longitudinal design

their attitudes

should be noted that these

analysis, through a listwise deletion. Also,

to respond,

number of men

may be because men value,

be influenced

when choosing

a long-term

or wish to satisfy, their family's preferences

Individual Difference Factors

when

comes

it

to

choosing a Hfe partner, but not a short-term dating partner, perhaps

because a long-term partner
basis.
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is

more

be exposed to the family on a continuous

likely to

should also be noted that the finding that weight preferences were related to

It

family preferences (for long-term dating)
that attitudes about

weight

is

consistent with previous research suggesting

prejudice against fat people, O'Bryan, Fishbein,

(e.g.,

Ritchey, 2004) are highly transmissible

&

among family members.

Aside fi*om the main findings for the individual differences as they related to
variation in

women's body

features, a

number of other results

worthy of discussion. One concerns the most

attractive (or

most

1998).

attractive (e.g., Singh, 1993; Streeter

However, other studies have indicated

considered most attractive

result

(e.g.,

was found only when

hip size were used). This finding

same

stimuli as

Rozmus-Wrzesinski

found to be the most
finding

that

is,

is

a

was

attractive, sexy,

which

that

population. Therefore,

replicated

is

WHR (e.g., 0.6)

is

& Pawlowski, 2005; however, this

by the

current study (which used the

& Pawlowski, 2005), in which a WHR of 0.6 was
and preferred for short- and long-term dating. This

WHR for healthy women is 0.67 - 0.80;

is

presumably not well-represented within the general healthy

it

appears that these

men

are responding to

have called a "supernormal" or extreme stimulus;
nature, but

an even lower

WHR was varied by waist size rather than

intriguing because the typical range of

WHR of 0.60

WHR choice. The

& McBumey, 2002; Tassinary & Hansen,

Rozmus-Wrzesinksi

stimuli in

modal)

WHR of 0.7 is considered to be

majority of attraction research has found that a female

the

in the present study are

i.e.,

one

that

an extreme form of a desirable shape or feature

Gray, 1980). Although this finding appears divergent fi-om

what some researchers

does not (usually) exist in

(e.g..

Gray, Yates, Sallee,

commonly accepted

&

theories
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of attraction, which generally emphasize

effects

Western culture have actually been conditioned
instance,

is

it

is

rare that

an image of a

of familiarity,

in the

men

possible that

in

extreme body shape. For

to prefer this

woman presented

it is

media

magazines)

(e.g., tv,

a realistic representation; instead, these images are usually digitally enhanced and

manipulated to represent an idealized standard of beauty. Essentially, then, not even a
"real-life"

supermodel can look as good as a "digitized" portrayal of a supermodel

media, but because

we

that they represent

what

are

is

bombarded with these
ideally attractive,

false images,

and socialized

digitally

such extreme images

at all (i.e.,

enhanced form, models and actresses probably don't have

but have developed a preference for them in

to believe

we may report them to be the most desirable,

regardless of whether or not they are attainable in reality. Alternatively,

men have indeed never been exposed to

in the

much

the

same way

it is

possible that

even in

their

WHRs as low as 0.6),

that

humans have

evolved preferences for other "supernormal" stimuli, such as "supersweet" foods that
rarely, if ever,

occur in nature

(i.e.,

that are processed

and manufactured).

Previous research has also indicated a general preference
breast sizes (e.g., Gitter et

al.,

among men

for larger

1983); again, the current study found that larger-than-

average breasts were considered the most attractive, sexy, and preferred for short- and
long-term dating. This result
breasts are idealized

magazines).

is

not surprising, considering the degree to which large

and eroticized

Of course,

in our culture (e.g., in

pornography, fashion

there are explanations other than culture that

the generalized preference for large breasts

may viably explain

among men. For instance, although

breast

size is not linked to reproductive capacity or fertility, breasts are secondary sex

characteristics that serve as cues

of reproductive maturity,

so, in a sense,

men may be

Individual Difference Factors

inherently

drawn

to

women who clearly exhibit these characteristics

71

have large

(i.e.,

breasts).

Consistent with previous findings that a slender

(e.g.,

Fumham, Dias

thin (below average)

& McClelland,

body weight

most

is

1998; Singh, 1995), the current study found that a

body weight was most

most

often considered to be the

sexy, and preferred for short- and long-term dating. Again, this result

given the abundance of evidence that
the ideal to be pursued

(at least in

it

is

common knowledge that

overwhelming array of negative health consequences

shown

to interfere

fat (i.e.,

extreme thinness)

that the thinnest

attractive

figure

thin

with hormonal processes and

was most

(e.g..

substantial

attractive. Li these cases, as

WHR,

there

it

is

may be

is

has an

Holt, 2005), and has been

Haslam, 2005).

number of men did

with

fat

it

Low body

should be noted

was not considered

women presented in the media may be responsible

although

excess body

fertility (e.g.,

in the current study

by most men. However, a

not surprising

is

there are also health and

also associated with fertility problems;

image presented

preference. Also, this

is,

is

attractive,

Western culture) a slender physique

by women and valued by men. However,

evolutionary factors at play;

attractive

the

most

indicate that this

the preponderance of extremely

for conditioning such a

a case of evolved preferences for supernormal stimuli,

appears that thinness (as well as low

WHR) is only appealing to a point; that

perhaps an "optimal" level of thinness, beyond which

it

loses

its

inherent or

learned appeal.

There were several other interesting findings worthy of discussion.

An aggregate

of self- and other-perceived physical attractiveness was found to be significantly and
negatively correlated with right-hand 2D:4D, such that

men higher in

attractiveness also

72

Individual Difference Factors

tended to have lower (more male-typical) digit
attractiveness

find that

and

digit ratios

ratios.

has not been explored

women with higher (more

female-typical)

perceived attractiveness (Wade, Shanley,

Although the relationship between

among men, one research

2D:4D

ratios

study did

were also higher

in self-

& Imm, 2004). Digit ratio is likely a marker of

prenatal androgen exposure, and androgen exposure can influence physical development.

Research has shown that high levels of androgens stimulate the development of
masculine facial features

faces with such features to be

women consider

lower jaw and brow ridges), and that

(e.g,

more

attractive than average faces (e.g.,

Grammer &

Thomhill, 1994; Grumbach, 2000). Penton-Voak and Chen (2004) also found that

masculine facial appearance was significantly associated with levels of salivary
testosterone in

men. Thus,

it is

possible that

masculine physical features, which
appealing (by the raters and the

men with

lower digit ratios possessed more

may have been considered more

attractive

and

men themselves).

