EHREEFE? MRS HEFEERAZTRMER T
= F; B B

(PR R LI AEER, K 400715)

T E RAG NN EFEROE LR RIEERT 2GR 8T &SR 3] A ARAGA A B
SR A R R RE, HHAAA LA T HGRABIE, K h 2 F B X R
F. RMEETFAZARY, BT RERGIMAI] Y I RMIPRAG] A H18RIR—F P ARG . 45
Y. Mg BAEIROAT Y, Kmmi E R AR R, ARG E BN E H B TR A RATE A
B, fhhbRAf G Nhs S mAil g B, “E AT E R EAT SR, FHRER
WL KT H S 5o, tAN L RIERTA S —F 55,

KHIR] MR A BABMMA: HASHRE

“RRBENG, fERZ . G5, BT, "B bR 7 E R LF R EE.
Burns 1 Farina(1987)H A-R-D HRMAER SN 5| 1 BA M =Fh D) g @ 1L : 25 % (attitude) -
5k (reinforce) 17717 (directive) , TAA i ARSI 51 7738 i WA il N\ A i A 28 A 56 (S D
7730, PLUESE N CIESRAL) i AAR IR 265, JFRAE A\ HE (7 1A)) m A SRR 51 J3 Nk Clate
Y. R, AR5 o ERERRT, SRS I R BERIE IR AL (Buss &
Schmitt, 1993; Lee, Loewenstein, Ariely, Hong, & Young, 2008) . A i [ 1% £ KoAH 5 hn =&
A B AR AEAR, SNSRI S| TS At B 5 #6348 (Rhodes, Simmons, & Peters,
2005) o ARSI A BOmHES) TR KRR R H R TR S5 A (Langlois et
al., 20000 . 2RI, ARG JIESRE R RPHER CE5IK TR Z 8 1)k, “Em)
BRI I EVR IEAEZ B F5E, B4 R O 5IR 112 PN

1 EHEEFH: SIMRRSINEFREXRRZTNE

Dion, Berscheid Fl1 Walster (1972) #2H “What is beautiful is good” #J M 55, EI“SEf) ik &
BFRY”, E IR T NAT w22 i AR 51 F3 AR BB R o ANAS SRS 5| 77 B i 2 7l
WU AR S A A 1 RO, ] USSR 2 BT ARAL o 0258 1) i L 28 VR A ) o 1)
(Olivola, Funk, & Todorov, 2014; Poutvaara, 2014; Stockemer & Praino, 2015, 2017) . Afi1£x
XF AN 51 A B IE R PR, A D9 A 2 B AR R (Lorenzo,
Biesanz, & Human, 2010) . SR MAT] e A B A X LERIAE BT, (EATS AT 3R A1) . 514
ARSI 5| DIFEMAANAR B G Bk SRAT Ty, NATT 832 B8 20k B s 5| 0 MEAN AP i<k 3 i
i (Ma, Hu, Jiang, & Meng, 2015; Ma, Qian, Hu, & Wang, 2017) . =4SR5 J MR AEHH
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W et 2 S 2, AT RIS D F S v, THEALE B K (Desrumaux, De Bosscher, & Léoni,
2009; Tsai, Huang, & Yu, 2012) . i4MER S| IR 1 AN BEEMAR R, gk HES)
TR R RBIEESL . Lee 55 (2008) X [ 4T HIAZ A Ml HOTorNOT 4 S #E AT
AT, BN AR s, BIAMARNE A N B AR 2 5 S A SRR
FEs BB “Wn| 71590 E” s, BIAMERR 7 R 51 /15590 8. 4% 7551 7
W —ANER, MR A SIE R ETF 130% . 52 EMEMEL, SBiEA
240% H) P REVEZ N 2 I 20231 K o WTFTEE RN, @ MRS 03gn 1A N 5 MA L &
IR, NSRS e A AR 2R 5 0T e — BORT A . B e e £ — %, e T
A& H SRS KRR, SRR SN G K i Ltk L4 A i
BRI AEZ —, FEMAMA R PRI BT, X585 00 R I AL BB M . OB
SR T NHEA O PR 27 A 25 O B 2 A T o SR A A O 52 i A 300 5| 3 O AR B SR AL v
AR 51 T3 BT BA B ANSUARFAE LA K e R ARSI 51 0 #8506 75 SR OB, MR T
ARSI 5| DI AR AR fe 2% B Ok AR A ST
11 BALEENA

BEA OB A0 B A ST A B o BEATLAR A0 T AE B AN AT Dy 22 TR)kE s A AR D, BRI SR Y
oAU DY 1 S G bR TR I — AR R Y S A ) 7 2R Y T I 2 AT, B2, 20100 .
T I ] e e A2 A IR RE A R b, N PRARR . AMARIIANRIR G ) (b A
RN IE LA B T BB 0 2EFE, Maestripieri, Henry FI Nickels (2017) M
Ao PR AN TR BRI AR AR AR s AR 5| B R IR, B, i AN T s A SR 5
IR w52 B A DIRett, & B DI RE &I AN 51 ANk, B AESE N5 H g e A3 i mT Red: .
BV SRR S| D3R TR AR, AR NI BT S AR 51 M ik, e AhSRm 51
JIIR LT S5 il B G ) B Re M A5 5 R i, IR SeRAEAE H Anxd 5 B 5] )y, FeAB e
WIERE T @M 51 3 AR i E R AR Y BR R, PR # B0 1 — 2D R = A 3 51 794
PR B A TR LR o PN BRAR RS 1M T ARG A b BAT = AR 5| AR R I SR AL AT
NS, IR A AT AR R A B N 5 e AR 5| 0 MRS RO LA T 8 B SRABAT Ao
1.1.1 FeiBiEge