Physical attractiveness

was

also significantly correlated with several measures

sex role identity. Specifically,

men

scoring higher on the Conformity to

Inventory

(CMNI; Mahalik

et al.,

Personal Attributes Questionnaire

2003), as well as the

measures of masculinity; thus,

were also found
Unmitigated

be lower

to

Communion

scale (a

attractive. In addition,

These

results

may be

men may evoke

1973), were also

in their sex role identity

men

measure of feminine sex role

in physical attractiveness.

For instance, physically attractive

& Stap,

CMNI and Agency subscale are

men who were more masculine

be more physically

Male Norms

Agency subscale of the Extended

(EPAQ; Spence, Helmreich,

found to be higher in physical attractiveness. Both the

of

scoring higher on the

identity)

were found

to

explained in a variety of ways.

social responses

and rewards

fi-om a
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young age

that

may promote the development of certain

confidence, dominance, assertiveness, focus on the
the scales used in the current study.

An

self),

masculine personality
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traits (e.g.,

some of which were assessed by

alternative explanation is that

women

are

typically socialized to perceive masculine personality characteristics as being attractive,

and presumably, personality can confound assessments of physical attractiveness.

However,

it

should be noted that the observer ratings of attractiveness in this study were

largely based

on a physical impression only

(i.e.,

the researchers had very limited contact

with the participants, and thus would not likely have been able to perceive any masculine
personality characteristics). Therefore,

it is

unlikely (although not impossible) that

masculine personality confounded the observer-rated measurement of attractiveness in
the present study.

On the other hand,

(which were included in the

final

it is

possible that self-ratings of attractiveness

aggregate measure) were influenced

personality characteristics, to the extent that

etc.,

to traditional role

norms,

may consider themselves to be more "successfully" male, and therefore more

sexually appealing to

These

women.

results are also

compelling because they

appearance and sex role identity have
to

men who conform

by masculine

may indicate that physical

common origins;

that

is,

the factors that contribute

masculine appearance (and presumably attractiveness, although

conclude that

it

was

may also contribute to

personality characteristics. Thus,

(right-

is

impossible to

the "masculinity" of physical features that produced higher ratings of

attractiveness in this study)

2D:4D

it

it

the development of masculine

should be of interest that the present study found that

and left-hand) was positively associated with a measure of femininity

(unmitigated communion), indicating that

men who were exposed

to

fewer prenatal

—
74
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androgens (resulting in higher, less masculinized 2D:4D) were not only less

attractive,

but also less masculine in (some) personality characteristics.

Strengths, Limitations,

The

and Future Directions

current study represents a significant departure from

most existing research

investigating attraction because, rather than exploring general trends,

several individual difference factors that have

what men

find attractive.

been shown

Such an investigation

is

fascinating

to contribute to variation in

important because

thorough understanding of the process of attraction, which

has identified

it

is

it

provides a more

a fundamental and

component of the human experience. Although there

are probably

innumerable factors that play a role in the development of preferences of any kind, the

—sex

ones used by the present study

role identity,

2D4D

(prenatal masculinization),

early conditioning, physical similarity (e.g., attractiveness), and family attitudes

appears to be quite comprehensive, as far as measurable variables are concerned. In
addition,

it

should be noted that several of these factors (digit

measured objectively, using precise equipment
enhances their

reliability.

Reliability

was

ratios, height,

(rather than self-report),

also demonstrated for several

(physical attractiveness, digit ratios) through the use of a second-rater.

strengths

identity,

were the

relatively large

sample

size, the

weight) were

which

likely

of the measures

Among other

use of several measures for sex role

and the use of images (rather than written descriptions, for instance) to assess

early and current preferences for

body

WHR) have been used in other studies,

features. Notably,

some of these images

and the present research served

several of their findings. Although the sample in the current study

was

(i.e.,

for

to replicate

restricted in age

Individual Difference Factors

and demographics, the
broader,

more

It

fact that significant effects

were found indicates

may be even more

representative samples

75

that the effects in

robust.

should be noted, however, that the factors used in the present study did not

account for an extremely large proportion of the variance in attraction, indicating that
there

were

limitations in the measures used, and that there are likely additional

contributing factors that were not assessed here. For instance, although

were measured objectively and precisely,

modest indicator of the real
it

were possible

to directly

factor

it

2D:4D

should be noted that digit ratio

of interest

(i.e.,

all

likely only a

degree of prenatal masculinization);

measure prenatal androgen exposure, a stronger

have been found. In addition,

is

ratios

measures used for sex role

effect

if

may

identity, early sexual

experience, family attitudes, and current preferences were self-report, and thus vulnerable

to error (e.g., subjectivity, inaccurate recall, social desirability). Thus, future research

should consider using a social desirability measure. For early sexual experiences and
family attitudes, more accurate measures might have been obtained.
longitudinal study might be

employed

addition, the family attitude scales

may have more

to assess these issues in the formative years. In

were limited because they assumed

attitudes develop within the context

friends

For example, a

of the

home and

family

life.

all

pertinent

This excludes peers;

influence on teenager's romantic preferences and partner choices

than parents and siblings. For current preferences, more objective results might have

been obtained by assessing physiological responses

to the stimuli (e.g., using penile

plethysmograph). Also, several of the personality measures used were time-consuming

and contained repetitive items, which
again, resulted in

may have contributed to

some degree of inaccurate

results).

participant fatigue (and
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Aside from using more objective measures and assessing other aspects of physical
attractiveness (e.g., facial features), future investigations should extend this research to

include variation in attraction as

appearance than do

women when

body

features (shape

women. The

to place greater

current study focused on

importance on physical

selecting a mate, and because

and

men may be more

size) that are

preclude future research involving

women have distinct

able than

most appealing

to

women's preferences

women to

men and women,

specify particular

them, although this should not

men's body

for

addition, such research should explore variation in attraction to other

both

men

features (e.g., breasts) that are highly variable, culturally salient,

and sensitive to judgment. Thus,

body

applies to

men have been shown

largely because

gender-specific

it

features. In

body

features in

such as facial characteristics, which can be robust determinants of

attraction (e.g., Langlois

& Roggman,

1990). Finally, future research should include a

broader sample of men beyond those in university.

As mentioned,

several interesting relationships

emerged

in the present study that

were not predicted, and these too are worthy of further discussion and future exploration.
For example,
such that

digit ratios

to

men with more male-typical

others) to be

more physically

prenatally exposed to

to

were found

be more

attractive.

more

be negatively related

digit ratios

attractive.

testosterone

to physical attractiveness,

were also perceived (by themselves and

This result indicates that

(i.e.,

The mechanism behind

are

men who were

more masculinized) were

this relationship is unclear,

also perceived

though there are

several possibilities. For instance, as mentioned before, greater prenatal exposure to

androgens
features,

may contribute to

which

in turn

the development of more masculine facial and

may be perceived

as

more

attractive.

body

As mentioned previously.
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Penton-Voak and Chen (2004) found

that higher levels

of salivary testosterone were

associated with both facial masculinity and attractiveness in men. That said,

research has indicated that although masculine facial features
healthy, they are not necessarily always considered to be

male faces (Penton-Voak
assessed as having

some

more

& Chen, 2004). That

positive personality

is,

circumstances
pertinent; see

Gangestad

et al.,

more

feminine faces

which increases

may be

their attractiveness in

whereas the

may be considered more attractive under different

short-term pairing,

(e.g.,

as

attractive than feminine

situations (e.g, for long-term pairings, paternal investment),

"healthiness" of masculine faces

some

may be perceived

more

men with

traits,

when heritable benefits of offspring

are

most

2004). Thus, because assessments of attractiveness

made

in the current study did not necessarily incorporate personality attributes or evaluations

long-term mating potential,

it is

reasonable to suggest that

that contributed to greater evaluations

It

2D:4D

would be

in a

at large,

is,

the

most masculine)

men

are

between attractiveness and

identified here as being

most

from a specific population (mostly

may have a mean level of masculinity that is

lower than the

or at least in comparison to other populations. Thus, although

appears that the relationship between masculinity and attractiveness
instead be quadratic;

i.e.,

women may prefer masculine men to

university students, for example), but

considered unappealing. In

fact,

beyond

that,

is linear, it

it

could

a point (masculine

extreme masculinity

may be

although high levels of sex hormones are necessary to

produce attractive physical features

(e.g.,

of

was masculinity of features

of attractiveness.

more varied population. That

university students) that

population

it

interesting to investigate the relationship

attractive (and, theoretically,
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broad jaws in men, high cheekbones in
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women), overexposure

to these

hormones can actually increase developmental

and measures of fluctuating asymmetry.
physical characteristics

is

instability

has been suggested that bilateral symmetry of

It

an indicator of overall quality of development and resistance to

environmental disturbances during development (Fink, Manning, Neave,
2004). Thus, symmetrical facial features

may signify that

an individual

& Grammer,

is

"healthier" and

cope with environmental challenges, and persons possessing such features

better able to

may inherently be viewed as more desirable. Some research has shown that low digit
ratios in

et al.,

men, and high

digit ratios in

women,

are associated with facial

2004), suggesting that overexposure to hormones

interferes with

features.

facial

symmetry (and presumably

men,

it is

attractiveness in the

unlikely that facial

men

which are considered

relationship

between

men with lower digit ratios

attractive,

and

in contrast.

attractiveness)

was

actually

to

digit ratios

that testosterone

be more

attractive.

and asymmetry

to

(and therefore,

Fink

et al. (2004),

associated with higher

symmetry contributed

to assessments

that

of

of the present study

produces more masculine

Given

Fink

et al.

may

facial

found the

occur in a college-age sample as well,

this gives additional support for the idea that there are

testosterone,

and

in the present study. Thus, the results

be better explained by the suggestion
features,

that

were more

greater exposure to testosterone)

digit ratios in

(e.g., testosterone)

development, resulting in less symmetrical (and therefore, less attractive)

Because the current study found

found that

asymmetry (Fink

two separate

effects

that attractiveness is heightened (in the present study)

of exposure

because of the

dominance/masculine features despite the negative effects that high testosterone has on
facial

symmetry. Future research, however, should further investigate the relationship

between

digit ratios

and

attractiveness,

and attempt

to clarify

whether masculinity,

to
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symmetry, or some other factor

is

contributing to variation in what

is

considered

attractive.

Summary
In

summary,

existing research

this

study represented a significant departure from

on body

feature preferences, through

its

examination of several

what men consider

individual difference factors and their ability to predict variation in

attractive about

(smaller)

women's

bodies.

As

much of the

hypothesized, preferences for

more feminine

WHR were significantly predicted by early conditioning experiences, physical
and lower (more masculine) right-hand 2D:4D

attractiveness,

larger breasts

were

significantly predicted

by

ratio.

Preferences for

early conditioning experiences,

masculine occupational preferences, and lower (more masculine)

left

Current preferences for weight were significantly predicted by men's

hand 2D:4D

BMI,

greater height

were

men preferred

ratios.

early

conditioning experiences, and physical attractiveness (marginally), such that
physically attractive

more

more

figures with a lower weight. Finally, preferences for

significantly predicted

education level, higher Unmitigated

by

greater participants' height, higher

Agency (masculinity)

scores,

and early conditioning

experiences. These results suggest that not only does variation in men's preferences for

body

features exist, but that

cultural, genetic, biological,

findings,

which help

of attraction as

it

it

may be influenced by a variety of factors,

and environmental

to provide a

are noteworthy and

between physical

may demand

Aside from these main

more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon

relates to preferences for

results (e.g., association

characteristics.

including social,

body

features, this study

attractiveness, digit ratio,

produced other
and masculinity)

future investigation. Future research

may also

that

extend

Individual Difference Factors

and improve

this investigation

preferences for men's

more

body

objective measures

by employing a longitudinal design, exploring women's

features, including

(i.e,

80

measures of facial

attraction,

and using

rather than self-report). In addition, given that the factors

explored in the present study did not account for an extremely large proportion of
variance in attraction, future investigations should try to include other potential individual

difference factors predicting attraction to

women's body

features.
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Appendix A: Informed Consent Form

Brock University: Participants Informed Consent Statement
Project Title: Masculinity. Finger Length Ratios. Physical Attractiveness, Early
Conditioning Experiences. Familial Attitudes, and Attraction to Female Body

Shapes
Principal Investigator:

Supervisor:

Catherine Fawcett
Masters student, Psychology Department

Dr.

cf04hg@brocku.ca
905 984 6319

tbogaert@brocku.ca
905 688 5550 ext.4085

Tony Bogaert

Brock University professor

PURPOSE: You are being invited to participate in a study. The

general purpose of this
study is to investigate factors that may contribute to differences in males' attraction to
female body shapes. It also explores whether certain physical and personality
characteristics, along

with family background

(e.g., birth

order) are related to one

another.

INFORMATION:

If you decide to participate you will be asked to complete a
questionnaire package and we will take several physical measurements (height, weight,
waist and hip circumference, measurement of finger lengths using calipers). There will be
approximately 5-15 other participants with you. First you will be provided with 2 copies
of a consent form which will be read to you and you may ask any questions about this
research at that time. After reading the consent form you will be asked to sign both copies
of the consent form. One will be handed to the researcher and one you will keep for your
own records. Once you have signed the consent form you will be asked to complete a
questionnaire, following which you will approach the researcher and/or assistant(s) to be

measured for physical qualities. Then, the researcher will provide you with a debriefirig
form explaining the specific purpose of the study. You may ask any questions at this time
and throughout the entire study. This study will take approximately 45-60 minutes to
complete.