MR BN A AV LE AR BB N O MARI S B 0E (Edlund & Sagarin, 2010)
B TR EORG (RS, FRe . AEFRETDD « RBFA BRG] )« BEREBTE OF
THRIGEF &) AREE IR (Ghasbhn, URTAITIURZ PR RE 7)) (Howie & Pomiankowski,
2018) o DMERFFEHEA 71 2 AR 5 3RV EASBCAR R, KRBT LA AR 5% 35—
T 8 7 V2 A A TR I SRR R ) FRAT A N B TC A B S5 T B ) B A E A U B T, i
IR, AR PEARARAE 9t NBC AR R 32 WG o 55 A7 e 4 — N AR A
AR A B R SR A E A B R AR I PRAS A v, DL AL R A A3 51 g Ll o 53
PERFAE () AR AE (R LL)  (Edlund & Sagarin, 2014) o H T80 dE R PP A
AN B BEARTC AR AN, AT BB AN 1) 3 TR AR A0 AT S R A1 SR W7 L TG A A 8 1) v I



(Howie & Pomiankowski, 2018) , AT DL B GBI SNSRI 51 05 B AR N 1E
BCARME AN RHR R A (BR4EFh, 2016)

FER RIS, PP EAE SN 5] ) BBk #hsiE (Buss & Schmitt, 1993)
HANSR 51 Iyt S5 PR R I S 5K . RIY 53 P b 1 B = AR 1B A3 5 1K,
{HE R QAT 2 A7 A A AR T S BARI RS . Li, Bailey, Kenrick 1 Linsenmeier

(2002) F*“an 75 " FH“ZE 42 b HROUL e BB SNSRI 51 It AR EE O VE ) 22 53 0 e 75 il e
IRAEARTRSE AN S BRI 00 T R R e 2, BAE AR B AR TR SRAF RN AL, TSN, R
BEAGES , AN IR B 4 TR B HLAE TR Hh 6 Lt bRl o 5812 i 2 FR MR TR T
B PR R AN 30, H AR IR T SRS R 2, MRS EINAR B
“Z1EMh".  Li, Valentine I Patel (2010) I AFEAR AN 51 s T- AT 5 R s /5 i
JUERETACTUE . BRI N, BRI R BB AR 5] 17K HIX P 52 A
52 H S AR S IR, BTG IR B AN G| KU, B3R SNSRI 5 )
2o Ese At 2P SRS 5| IR 8 il A AEAMR PR HT G I, i 38 R ) k2>
i, EDEVEAER R IR AR B R ABIRAE LT, oA 20 ARSI 5] A T K
LA P S B YE E I 5] I DUAES RN (Todd, Penke, Fasolo, & Lenton, 2007) , 24 H &
SIS 5| JI7K P AR £ AR ) B IEAE 9 FEE (Leeetal., 2008) o AMSRIK 51 J1E AL
EIE PR E R R, F AR S E RSN bR . B TP E AR BB A
MIANE T SR A AN G 77, L AL S R AL AN 527, S350 55 AT Lo rExt
SRR 5| DT RS AAAE 22 5 o VBRSNS 5] 39 i 75 iy, BT LA e MR AN 5| 37K
i, HICAIMMERS, SO AR T REVERROR . AN S| 1 B, (AT

SRR AR PR IR BB OL T, S BRANI T i AR AR AR . SR AT
HEE AN S ) CREIALI S 1) AKCF I B A FAR 1 NSRRI A LSy BEAR RS, £
YEARSIARSNRR 51 ) RG] 7D BB AEE IR, R e A B A
k55 (Agthe, Sporrle, & Maner, 2010)

112 MW#HFER

BRI SINIARAT N, AT P LLEATEMMR RSN, JUFFra sk

H 7 & RSP MERAT . BERBEIMRR AR, DURBEMIREEAT S5 M (Maner
& Ackerman, 2015) . ARIE @SB RKEDYIWAGISL, R KBS d, AR
BEACR FEE S, M Tk LB E 2 5N, HEAREEEE m i e v e
(Gangestad & Simpson, 20000 . P & BB SN 9 A 51 0 (0 2o 5 e et g
AU RRAEE GRS, 20100 o RAFHEFIFGARREE, oM s] 11 SR IRE
AR T AME BRI L R (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; Pillsworth & Haselton, 2006) , X & 424l
WHRIIRE, BRETERREERIOREE T S4TSR SI% (Rhodes, 2006)

BT IRIEEEIIG, MR T £ m AN 5] DI B E AR SRR « AN S] e —
MRS MBS, U8 ZERELEE, B LRG| 2 oh, S AR 8 S AR 5]



i BBk, EEESEE, SRMAMAREBIAEI S (RIS, 2016) o NSRS I HE 4 AT AL
W51 TR BRI 51 7, LR G102 AR S 0 i H TR, I AR IR &AM 4
S 5] It 5 AR 5] ) B R AR B R 5 I T AE A (Meltzer, Mcnulty, Jackson, & Karney,
2014) , KERTFEH LW 5| 70 B B MA SN 5] 7 8955 2% (Burleson, Hall, & Gutierres,
2016; Butler, Saville, Ward, & Ramsey, 2017; Michat, 2018; Watkins, 2017) . THFLW 5| /7 (facial
attractiveness) & $& AMATHIFLET 5 & (1M 1R 28 (A6 IR O f N = A il B IR S GEER
45,2013) . WFFLEE RE I YT LA &1k Caverageness) « XTFRME (symmetry) S5 —
A1 (sexual dimorphism) SERFER AN B 5] 71 (BR4EFR, 440G, 2514, 2016; Rhodes,
2006; Trujillo, Jankowitsch, & Langlois, 2014; Yang, Chen, Hu, Zheng, & Wang, 2015) . 47—
SYERIBAS FEHEIE AR F 5 1A S A B A RS B2 5, RIS A
Wt (e, e, X, 2016) o 551 O\ Dy s 22 Ak B e PR LR R 1 )
(Komori, Kawamura, & Ishihara, 2009) . TiZctELEA RN A8 52 N 0T 2o A A 55
PEAL I B FL W a7 45 R A —2L (DeBruine, Jones, Smith, & Little, 2010; Lee & Zietsch, 2011;
Little, DeBruine, & Jones, 2011) , {HJGH] R Am#r 25 (FRINA, 1L, (E&u, 529, 2017) .
LM G AR 5| e LS T B AVE R /N BB EE (waist-to-hip ratio, WHR) . B &
F6%4 (body massindex, BMI) o« ANEISCALTS, 53 PR T 2o Bl s A8 RSE 19 KM i AN —
3, H 5 M A O AR LU ot B LA W 51 /) (Dixson, Grimshaw, Linklater, & Dixson,
2010; Garza, Heredia, & Cieslicka, 2016; Koscinski, 2014) , RN L& —T0A] DL s 24 Fi
LTHAEFTME CY4RTITE AT EREE 1) FEZESEPR (Jasienska, Ziomkiewicz, Ellison,
Lipson, & Thune, 2004) .