The research will be

by the

facilitated

researcher, Catherine Fawcett.

We want you to be aware of some of the possible risks of participating in this
Although the risks are minimal, you may feel uncomfortable as a result of being
measured for physical characteristics. If so, you may contact any of the counselling
contact persons on your debriefing form.
RISKS:
study.

BENEFITS: The information

fi-om this study will contribute to the

Masters thesis project and

add

will

to existing research

completion of a

on the phenomenon of attraction.

ANONYMITY/CONFIDENTIALITY: Your name will only be associated with this
consent form. There will be no way of knowing your responses to the questionnaire or
your physical measurements. All consent forms and data will be kept in a locked room at
all times and destroyed 5 years after publication. Catherine Fawcett, Dr. Tony Bogaert,
and his research assistants will have access to this data. Although unlikely, other
qualified researchers may have access to this data at some fixture point. But, as
mentioned above, no one will ever be able to know your responses to the questionnaire or
your physical measurements, as this will be kept separate from your consent form. Any
quotes or information gathered from this research used in writing a report or publishable
article will

be anonymous.
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CONTACT:
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any time about the study or the procedures, or you
of
participating in this study, you may contact the
experience adverse effects as a resuh
researcher, Catherine Fawcett at Brock University in the Psychology Department, and
through email: cft)4hg@brocku.ca, her Supervisor, Dr. Tony Bogaert at Brock
University, (905) 688 5550, ext. 4085, and through email: tbogaert@brocku.ca
If

you have questions

at

,

,

.

This project has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the Office of
Research Ethics Board (File # 05-017). If you have any pertinent questions regarding
your rights as a participant, please contact the Research Ethics Officer at reb@brocku.ca,
905-688-5550 ext 3035.
in this study is voluntary; you may decline to
any time without consequences to yourself by informing the researcher of
this decision. If you withdraw from the study before data collection is completed your
data will be omitted from analysis upon your request. You have the right to omit any
question(s) you choose. You cannot withdraw from the study once you have submitted
your questionnaire, as the questionnaires are anonymous and your identifying
information will not be available.

PARTICIPATION: Your participation

participate at

FEEDBACK AND PUBLICATION: The results from this study will be incorporated
into a Masters thesis and may be used in any journal articles, presentations, or books
published. The results of this research study may be available approximately one year
YES
from now. Would you like to receive a copy of the results (circle)?
Please provide an email address where the results can be sent:

NO

have read and understood the above information. I have received a copy of this form.
understand that I may ask questions in the fiiture. I agree to participate in this study.

I

Participant's signature

Date

Investigator's signature

Date

**PLEASE KEEP A COPY OF THIS CONSENT
RECORDS***

FORM FOR YOUR

I
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Identity Scales

Communion

Unmitigated
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Scale

To what extent do these next few items describe you? Use the scale below
("very much like me" to "not at all like me") to determine the extent to
which you feel each item describes you, and write the number in the space
beside each statement.

= not at all like me 3 =
2 = a little like me
1

sort of like

4 = like
5 = like

me

my own.

.

I

place the needs of others above

2.

I

cannot be happy unless others are happy.

3.

When I'm

1

away,

I

me a fair bit
me a lot

worry about how those close

to

me are

getting along without

me.
myself getting overly involved

4.

I

find

5.

I

have great

6.

I

have

in other peoples' problems.

difficulty getting to sleep at night

difficulty satisfying

when someone

am unable to

say no

I

8.

Even when exhausted

when someone
I

me is upset.

my own needs when they interfere with the needs of

others.

7.

close to

asks

will help a friend.

me

for help.
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Extended Personal Attributes Questionnaire

The items below inquire about what kind of person you think you
of characteristics, with the letters A-E in between. For example:
Not

at all artistic

A....B....C....D....E

Each pair describes contradictory
as not artistic

The

and

characteristics

Very

are.

Each item

consists of a pair

artistic

— that is, you

cannot be both at the same time, such

artistic.

form a scale between two extremes. Please choose a
on the scale and record your choice on the answer sheet.
letters

letter

which describes where you

REMEMBER TO ANSWER QUICKLY BECAUSE YOUR FIRST IMPRESSION IS BEST

Not

at all

independent

fall
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Conformity

to

Male Role Norms Scale

Thinking about your own actions, feelings and beliefs, please indicate how much you personally
agree or disagree with each statement by circling SD for "Strongly Disagree", D for "Disagree", A
for "Agree", or SA for "Strongly agree" to the left of the statement. There are no right or wrong
responses to the statements. You should give the responses that most accurately describe your
personal actions, feelings and beliefs. It is best if you respond with your first impression when
answering.

1. It is

best to keep your emotions hidden

2. In general,

3. If I could,

4. If there is

5. It is

will

I

do anything

would frequently change sexual partners

I

going to be violence,

important to

me

must get

way to avoid

I

it

am heterosexual

my way

In general,

7.

Trying to be important

I

find a

I

that people think

6.

8. 1

win

to

is

the greatest waste

of time

am often absorbed in my work

9, 1 will

only be satisfied

when women are

equal to

men

hate asking for help

10.

1

11.

Taking dangerous risks helps

12. In general,

I

do not expend a

me to prove myself
lot

of energy trying to win

13.

An emotional bond with a partner is the best part of sex

14.

1

should take every opportunity to show

15.

1

believe that violence

16.

Being thought of as gay

17. In general,

18. 1

I

do not

1

21.1

my feelings

never justified

is

is

not a bad thing

like risky situations

should be in charge

19. Feelings are important to

20.

at things

when work occupies

feel miserable

feel best

22.

Winning

23.

1

make

about

is

not

show
all

my attention

my relationships with women when we are equals

my first priority

sure that people think

I

am heterosexual

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA
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24.

1

enjoy taking risks

SD

D A SA

25.

1

am disgusted by any kind of violence

SD

D A SA

26.

1

would hate

SD

D A SA

27.

1

love to explore

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

28. Ifl could,

I

to

be important

my feelings

would date a

ask for help

of different people

lot

when I need

with others

29.

1

30.

My work is the most important part of my life

SD

D A SA

31.

Winning

SD

D A SA

32.

1

never take chances

SD

D A SA

33.

1

would only have sex

SD

D A SA

34.

1

like fighting

SD

D A SA

35.

1

treat

SD

D A SA

36.

1

bring up

SD

D A SA

37.

1

would be furious

was gay

SD

D A SA

38.

1

only get romantically involved with one person

SD

D A SA

39.

1

don't

SD

D A SA

40.