ARSI 51 DI D A (0 B B bR v, (20 i SMR 5| DA 7 92 i D 28 L Al B
= (Rhodes, 2006; Rhodes et al., 2005) . A&7t CIE A R AN 51 13 MATIE 3 2 1728852
48 (Jokela, 2009; Langlois et al., 2000; Rhodes et al., 2005) , I Hi£x W 5] 4R £ {11 2 7.4
BASZ ¢ A /MAE (Perilloux, Cloud, & Buss, 2013) . Rhodes 5 A (2005) Hf5t &I, 15
YA E A AT AL S A4~ S I S 2 R GRS KN T LA D -8, HEbt
SRR B YRR R T R NS 2 IS SMEAT N (extra-pair copulations, EPC) ; i
T ALE R 5] T B2 K GRS TRR T 12 N D 48 BRI IS (Bk
W5l 3> A2ttt CHifLWE] Ja: ettty Xpedt) AR ELRIRS NS R AEMEAT . S s
KI5 MR B i B (R L PR A 58 2 A AR . AR AR 51 A A IR 78 52 B T 26 B8
HEMRBEEE L, Jokela (2009) 2 T 2241 £ HIH LW 5] 1 5HA B B2 [FH
KA, GRKIEHESLR G IR MEIA E LK a0 thas RAMUT LSS FTRIB B
WAL PYIRAE (I SCHF o AW TR 55 VT ALK 51 058 2% 1E [m) 5000 HORS 75 & (Soler et al.,
2003) , ZePEMERER /K15 AR AL 51 07K i 2 PR THTFLARFAE ) 52 1EAH G (Law Smith
etal, 2006) . XFHYEIME, HAF I 5 EAECE T LLRIUELE R 58 4024 R kg ksl B
BRIE T SRR RN R . kT otkm s, MR SHA R BB, SRR



LA H R T .

AMESMRFFER B S BN E B IER, SRR B2 5 S 7 AMARCAR AN 1) 22 572
FERIAR BRI R, AMAOS T LR 5E 1 SN T AR 0 AR T 6 843 o i ) Tk P 2
A X LCAHNURFE R A E N ARRAEAE (BREHSE, 20160 o IXLEAMURFIEIE & S AR O (Y
HMEAREL,  AMAXT AN G| 7 ) 2 4 T AL g — A o 3L, A — Bl B B AT N .
KR PRAHIAT A, AEAMRAESRAR T a] DLAERf B e 5 S A BT AR, AT EG N 5 e A1
WG IR G NI, B R 2T DIRAS i & B = ) 5 X (Dongen, 2014) &

12 H&OEEMA

BT PIVE AR R A A AE 22 5, AT AR I HH P PR AB A P AN [ R ko S 45 SRS, T T £
A 2 2 R B - R IS A S AR 5 ) B B R S T i A R AK DA 45 R
X7 VR IER TR AR . BEETE, SRR E LRI S AR 51 et ARGETD
BB T VERA A A B IR ) B3, S 0w 22 m G E RO AE1E (Mathes & Kozak, 2008)
SRR RIS RAFI R 8 R4t . RIFEEDIMEE B IEIA 517 4b
iG] F1. WU, SEFRMEAITE %545 R (Cousins & Gangestad, 2007) « R IFHE W B & 51t
HAWR IR PSR SR 7 e (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) . LM F A %4
JoE ) SR K EAR R R BB e 2™, T a4 3 R R AR O R NG AE N R AR G R e
97 7% N (Cousins & Gangestad, 2007; Gangestad & Simpson, 2000)

FEFARSEARIG b, WECENE LV B S &SRR 51 2 e B 5 2 1) v BT
J5 (Buss & Shackelford, 2008) . f{& RAFHIEER: AR3RS1 J0. WUA. PRI, Sricfd BRA
#7) (Cousins & Gangestad, 2007) ; RAEF#RTT: bl KeEH . AER. . 6
71+ WAl (Lu, Zhu, & Chang, 2015) ; RAFIIZRK: XFREMZTIEE. SR&Z T %
FasE . B IR, BN RIFMAE: B Rmeh g, Hefaoe DRk, mohg
W Ay Ve PRAB bR HE S v, A AR RS ISR BAMAE, FRHKAHE AR, A
5E I o A B8 AHIE T2 ) o CAE A8 e 08 S 4 Mo ) P 1 S BC AR A I 51 210 2 1 B 364
fRiF i 5 (Conroy-Beam & Buss, 2016) ,  AHAb I A {1 ] T~ 16 A I T F1A5 1 SR R4
FERB R &R, MBS S ECAR M E MR E B m, BB EX B R (Salkicevic,
Stanic, & Grabovac, 2014) . {HEHLSEFEAREE T, MATR B 2R LF A7 AT
A INRLER B BRI FE 1R & Rk 2 (Conroy-Beam & Buss, 2016) . B ARAMA R &
AT SR AR E R e, B 250 2 1A 5 AR ARG AR AN 1) 5 MR 4 4550 % 0 & (RIS AR AR
I 5 R AE AR T B AU R BT B 0L, BN FRIEM Lt 5 HA A 2 &1 Bna &