1

take risks

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

it

isn't everything, it's the

women as

ifl

was

only thing

in a

committed relationship

equals

my feelings when talking to others

mind

if someone

thought

I

losing

41.1 never do things to be an important person

would not bother me

42.

It

43.

1

44.

Sometimes violent action

never share

I

I

was gay

my feelings

45. Asking for help

46. In general,

ifsomeone thought

at all

is

is

necessary

a sign of failure

control the

women in my life

would feelgood

if I

had many sexual partners

important for

me

to

47.

1

48.

It is

49.

1

don't like giving all

50.

1

feel

51.

It

uncomfortable

would be awful

win

my attention to work
when

if people

others see

thought

I

me

'

as important

was gay
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SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

me

SD

D A SA

frequently put myself in risky situations

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

about

my feelings

52.

1

like to talk

53.

1

never ask for help

54.

More

55.

It is

56.

Work

57.

Men and women should respect each other as

58.

Long term relationships

59.

Having

60.

1

61.

Women should be

62.

1

am willing to

63.

1

like

having gay friends

64.

1

feel

good when work

65.

1

tend to keep

often than not, losing does not bother

foolish to take risks

is

not the most important thing in

my life
equals

are better than casual sexual encounters

status is not very inportant to

subservient to

men

get into a physical fight if necessary

is

my first priority

my feelings to myself

66. Emotional involvement should be avoided

when having

sex

me

Winning

is

not important to

68. Violence

is

almost never justified

67.

me

69.

1

am comfortable trying to get my way

SD

D A SA

70.

1

am happiest when I'm risking danger

SD

D A SA

71.

Men should not have power over women

SD

D A SA

72.

It

SD

D A SA

73.

1

would

SD

D A SA

74.

1

am not ashamed to

SD

D A SA

75.

The

SD

D A SA

76.

Work comes

SD

D A SA

77.

1

tend to share

SD

D A SA

78.

1

like

SD

D A SA

79.

No

SD

D A SA

would be enjoyable
feel

to date

uncomfortable

more than one person

if someone

thought

I

at a

was gay

ask for help

best feeling in the world

comes from winning

first

my feelings

emotional involvement in a romantic relationship

matter what the situation

I

would never

time

act violently
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80. If someone thought

I

was gay,

8 1 Things tend to be better

I

would not argue with them about

when men

are in charge

prefer to be safe and careful

it

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

SD

D A SA

82.

1

83.

A person shouldn't get tied down to dating just one person

84.

1

85.

It

86.

1

87.

It

88.

1

hate

89.

1

work hard

90.

1

would only be

91.

1 try

92.

1

hate any kind of risk

SD

D A SA

93.

1

prefer to stay unemotional

SD

D A SA

94.

1

make

SD

D A SA

my energy in things other than work

tend to invest
bothers

love

it

feels

me when I have

when men

good

to

to ask for help

are in charge of women

be important

when people ask me

it

to

to talk about

my feelings

win
satisfied with

sex

to avoid being perceived as

sure people

do

as

I

say

if there

gay

was an emotional bond

A SA

100
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1

Occupational Preferences Scale
The following questions ask you how much you would like to do different kinds of work. Don't
worry about whether you are currently trained to do different kinds of work, how much money you
would make, or the prestige associated with each kind of work. Think only about how much you
would like to do each kind of work, and respond accordingly (SD = Strongly disagree, D= disagree,
N= neutral, A=agree, SA = strongly agree)
1.

would

I

be an

like to

ACCOUNTANT

SD

D

N

A

SA

2.

I

would

like to

be an

ART MUSEUM DIRECTOR

SD

D

N

A

SA

3.

I

would

like to

be an

AUTO MECHANIC

SD

D

N

A

SA

4. I

would

like to

be a

CAR SALES PERSON

SD

D

N

A

SA

5.

I

would

like to

be a

BEAUTY CONSULTANT

SD

D

N

A

SA

6. I

would

like to

be a

BIOLOGIST

SD

D

N

A

SA

7.

I

would

like to

be a

BOOKKEEPER

SD

D

N

A

SA

8. I

would

like to

be a

BUILDING CONTRACTOR

SD

D

N

A

SA

9.

would

like to

be a

BUSINESS EXECUTIVE

SD

D

N

A

SA

I

10. 1

would

like to

be a

CASHIER IN A BANK

SD

D

N

A

SA

11. 1

would

like to

be a

CLERK

SD

D

N

A

SA

12. 1

would

like to

be a

CHEMIST

SD

D

N

A

SA

13. 1

would

like to

be a

CHILDREN'S AUTHOR

SD

D

N

A

SA

14. 1

would

like to

be a

COMPUTER PROGRAMMER SD

D

N

A

SA

15. I

would

like to

be a

COSTUME DESIGNER

SD

D

N

A

SA

16. I

would

like to

be a

DANCE TEACHER

SD

D

N

A

SA

17.

1

would

like to

be an

EDITOR

SD

D

N

A

SA

18.

1

would

like to

be an

ELECTRICAL ENGINEER

SD

D

N

A

SA

19.

1

would

like to

be an

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHER

SD

D

N

A

20.

1

would

like to

be a

FARMER

SD

D

N

A

SA

21.

1

would

like to

be a

FASHION MODEL

SD

D

N

A

SA

22.

1

would

like to

be a

FLIGHT ATTENDANT

SD

D

N

A

SA

23.

1

would

like to

be a

FLORIST

SD

D

N

A

SA

24.

1

would

like to

be an

SD

D

N

A

SA

INTERIOR DECORATOR

1
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SD

102

.

103
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Appendix C: Family Attitudes Items

Family Attitudes Items

1

Growing

make

which body type did your
comments about. .)?

up,

negative

2

1

father

seem

to prefer in

women (e.g., make positive comments,

never

.

3

4

6

5

NA (did not know father,

7

do not know

(very heavy)

(very thin)

his

preferences)

2.

Growing

which body type did your mother seem

up,

about, never

make

negative

2

1

to idealize in

women (e.g., make positive comments

comments about)?
3

4

NA

7

6

5

(very heavy)

(very thin)

Growing up, which body type did your siblings seem
comments, never make negative comments about. .)?
3.

to prefer/idealize in

women (e.g., make positive

.

2

1

3

4

5

4.

Growing

(very heavy)

up,

about, never

which

make

size

of breasts did your father seem to prefer in

negative

2

1

Growing

up,

about, never

3

4

5

6

which

size

of breasts did your mother seem to idealize in

negative

2

3

4

5

Growing up, which size of breasts did your siblings seem
comments about, never make negative comments about)?
2

3

4

5

to prefer/idealize in

Growing up, which size waist did your father seem to prefer/idealize
comments about, never make negative comments about)?
2

3

4

5

6

up,

about, never

1

in

7

women (e.g., make positive

NA

(very thick waist)

(tiny waist)

(tiny waist)

NA

(very large)

7.