(Mathes & Kozak, 2008) . #t&sA=iE & O 1. ANIE ST 107 IR EBL S, BAR
SNSRI S DI RIHAL B oy Gl A R L AN DS R AR AN ) R AR, (BR L ik s
AR B P — G B3 454 (Chu, Hardaker, & Lycett, 2007) ;539 R % e o LI 51
JILHETTAA S B S BB EAR 07 K AT AL 51 08 s, TR S T 45 AR
XLEHR L B2 5 SO UL R ——MARRYE B & S ME B SRR N 2 e Rt R



LIRS AR S (K BEUR, SNSRI S| DB M 75, LR B0 BRI AR A 45 LAUL T
HPRES, 75 LB S B B AE AR £ L RO RIHT o SEPREEME T EAS & B B 15 DU IS R
REATRUE )G, FRIEFEARR BRI FEAR . 35 RHG B SN URIRE S 53 7 AT AR UL, 3 B0
BN E RS AR TR AR ERILRE S, T RO E 25 e R TR = 510K —
Ey il 2

2 HEEWENWR: SIRKSINEFREXZDTNSE

Dermer I Thiel (1975) #ZH “When beauty may fail” #Ml &, BI“#S 2L EMM". 5
“What is beautiful is good” F1£5 1R AH S, =AM 51 JTAMAEBE DRI E 7. ARPE. A,
FaE L, A NEfER B, MWk R, B ah#r HEshE4S (Dermer &
Thiel, 1975; Mufioz-Reyes, Pita, Arjona, Sanchez-Pages, & Turiegano, 2014; Shinada & Yamagishi,
2014) o ALK SR R AN A AR R AR, AT st LI 5| J3 7E
N R T A XKL 5] 73/M4&  (Gheorghiu, Callan, & Skylark, 2017) .« 3X & BH i 41
ARG AR R P AR EE R, R B 2 MR TERR I A ENISR % R R b T 25 %

TEERGIE S, AN G| A AR 2 BIXGH, H R I t AR A S 520 (Agthe,
Sporrle, & Maner, 2011; Johnson, Podratz, Dipboye, & Gibbons, 2010; Luxen & Van De Vijver,
2006) . Luxen #11 Van De Vijver (2006) it 70k I 4T E e tEmy, Sah8ks] 77 (HifL
W51 700 AL LR A T AL B, EASRIR S Sl BRIz, B4
N EVERS, KAt m s )R F R AR T, AR ARIEE S (Forsterling,
Preikschas, & Agthe, 2007) , I H &/ 5HAMAZ TR (Agtheetal., 2010)  BFA#H
WO RETE S 20T ORI AR, A MASS /M35 51 0 R PR S S P PR B AR HIAT
A (Agthe et al., 2010; Maner, Miller, Rouby, & Gailliot, 2009; Ruffle & Shtudiner, 2015)

e AN 5| 3 AR N O ASCRI T B 4 v S BRI (EL i ARSI 5 A4 0 000 4 o
) 50 B oAl A BE 9% %8 . Ma-Kellams, Wang Al Cardiel (2017) #EHU T 1977 4E & 1980 4EH
e AR Y 238 A4 VR A (R ETHAL) BEAT AN G VERE , s AT IR it e
WS R TG T IX L RIS WROL (S508 . BAS . RIS « ZIRAI, SRS 1) 5
PEAREE, i FL 51 ) 55 P AR S AR A ook 1) S, ROAATTSE 5 5 S 0 . DR O A3 51 s
Ja T2 S I R R DA BT, MR R AN 51 AR D AR, W RUELF R H 5 1
IR R D B 2 st AL 45 T — A (HAMRERARI, BT RIE 2 R SR S
AR 2 A R RO AR R o SEPRR B Es RIFARE B /T & MR B AR 2, i T AC ARk £
FURHIAT ARG BOIRZS T RE 2 S BUH M S5 R o JCH S AMARABUE M5 PR R AR BT AS A
(BB i 1 B R P AE TIOR8 SR, Xk At A Wg ?

21 WEHEZER

MNTEIR LT = SN 5| %, (HAE S h 2 5NN G 05 B 5 KRB0 24 Mk
BCNEEAR (Little, Burt, & Perrett, 2006) .« 7EASAR &R, 5 B AU A R T KR
I S ke GIRAKI, FVE T, AV, 20150 , HSA AL ZR3 5] 72 75 5% 5% R (R 5T



AR FEIE R T IS0 2 Buss A1 Duntley (2011) FHilEC (B4 H 2 5L S R 2 R 2 1 1A
R — AN, R L HERCBIMEE i, ERTRE SRR IIAT . B, B
BCAS AN B SR TE T REEAS S (Buss, 2000) o LYk, 42 ey AR (AR AR B 1T B 45 At N Hi
A RHRRE R &E, WRBHELTERAMEBICIEL T, MRS AR AR
AR, XM B A B EARE R LE . R, PR S SR AR5
TR, F b, AU R, BUCECARNE 1A o SO R4 S 5 A4 il AORT e 47
4 (Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2009) o Xt FEAR 4 B A BUAT A 0T 55 ANk 1)« BRI =
A NIRRT, IRICAR M E MR AR OR AT NE 2, T AR AR DR B AT S 2R
EAT CEAS BUR RS NARRBUAAAE TEAH G, R RRIE = A MR BT I S i A
e, REHEMRE T AZ (Jonason, Li, & Buss, 20100 . “HHE =" NASHE A M 2 2
KRR, AR ST ST NZ [AA7 A 5% (Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013; Pailing,
Boon, & Egan, 2014) . H EA IRR A AMA m) TR B AR BU/D RN Z o0 R, HAlEe
“fE b AR (Jonasonetal., 2010) , L RETUIANMA M FT 1% L R F A LAT A (Jones
& Weiser, 2014) . IRHC AN 55 40 0 RIS = #fy AAR R 2 b E SRR Rk sy, ) R S 43
A% X479 (Bird, Carre, Knack, & Arnocky, 2016) .

SRR IR ZR P R PR MBI A 216 8 0K 28 v R 21 ) i 1 R S A (0T R R B, T ARSI R S
W AR R R R BUE . M E RIS OE S S, AR S BERE T, 2RI
B2 TR SN YN B S E S S #e, RIECAR O E EE AR, 2R IUE
RAS S (PR AR B 5% (Sela, Mogilski, Shackelford, Zeigler-Hill, & Fink, 2017) . 4 1kt
(A FIEAR DR P S B8 22 Bk e O A OB IO A A BT A P, 822 SRS 7 B AL ) SRS S35 K Rl 2
T 38 BT A REAR DR B N B8 2 AT AR B A M BT P 5 3 e 5 SRS A FH A ik
SRS O RN R AT (Salkicevic et al., 2014) o KA AR MR AR HME B 4 G BT LE1R,
FTEATG IR A 2 /0 Al BEg e B AR R, AR R 20 AT ISR 2% Ok RIR B 2 AR A 2
NETERV AN R AR I, @EAEENMEA 20 BOC R IEF ) = (Conroy-Beam &
Buss, 2016) . JERRECAAE 2 RIRE R R, REMREAA N E ME U S B BN E 1R
Ao, A TR IR R R . (HEH ST B Sk, v 1B s s O E
AR A B B SR s, T B S BT B8 &, B R IUIG R AR 13 B3 35 9 fE A8
TREASENE . B BTG BHISER TR DLEAT RS MR S ARG, FIRE
REBIAR, RSNG| IMEIERE R R P T 55, WK T SRR, Ik
SRE KRNI
22 HAEREITARFMRIT A

ARSI 5 AR T FEARI, Al AT B 2RI — RAV AR IR AT A, SRt
Bl N BRI # fir a8, LAB k241756 % 0C R %% (Oltmanns, Markey, & French, 2016) .
By, fEAIYE B MR HTERAEE SRS, P HAd 78 72 [R5 50 T B R EAL
4T AR N B B 479 (Buss, Shackelford, & McKibbin, 2008) . FHEAREI 47 & —A



BONBEZ MRS, Buss 4 (2008) X AR A AR O/ B SEm& k4T 1 IH2K, FHAIREET AR
5 R S 1 B SR BT NS T R B AT N o AR IR B AT i — B 4 B AP i
MR Cinflict costs) F145 T4t (bestow benefits) (Buss et al., 2008; Miner, Starratt, &
Shackelford, 2009) . IRECAEAMELRI TS 1E CHREIR S| AR ARMIBRBEIR . SELUARAL) ST+
XPPEAR R G R 2 AT 9, R m AR I B (ORI S] Jyan s AT R s
FHAL) AlATTEE D i s TAFAL AR LR B AT (Miner etal., 2009) o IHC A #8149 55 14 5
B BHE (B BIRIEE) i DLl G ik #% 75 B0 S BEUR AR IB R BEAT N (B EIE S B Bt
AL X WA AT R SE ) , BT PR B FE AR IR B AT (R URRIEIA & WA
TN FIIER)

LR ARSI ) L, B R SRR, SR ICE 2 (0 A O B SR
(Haselton & Gangestad, 2006) . FA B HEEIREIEHAERIANER G| hmT E S, FFamiHof
B2 A B R AE AT Ry, TR AT g BIAMRIR 5] 3 S Bk . 2 M
K F AR OR B SR ORI B AR, B AL PR TR BTN TS, TR SRR AR IRHTAT . 0
AT BRSNS S A TR, X ARG A d AT iR v R D, S T AR
W, o HoAh S RO HF S 4T AN (Fugére, Cousins, & Maclarn, 2015) . IR, 3%
WORRBEN TBMEEIR, B¥d R R R AT AR B AR X B R, 1R
JIE AL NI AR IR TR R B AT

19 FeEAR AR B SEmE Th AL S T PR (jealousy induction) ,  diists At 2ok g LA AL
fEPEARAS IREEFEIE (derogation of mate) , nikH Al B EVCN B HA BTN, X2
SREE R R AR FAT N5 . Ak, —LepHE IR B RNE 5 M sRIa AT B35 A5G (Buss
etal., 2008) o Ml AR DR BA SIS RT AAT 25T 55 P45 £1-AR 1) 8% /34T 79 (Shackelford, Goetz,
Buss, Euler, & Hoier, 2005) % T4 A M, AT AT R U479, B A ok
TAEERIIAT A,
2.2.1 A

Buunk (1997) K355 % R IR 70 A SOBNEEIRGE « o5AT PR R R BRI . SR
YRR R F S AR A AT NS, ANMARES B SIS S AR RS A Tk 2 4R Al ]
BELLEPEAR 5 A S 1R R B B RV 48— D AR E ARG B R A A BAT NI TS
FUE L RIS TR o 2E KA SRR AN SBAT NS Wl Sy —Ffod B AT 23 B AN S8 1 Tl
RS, EE M E 25 (Buss & Abrams, 2016) o AR 5| 7344 A B A8 15 B 7T g
FEL LSRR, ARSI 2 2 . T R MR AL R A AE N 56 4
X, BN S] JI K m i, BRI S ST MA S e A S 2 AR R T R I 2, 48
OEHSEALIT N (Swamietal., 2012) o mAMIR G AR AATE N TR RE 2 5
BOEH L AN (Ma, Zhao, Tu, & Zheng, 2015; Zhang, Maner, Xu, & Zhang, 2016) ,
NI 5 I AL 255 RAEAR B R 1 36 4 R, 2 Bke (R P R SE 4 i, AT 7= 2R k1
g MRAOEINSUR G I FEES N NRERR, SFEMRLT — MKy S %4, X



TR AR G| D) FRIVE R g ACAZ 2 G5, 0 HA Y BR M UE PEAY (Agthe, Strobel,
Spérrle, Pfundmair, Maner, 2017; Maner etal., 2009) . =EABME (FAMIRE] 1) AMEAML
FUR TN B S 26, T B B o (i SRR R SN S PR ) S S R, A
P4 Bk 4P ) S N BE 5 (Edlund & Sagarin, 2014)