Growing

women (e.g., make positive

7

6

(very flat/small)

8.

NA

7

6

(very large)

6.

1

women (e.g., make positive comments

comments about)?

(very flat/small)

1

NA

7
(very large)

make

1

women (e.g., make positive comments

comments about)?

(very flat/small)

5.

NA

7

6

(very thin)

which

make
2

size waist did

negative

your mother seem to idealize in

women (e.g., make positive comments

comments about)?
3

4

5

6

7

NA

(very thick waist)

,>
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9. Growing up, which size waist did your siblings seem to
comments about, never make negative comments about)?

2

1

3

4

prefer/idealize in

6

5

10.

Growing

make

up,

which

negative

size hips did

2

1

your father seem

to prefer in

women (e.g., make positive comments

Growing

about, never

3

4

6

5

up,

which

size hips did

negative

2

your mother seem to idealize in

women (e.g., make positive comments

comments about)?
3

4

6

5

12. Growing up, which size hips did your siblings seem to
comments about, never make negative comments about)?

2

3

4

prefer/idealize in

6

5

13.

Growing up, which

make

size buttocks did

negative

2

1

14.

Growing

your father seem to prefer in

4

7

6

5

up,

which

make

size buttocks did your

negative

mother seem

to idealize in

women (e.g., make positive comments

comments about)?
3

4

5

7

6

NA

(very large/shapely)

15. Growing up, which size buttocks did your siblings seem to
comments about, never make negative comments about)?

2

3

4

prefer/idealize in

7

6

5

women (e.g.. make positive

NA

(very large/shapely)

(very small/flat)

16.

NA

(very large/shapely)

(very small/flat)

1

women (e.g., make positive comments

comments about)?
3

2

1

NA

7

(very small/flat)

about, never

women (e.g., make positive

(very wide)

(very narrow)

about, never

NA

7
(very wide)

(very narrow)

1

NA

7
(very wide)

make

1

about,

comments about)?

(very narrow)

11.

NA

7

(very thick waist)

(tiny waist)

never

women (e.g., make positive

Growing up, which height did your

father

seem to

prefer in

women (e.g., make positive comments about,

never make negative comments about)?

2

1

3

4

5

6

(very short/ 5 ')
17.

Growing

up,

which height did your mother seem

to idealize in

NA

7
(very

tall

-

6'+)

women (e.g., make positive comments about,

never make negative comments about)?

1

(very short/ 5 ')

2

3

4

5

6

NA

7
(very

tall

-

6'+)

Individual Difference Factors

18. Growing up, which height did your siblings seem to prefer/idealize
comments about, never make negative comments about)?

1

(very short/ 5 ')

2

3

4

5

in

6

women (e.g., make positive

NA

7
(very

tall

-

6'+)
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Appendix D: Early Sexual Experiences Items

.

For the

following questions, please circle the

number under the appropriate image.

56. Of the below figures, which best represents the body typ6 you fantasized about the most when you
were an adolescent?

How confident are you that you are remembering body type correctly?

57.

1

(not at

6
all)

Of the below figures, which best represents
you were an adolescent?

58.

59.

7
(very confident)

the breast siz&

you fantasized about the most when

How confident are you that you are remembering breast size correctly?
1

(not at

all)

(very confident)

Individual Difference Factors

60.

5'r

5'2"

5'3"

5'4"

5'5"

5'6"

5'8"

5'T'

5'9^

5*10"

5'ir

6*

+

How confident are you that you &re remembering height correctly?
2

1

(not at

62.

4

3

63.

(very confident)

all)

Of the below figures, which best represents
when you were an adolescent?

the weight of the female

you fentasized about the most

1

H

How confident are you that you are remembering weight correctly?
2

1

(not at

64.

7

6

5

t

,

07

Of the below heights, which best represents the height of the females you fantasized about the
most when you were an adolescent?
5'

61.

1

all)

3

4

5

6

7
(very confident)

Of the below figures, which best represents the body type of the females who appeared m the
pomogrq)hic magazines/films/websites that you looked at?

first

Individual Difference Factors

65.

How confident are you that you are remembering body type

12

(not at
66.

3

4

5

correctly?

6

7
(very confident)

all)

which best represents the breast size of the females who appeared
pornographic maga2nnes/films/websites that you looked at?

Of the below

67.

figures,

in the first

How confident are you that you are remembering breast size correctly?
2

1

(not at

68.

108

(very confident)

all)

Of the below heights, which best represents the height of the

females

who appeared in the first

pornographic magazrues/films/websites that you looked at?
5'

69.

5'3"

5'4"

5'5"

5'6"

5'8"

5'7"

5'9"

5'10"

5'11"

6'

How confident are you that you are remembering height correctly?
2

1

(not at

70.

5'2"

5'1"

7

6

(very confident)

all)

Of the below figures, which best represents the weight of the females
pornographic magazines/fihns/websites that you looked at?

4

who

appeared in the

1

first

+

Individual Difference Factors

71

.

How confident are you tiiat you are remembering weight correctly?
2

1

7

6

(not at aU)

72.

109

(very confident)

Of the below figures, which best represents the body type of the girl you had your first sexual
encoimter with?

73.

How confident are you that you are remembering body type correctly?
1

2

6

(not at all)

74.

7
(very confident)

Of the below figures, which best represents the breast size of the girl you had your first sexual
encounter with?

75.

How confident are you that you are remembering breast size correctly?
1

(not at all)

6

7
(very confident)

Individual Difference Factors

76.

Of the below heights, which best represents the height of the

girl

you had your

first

110

sexual

encounter with?

y
77.

5'1"

5'2"

5'3"

5'4"

S'S"

5'6"

5'T

5'8"

5'9"

5'10"

5'H"

How confident are you that you are remembering height correctiy?
2

1

(very confident)

(not at all)

78.

Of the below figures, which best represents the weight of the girl you had your first sexual
encounter with?

z
79.

1

How confident are you that you are remembering weight correctly?
1

(not at all)

2
(very confident)

6'

+

1

Individual Difference Factors

Appendix E: Current Preferences Items
For the following

93

.

questions, please circle the

Of the below figures, which is the most attractive?

94. Ofthebelowfigures, which

95.

number under your chosen image.

Of the below

figures,

is

the

most sexy?

which would you most prefer to date short-term/casually?

1 1

2

Individual Difference Factors

96.

1 1

Of the below figures, which would you most prefer to date loi^-tenn?

97.

98.

Of the below figures, vMch. most resembles your current (or most recent)

Of the below

figures,

dating partner (or wife)?