222 5%

LS5 N AR EAS T AR, SR ERAT htatgm, Hlin. REER AT
). SRR L. Fe 4R AR oA I M R ARV G REGE R ST A — B2 AL (Maner
etal., 2009) . {H Starratt Al Shackelford (2012) HIBFFE AR RIS 5, 53 MR Lo g
BB ERAS 2 T F3 VX AR IR B AT o R0 22 53 T e T80 1 AR I 2538, S IR 0 P e
BT BRI AR A C A A B BURREE RN R FE 2 T N o B3P RT e T AR A 18
FEEAR R I FEAR R B AT N SN BBURR, (BT B 5 B TC AR A B0 SR FH 10 A DR BE A7 I ANt
& ARREEVERE, T SR SRR O R b B 2 B A ARAB CR B AT A XS AR S T
PEABHEAT B 008 5%, SR IO Lo I B 220 A 2 1 1 R IR PR (Mickibbin et al., 2007) &
223 MIREITA

PEsEIE A8 T 7 B T RS R, SRS CAnvs . 15 ks ) Bl hl
Femg iR RS . BHEEBEMD BTG RAEMEAT N (i, 2012) o B FIAASEE
KA W IIBRIBIEAT Jyie — M BB LT ) HENE , SR ib T o8 5 Kk R I BIEAEMBEHB A AT N
2, RIS EHE R AR RINAT N (Goetz & Shackelford , 2006) » 4 AMATREE AR A i1
RSBERS, A MARIVESRIBAT R 2, 82 R HEAR TR B SRS 5 238 22 (Goetz & Shackelford,
2009) . MABIMEEH S FEE LR, RN ITES LI, BN S
N HRRAEMN KGR, X 2707 JGRa AR R AT N .

MR RSN G| TG, BB S, WOl R, (A8 AR R B
PR B BV SR AT A o PRI BRI IR AR M E AT A, (R 2 RSE S AMEAERT S 4h
SR 51 F3ANAR B A PR AL R R T A

3 EWEENIIE

FERS AL KIS o, ToiR AR K I 2 R B v S5 VE R i AN S 51 s B R A )
HEARE (Li, Valentine, & Patel, 2010) o & H & A 0EH, 55100 iy FLIR 51 0 22V ré) 0 e A
FRMAFAE LT (5RIPFEE, 20100 5 7ESERREEET, Bk 52 m L 51 ) a5 g ar o
TR R HENZIEWIIE], i FLR G170 2o 52 21 53 1 i 52 14 7 -0 32 3 55 44 006 =
e T AL 51 0 ) L P BN R SR 85 06 R R SE TR AS B2, W AT IR S 6 S8 2 1) ek, A
TN T 5 &R E AR L SR R PLZE (Fisher, Hahn, Debruine, & Jones, 2016) . B/R
S AR G NS R 00 R I 2 i T PR 51 0 Lo, (B TR S %5 06 2 R AR A i T TR R 2 P A
Femg, RO FLR S ) BN A o LIRSS L SR T 32 28 - A SE A AR R S A
HIKRIBELERAR, MR R MR FL I TE)D
3.1 WERMAHER



Buss il Shackelford (2008) #2H XU EHEEHEL I (dual-mating theory) ARy, J:T30#
AR o AT RE DA AL B B AT A R RE I BRI AR, (RN e d5 FA S i i A
BAL 10 53 M R R SAREAR o DR R R 23 (R 2o e BB TEVEAE [ — /> T3 Ve & B34S RT3 58 A
“RAFHIBEA", AR Lot AR AR AR [R] I BA X B USRI, 8 2 SR B AL R 4 e o
CA IR SRR 5] ) et A BARAR UEANR], = SN 51 01 L it A5 B AR R B A
F2 & BYR AN ARSI ARAE . Little, Burt, Penton-Voak 1 Perrett (2001) & Lm0 5] 71
MLt LRG| 3D B I 5% f 53 GRS FRME 0 B3 PR T L (Rt FLIR G170, (RIS L
MLt Cadh s Jidebsz—) W W Z HA BRI B L (Pentonvoak et al.,
2003) o W HFARERBOMAL AL 0 BREE T HE O 1K) 2o VRS 2 b B AR S T RS
BAN FAERTIR F] o b T HE G0 5 ) Lo PR A R B A3 51 0 % (Welling & Puts, 2014),
W2 LB RE Jy e . ESEI Y, Lot Rl A R R DR S I S (RER, KBERE,
2015) , X it 55 PEAL T LA 55 P R B0 L b SPIs BE 22 (1% ( Ditzen, Palmfischbacher, Gossweiler,
Stucky, & Ehlert, 2017) o 4K AR 5] SRS, BREEUTHEINHA N Lot AR 5 M AT A
ST EEZ 2 (Pillsworth & Haselton, 2006) o Zi& Tk, w51 J) b2
FrP AT RER = SNSRI S IR BTG B AR S A SR S AR

ek 2 AT AR K BT AP 2 e R A B AR ) 3L [FIVE A (Gangestad,
& Haselton, 2015) , fh - 55 PR Ak [ FL I % A8 5 o VR E — B2 14722 4k &2 1EAH O (Roney & Simmons,
2008) , HEKEHARL 2 A% (Jonesetal., 2005) . Gildersleeve, Haselton 1 Fales (2014)
AL TE T RE AL TR IR Lo 50 s 5 A 55 AR ) S I AL . Wood,  Kressel, Joshi
H Louie (2014) [FIFEE I TG/ MR Z2HE SR EHE OF B Lot T A 53 A0S T T FL
B ZES, ARIEAR R IAL T HE ORI Lo 5w 22 AT 55 PEA RS B R TET Lo |R T 20 o6
FRIAiT 7R S AR5 i 55 1 A T FLARRAIE P v 207 A0 T ) R 3 RD 170 DA DR BT 9 v e
RGPl H Akt A A& PR RIEA,, IR R S K BT e & nz, 3
BRI BT 5 32 AT 7R 52 K P R M 7 AR A 72 S S5 R 3R PT R ad s R A — Bk . Rl
Jones Z5 N\ (2018) ik G [ F 50 U A% 2o 1t 0] i 55 PR A TED SRR ALE (190 D 2 5 G | S s R S 7K
AR BRAFAEAH IR IR R, J M oA 4 NS IR AROAE 5 AT AR SE 2508 (i 553 14 44 1T BB RS AR 1)
i 15 VR A A 2R S 7K IR AR A AT D%, BIAS SRR 2 P18 573 M T S R 94 v 252 LA 2R SIR
A AERE, AT SO0 AR B A PR R A O P 2 T U . TR IS, s8R 51 7
(L P 5 2 ] T I B OB SR, I8 7R 2 2R
32 WTR%E®