CIRCXE ALL (i.e., you can circle as many as you'd like) that you would find

acceptable in a short-term dating partner.

Individual Difference Factors

99.

Of the below

figures,

CIRCLE ALL (i.e, you can circle

as

many

as you'd like) that

113

you would find

acceptable in a long-term dating partner.

lOO.Please rank all below figures in order of attractiveness
from l(most) to 7 (least) (place numbers
lines under each image).

lOl.Of the below

figures,

which

is

the

most

on the

attractive?

^

1

Individual Difference Factors

1 02.

Of the below

figures,

which

is

the

1

14

most sexy?

1

103. Of the

below

figures,

which would you most prefer to date short-term/casually?

lo

104.Of the below

figures,

which would you most prefer

2.

1

to date long-term?

1

5

Individual Difference Factors

1 1

105. Of the below ISgures, which most resembles your current (or most recent) dating partner (or wife)?

Ko

figures, CIRCLE ALiL(Le.,
acceptable in a short-term dating partner.

106.Of the below

107.Of the below

figures,

you can circle

as

many as you'd like)

that

n

you would find

CIRCLE ALL (i.e., you can circle as many as you'd like) that you would find

acceptable in a long-term dating partner.

Individual Difference Factors

lOS.Please rank

all

109.Of the below

below figures in order of attractiveness
from l(most)

figures,

which

figures,

\

the

which

is

^

most

attractive?

3

X

I

llO.Of the below

is

the

to 7 Oeast)

^

5

(4>

1

most sexy?

3

H

5

.

b

1

116
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11 .Of the

1

below

figures,

which would you most prefer

\

1

12.0f the below

figures,

\

1

13. Of the

2.

3

H

117

to date short-term?

5

«9

1

which would you most prefer to date long-term?

Z

3

H

below figures, which most resembles your

3

current (or

^

1

most recent) dating partner (or wife)?

Individual Difference Factors

1

14.0f the below

figures,

118

CIRCLE ALL (i.e., you can circle as many as you'd like) that you would find

acceptable in a short-tenn dating partner.

-L

I

11 5. Of the below figures,

5

H

3>

1

ix>

CIRCLE ALL (i.e., you can circle as many as you'd like) that you would find

acceptable in a long-term dating partner.

\

1

16.Please rank

all

below

.X

figures in order

3

H

5

of attractiveness from l(most)

lo

to 7(least)

1

+9+ +

Individual Difference Factors

1 1

7

.

Of the

heights below,
5'

5'1"

which

5'2"

llS.Ofthe heights below, which
5'

1

5'1"

19. Of the heights

5'

5'2"

5'1"

5'2"

5'3"

attractive?

5'5"

5'4"

5'6"

5'3"

5'4"

5*9"

5'10"

5'11"

6'

•

the most sexy?

is

5*8"

5'T

.

5'5"

5'6"

5'7"

5'8"

-

+

5'9"

5'10"

5'ir

6'

5'1"

5'1"

5'3"

5'4"

5'5"

5'6"

5'7"

5'8"

5'9"

5'10"

5'11"

6'

5'9"

S'lO"

5'11"

6'

+

6'

+

6'

+

which would you most prefer to date long-term?

5'2"

121. Of the heights below,
5'

most

below, which would you most prefer to date short-term?

120. Of the heights below,
5'

the

is

1 1

5'3"

5'4"

5'5"

5'6"

which most resembles your current

5'2"

5'3"

5'4"

5'5"

5'6"

5'7"

5'8"

(or most recent) dating partner (or wife)?

5'7"

5'8"

5'9"

5'10"

S'll"

CIRCLE ALL (i.e., circle as many as you'd like) that you would find

122.0f the heights below,

acceptable in a short-term dating partner
5'

5'1"

5'2"

123. Of the heights below,

5'3"

5'4"

5'5"

5'6"

5*7"

5'8"

5'9"

5'10"

5'11"

CIRCLE ALL (i.e., circle as many as you'd like) that you would find

acceptable in a long-term dating partner.
5'

124. Please rank
5'

5'1"

all

5'2"

5'3"

below heights

5'1"

5'2"

5'4"

in order

5'3"

5'5"

5'6"

5*7'

5'8"

of attractiveness firom l(most)

5'4"

5'5"

5'6"

5'7"

5'9"

5'10"

5'11"

6'

5'10"

5'11"

6'

to 13 (least).

5'8"

5'9"

+

Individual Difference Factors

Appendix

F: Written Debriefing

120

Form

Brock University Written Debriefing Form
Project Title: Masculinity, Finger Length Ratios, Physical Attractiveness, Early
Conditioning Experiences, Familial Attitudes, and Attraction to Female Body

Shapes
Supervisor:
Dr. Tony Bogaert
Brock University Professor

Principal Investigator:

Catherine Fawcett

MA student. Psychology Department
cfD4hg@brocku.ca

tbogaert@brocku.ca
905-688-5550, ext. 4085

(905) 688-5550, ext.4680

is to investigate individual difference factors that may
contribute to differences in males' attraction to, and attitudes about, female body shapes.
It also explores whether certain factors (e.g., physical characteristics and personality)
along with family background (e.g., birth order), are related to one another.

The main purpose of this research

One

factor that

may contribute to

differences in attraction

higher levels of masculinity (as assessed

is

masculinity.

by sex-role and role-norm

Men with

inventories) have

been shown to have a greater attraction to females who exhibit feminine qualities, while
more androgynous men have been shown to prefer more androgynous females. We are
hoping to extend this finding to the study of body shapes, such that more masculine men
will exhibit a greater preference for body shapes that more closely approximate the
feminine ideal (i.e., curvy, lower WHR, larger breasts, smaller stature, slender). In
addition, more masculine men are expected to exhibit more negative attitudes toward
do not approximate the ideal. Masculinity was assessed using several
scales, including the Conformity to Male Role Norms Scale, Unmitigated Communion
scale, and Extended Personal Attributes Questionnaire.

body shapes

that

Recent research has also suggested that there are certain physical markers that may be
associated with exposure to prenatal androgens, which may in turn influence sex-typed

One such marker is the 2D:4D (index to ring) digit (finger) ratio. Typically,
men have been shown to have lower 2D:4D ratios than women. The present study will
explore the hypothesis that 2D:4D ratios are negatively related to masculinity (as
assessed by Conformity to Male Role Norms Scale, Unmitigated Communion scale, and

behaviors.

Extended Personal Attributes Questionnaire), and in turn will be related to preferences
for body shapes, such that males with lower 2D:4D ratios will show a greater preference
for female body shapes that more closely approximate the feminine ideal.
Another factor
In particular,

that has

some

attractiveness, or

individuals

who

been associated with

research has

who

shown

attraction research is physical attractiveness.

that individuals reporting higher self-perceived

by others, have preferences for
them (real or perceived). The present

are rated as highly attractive

are similar in attractiveness to

study will explore this relationship.

It is

expected that individuals higher in self-perceived

and other-perceived attractiveness will show a greater preference for female body shapes
that most closely approximate the feminine ideal, and will be less likely to suggest that

Individual Difference Factors

they would date a female whose body does not

fit

this ideal

than

men who

121

are less

attractive.

has been explored to a lesser extent empirically, there is also some evidence
that sexual preferences can be conditioned (e.g., through Pavlovian conditioning), and
that early sexual experiences are correlated with later sexual experiences. The present

Although

it

study will explore whether early fantasy and sexual experiences, as well as exposure to
(i.e., the females present in these experiences) are correlated with later

pornography

preferences for female

body shapes.

In addition, because

has been found that socialization processes within the family

it

contribute to attitude formation, the study will investigate whether familial attitudes
contribute to

body shape preferences and

Finally, this study intended to explore
characteristics, along

attitudes in

men.

whether certain physical and personality
(e.g., birth order) are related to one

with family background

do height and masculinity relate to 2D:4D ratios? Does birth order
relate to personality and sexual orientation? Some previous research has suggested that
these variables may relate, and we may examine these relationships again in this research.
another. For example,

any negative emotions as a result of participating in this research
study and wish to speak with a counsellor, please contact: Brock University Counselling
Services, ST 400, ext. 3240.

If you experienced

Please do not show this form to anyone else; it is for your viewing only. This is so that
other potential participants do not find out about the study beforehand; this could prevent
them from reacting naturally. Thank you.

you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your
ri^ts as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you
may contact the Research Ethics Officer at 905-688-5550, extension 3035.
If you feel

Thank you

again for your time and support in participating in this study!!
have
any questions or concerns please feel free to contact any of the
If you
following:

Catherine Fawcett (Principal investigator)

Dr.

Tony Bogaert

(Supervisor)
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Appendix H: Results of Regression Analyses Assessing Predictive Value of Early
Fantasy and Pornography Experiences (Excluding Early Sexual Experiences)

Table 11

Summary of Hierarchical Regression

Analysis for Variables Predicting Men

's

Current

Preferences for Waist-to-Hip Ratios, Excluding Early Sexual Experiences with a Partner

(N=187)

Variable

Step

1

B

SE B

P

Individual Difference Factors

Occupational Preferences

125

Individual Difference Factors

Right hand
Left hand

Note*p <
for Step 3.

2D:4D

2D:4D

0.05 **/?

< 0.01. R^ =

3.392

1.954

0.148

-0.348

1.767

-0.017

0.038 for Step

1;

AR^ = 0.072

for Step 2;

126

AR^= 0.230

Individual Difference Factors

127

Table 12

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for

Variables Predicting

Men 's

Current

Preferences for Breast Size, Excluding Early Sexual Experiences with a Partner (N=194)

Variable

Step

1

B

SE B

p

Individual Difference Factors

EPAQ Communion

0.016

EP AQ

-0.

Unmitigated Agency

Unmitigated

Communion

0.128

0.012

54

0.1 06

-0.119

-0.001

0.011

-0.007

0.091

-0.024

0.055

0.026

0.013

-0.112

0.126

-0.055

0.072

0.032

0.035

0.018

0.005

0.152*

0.003

0.076

0.085

0.014

0.113

0.041

0.095

-0.038

0.010

0.006

0.056

0.018

0.060

0.104

0.054

0.484**

1.847

0.016

1.624

-0.109

1

128

Step 3

Form of questionnaire

Note.*p

<

for Step 3.

0.05 **/?

<

0.01.

R^ = 0.130

for Step

1;

AR^ =

0.061 for Step 2;

AR^= 0.20

Individual Difference Factors

129

Table 13

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for

Variables Predicting

Men 's

Current

Preferences for Height. Excluding Early Sexual Experiences with a Partner (N=146)

Variable

Individual Difference Factors

EPAQ Agency

130

Individual Difference Factors

Note*p <
for Step 3.

0.05

**p< 0.01.

R^ = 0.184 for Step

1;

AR^ = 0.014

for Step 2;

131

AR^ = 0.094

Individual Difference Factors

132

Table 14

Summary of Hierarchical Regression

Analysis for Variables Predicting Men

's

Current

Preferences for Weight. Excluding Early Sexual Experiences with a Partner (N=213)

Variable

Individual Difference Factors

CMNI Total

133

Individual Difference Factors

Left hand

2D:4D

Note*p < 0.05
for Step 3.

**p< 0.01.

-0.871

R^ = 0.019

for Step 1;

1.419

AR^ = 0.037

for Step 2;

134

-0.049

AR^ = 0.297

Individual Difference Factors

Appendix

I:

135

Current Preferences for Long-term Dating Partners as Predicted by Predictor

Variables

Table 15

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for

Variables Predicting

Men 's

Current

Preferences for Waist-to-Hip Ratios in Long-Term Dating Partners (N=187)

Variable

Stepl

B

SE B

fi

Individual Difference Factors

CMNI Total

136

Individual Difference Factors

Left hand

2D:4D

Note*p < 0.05
for Step 3.

**p< 0.01.

-0.255

R^ = 0.064

for Step 1;

1.940

AR^ = 0.065

for Step 2;

137

-0.011

AR^ = 0.194

Individual Difference Factors

138

Table 16

Summary of Hierarchical Regression
Preferences for Breast Size

Variable

Stepl

in

Analysis for Variables Predicting

Men 's

Current

Long-Term Dating Partners (N=194)

B

SE B

fi

Individual Difference Factors

EPAQ Communion

1

39

Individual Difference Factors

140

Table 17

Summary of Hierarchical Regression

Analysis for Variables Predicting Men

Preferences for Height in Long-Term Dating Partners (N=165)

Variable

's

Current

Individual Difference Factors

EPAQ Agency

141

Individual Difference Factors

Note*p <
for Step 3.

0.05 **

p<

0.01.

R^ = 0.239 for Step

1

;

AR^ = 0.029

for Step 2;

AR^ =

142

0.1 16

Individual Difference Factors

143

Table 18

Summary of Hierarchical Regression
Preferences for Weight

Variable

in

Analysis for Variables Predicting

Long-Term Dating Partners (N=213)

Men 's

Current

Individual Difference Factors

CMNI Total

144

Individual Difference Factors

Left hand

Note*p <
for Step 3.

2D:4D

0.05 **

/?

<

-0.827

0.01.

R^ = 0.036

for Step

1

1.505

;

AR^ = 0.071

for Step 2;

145

-0.044

AR^ = 0.242