Fh 7564 (sperm competition) 245K H AR B VERRE 708 1 A — SR i 32 A 1 7 AR Y
564 (Baker, 2016) . D22 KEIBEFTIE N RAAAERE T35 4 BL4R (Dhole & Servedio, 2015;
Van der Horst & Maree, 2014) , H I G2 54 BALOE B —Fh@& RAVENLE (Pham &
Shackelford, 2014) .

FEAR EAT = A3 51 70 B HEAE ) R PR Vs 78 56 40 0 T 16t AR A 5 kG 138 I 26



R, R IR B YRR 735 5608, K TP R R A BB R TR
HLHHNE 2 J5 (Pham & Shackelford, 2014) . BHIANRAMIR G| 1 H 2R 5 1, &
IR R AL T A B AR, B 55 PEAEAR AL T4 58 4+ 10 XU B B o AEAE:
A BB X AR RS BE SRS RS T3 9T N, IR ABAS B2 Ui 3 35 M 1 AR B R T 3
BN SRR TRV e, SRS YEEA A PRI R AE 2R IR TR 5 — N S R AR
L AN 51 37K AT A RO 55 v 0 OB AT O, BRI R BT NI 2 . A
RAEVEAT NUB R B N A AT i K 4% (Barbaro, Pham, & Shackelford, 2015; Kaighobadi
& Shackelford, 2008) . MEMIVEAT AIE ARG TREd kMg 2 —, SRR T35 M,
M E AL CAAFAERIRG T RITTE S, 2 MEAT NIRIE T SR 0 2 KE e Dh % (Pham
etal., 2014) . FEFIe S HIRS AR T ESRIBAT N R ML (He & Tsang, 2017) , 54k
SR PEAB R AETEAT N, HIORS - HE AR AR BUEE (AL R R LB TE RS T 52 4, DA
IR E E SRR ThZ (Barbaroetal., 2015) . A HF7EHE 2 5 MK 88 o0 A B 08 R 1 A1
TIN5 PN 2 S EOREMEVE R A, (20 A 7 RS T RO BE R (Soler et
al., 2015) . EERORAE FHRE 155 5 SREME W LA IIRS 1 S5 R A s & LA, (HA S FEARKS 110
Ji &

BT B SR 5] AR H 3 OGS BRI — RPN YE R K R WSS AR 5 I A
I, e E PR PR RS RS A R AR P, JRRESR m PR XTI 5C R = AR
SE SR B R R IR o MR 5| 73 et U SR R O R T £ SR W R 55 P 9 1 EH A
ks T35 5 05 sCHS 2 HEAL T BRRE AT N, WA A N AR E A L, (EI i B 1 A 5
WUEE T Ve B A T bt L, I B 2R .

33 MEAB#HHER

ZEUSHME . B B3RE &8 LM R DU E BT AR AR M R B8
B ms . BORG T BASEE AV W AR Z N BRI RIRRAS, (HRCAR B 4™ Ay
58 BN ENFIAT Ay SR ] DS D A e A —ANBCAR 21 55 — /NS 1R03& B2 % o) /. Buss,  Goetz,
Duntley, Asao # Conroy-Beam (2017) ¥ 5IUEMHEDTF, F5 R —MEHBEEVEE LR
IR ABCABE # (mate switching) , XA LLEE AERf R T ANRILE1 . 803 2 R 2
PEARTRNS  FOMR B e — R B 00BN, B IS IRCHE, JFRS R IR . 12
FELUR =M 00 MR IZoRNE . (D FARIE SR AR, BERR ™ () AFRf—J7
BARME AR, IERCARIAFERZESR: (3 WL/, BOGBIIEEfE, i
BB BT BUE O BB DRI 70 10 A « BOAR B 46 R AR AE AR AN (BT 1l 22 S B
AN AR P AR A E B I 5L, (EC AR AR AR PP A B ] S A PR, AR M Y
FEATAERE, W5 Jy. wIEEE. Hihr . BEURFITS AR e 1k, R vl Replm b T2z, TR
KIS B ERVEAY, HIBEEPPAL TR SR A SAERCRE R O AT . g5 BN, K E & &
FEAR AR E , CREF T BCABNE AL T PEPIRAS B LE AR R B S A B 7T DL R
77 Lk F1AE SR A 5 e S



4 [OE5RE

MEAG OB (A FE R, AR IR A il RLVE 1) A 7 224 e b B, MR Ah SR
W51 IR AR g NI B3 R T %00 8. SR O R NIHT, ST NS
JE ARG MR AL e ) LA RS AR IR RS BT, A AT B 326 35 v A SR 51 0 (0 e AR o EEAR
R TP 1 75 K B 2 (R AR 51 J37KF DL SR I E I e S R R B B AE N, 3R % R R
PRI RS S5 B R R e, BT ANIURC A A3 5 el EAR B 22 53 51 R I — R B TH AR RE
M, EAMALESFIEARE R BN IR . SR G 1A S R 355 % ¢ RIEE L,
WD SRR R R AR, IEPTIE BN, SR AN SE TR 5 @A 51 Ak
SRR, XPhZ I 0T DA R, (A SR AE TR VTR B AR IR B, X0 AR SR
KRR RS 2 % E AR H o 72 SEBRAC BB UL BT 10 250t EIEBE i S 51 e
KATHIEA, TLUA RO SR E R R TRE . oM G JJAILECR , & ORI B A RD
A RIVEEC, ARAVA @ AR E AR 51 0 22 53 S RS I R o o SR 5 s A3 51
MMERIAMEAE S, 2508 AR FEAR OR B SN, 23R s SRS 51 AR O R MR R D
BN AT SE A AR R T R

i, WHAUEBORE . KT e S Vs T AMA R . FHRIREIAT R, F e g it
AP SR H R — G RLERAT N, (R BT A AT IR — PR R . CH 5]
JIUCFCEE & A SRR 78 2R B 51 77 UTHC (R AR48 ¢ & T AR in$g A (Taylor, Fiore, Mendelsohn,
& Cheshire, 2011) o 4, HITAULEISMERM S TGRS —RIT R, REZTHRA
HIE AT R BT H o T B L AR B T TSR IO REARE 1 B B AR DR B AT AN
HAT A, PTRE I NG R AR, 2558 548 F I s . R AR ORBEAT
A RES D AR AT Dy, ABLE 2 BT RORIE ST A I R 2 S e B0 R o A AR AR B A7 A
A I A REAR S T REAR CR BE AT BN R BEAOART, & 75 IK B 1 FUUIRACR , TR e REAR R B it )
PATE N Rt B FEAR X6 () AR e BEAE AR A e — P 52

T, WUERTH LIRS 21 B RO R R R . RIS % (phenotype-
linked fertility hypothesis, PLFH) &I 53 1 1) 55 — 14 Ak o] LLHERf L S BRI A B R T . 55
PEALTEIFLARFAE 1) 55 PE R A O B R D OR LA RE U S84, JF HLRe el R HE 5 58
TF st AL 25 o A B BURFAE ) B P FLA A N SEA S 0, L 5] s i) 5 A kS 1
JF BBk LT (Foo, Simmons, & Rhodes, 2017; Soler et al., 2003) , {HA W 58 & 30 55 1t T LW 5
JIK PSR FRERIEL (Soleretal., 2015) o AF 7T H LA 53 14 i 4L % /=5 EL A S B 53 ek i
FUIR 51 F3 7K 2 v B2 b, R A 55 PEAG T L CTIFLE 58D 19 53 14 FHORS 7 B 2 AN i
AT AL B 53 PR AL 5w EeA e e B ALV —ARHE 2 —, 2 B3 M SE
FER T SE AN RARFAE s B8 2 SO SCRFIHAL 38 i B 1 ) 3R AIE, A B HE e 53
PETH L 58 e bG5S AP AR ORI CRRIR T, drss Kk, B, XIET,2017) o AIMTGIEX
R AL 51 71 55 R 7 i O PR s, A DG 1 BLEE A 7 B — 2D 5 5

W=, BEAFL A O AEREN TN 51 J1 i 5% 22 53« X T dh 3 sl g 1



e SRR, BRI L RS E A R S J) CHEIFLIS] A1) B AR 5E 0 ) fm 52
(Griffey & Little, 2014) . Fugeére, Cousins fll Maclaren (2017) Xftt 7 % )L K HeBEEXT T &
JUARKRAEAB RSN S| R BEARAR L, I LN AEAR R AR 5] 0. LR
R IO A AR, IR T USRI A IS Ak 2 M LB AR T A BT ANIR . AR R £ 2,
SN B VRSN 5] Jg, PRSI SGTE Sk R Ak S AL AN B . IR A A AR T
AN G 3 0 i 52 113 A I 1) L Ak A S JRE 1 R AR A T R AR A, B 7 Bk — AR

H0U, HATRE R T MRS I r i R A L E AN 7 32, T b B I SRR (A
RN, PEIT BT TR 45 RAE T B SO T 210 B B S — S R B TR . i O e
N RS MR AN AL A6 3% 1 MR R ), A B RE ST B 22
RSO, AR R R P HRANRIEE 2, AHEBXKE K (Buss,2017) . T HEH
TMAE R BE P A TR AL AR 20 T 2ot Ry, I L EE R E P R AT e £ .
gr ERTR, AR E LM SRR 5 R AR YEAT N BRPIR L S [ AN SR ) 2 5

Dion A “SE R I B 2B ETR P RN 2 — MR SRS 26 HIR ST ZIAREN R
KRAE A SN 78 H WA, AATIME T A 0 5 MR B 2 44
BB R SRAFRE BT, AR 5] I AR EN B Al NS, (252 2 5 3Nk, 12T
W E B R EA R AR B2 = A 5 AR AR A BB v, 380 R i AT A
EIIREF o AT ETHFLIR G 7 004 B AR 2 R85, (EAHEE 2 N AT LR
G A BA EARKIAE 288 0. SRR AT AN SE ANHE R o RIEAATTRS 3 TR A28 B Y
A JF EE Bb S5 ) st 2 49 5 1 (Griffin & Langlois, 2006) . Segal-Caspi, Roccas £ Sagiv (2012)
FRIAIT 8 R IR i SRR 51 3 AR SNSRI 51 I AMATE SR & E RN I 2 7, 2R APAE T
AR I o AR 5] 0 BAMA SRS S| T MAAREE, At AT 4T D B 2 10708 B 24k
AR N NS4, AL 2N AT RHEN, [ 2 50 2 1 3 3RGETHT A LA & k20
TR S AR T o ToTR SR 0% B A R D38 (Rl 2 B 1 i S S SR T A R ™ 3
AR 25 5, B 1)t s B T MR AN, B TR U 4 i B LA,
W7 AR 5] 2 T VU BEAR 5 AN 7 fie B (1), e 7 S ) 3 M L TG e 75 R gk AR AR XU 11 9%
R R RS E SR R R IR R o Ay, AEAR B T A3 51 JJ AL L 51— R A i R
YEAT o 15T DU R 155G SRR It 1 R IBOE AT 4 5 IR OC 210 e B, 2 FR AR AE
KRBT R 5 275 FE Y ) L
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What is beautiful is good? the role of physical attractiveness in intimate relationships

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

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