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ARE AVERAGE FACIAL CONFIGURATIONS ATTRACTIVE
ONLY BECAUSE OF THEIR SYMMETRY?
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Abstract—Several commentators have suggested that the attractives versions of faces were less attractive than the originals. Other
ness of average facial configurations could be due solely to assocl|ated have also found that perfectly symmetric versions of faces ar
changes in symmetry. If thdymmetry hypothesis correct, then aver- attractive than the originals (Kowner, 1996; Samuels, Butterwg
ageness should not account for significant variance in attractiveneReberts, Graupner, & Hole, 1994; Swaddle & Cuthill, 1995). How
ratings when the effect of symmetry is partialed out. Furthermorer, these studies are not without flaws. The symmetric images (e
changes in attractiveness produced by manipulating the averagenessoSwaddle & Cuthill, 1995) were constructed by reflecting e
individual faces should disappear when all the images are made [péemiface about the midline. With this technique, asymmetries in
fectly symmetric. The experiments reported support neither predictidocation of midline features, or in the size of the hemifaces (Pr
Symmetry and averageness (or distinctiveness, the converse of|at881), can result in odd-looking symmetric images (e.g., abnorma
ageness) made independent contributions to attractiveness (Expsgacing, nose width, or aspect ratio). It is difficult, therefore, to de
ments 1 and 2), and changes in attractiveness resulting from changemime whether the unattractiveness of these images is due to thei
averageness remained when the images were made perfectly symmeteicy or their structural abnormalities. In Swaddle and Cuth
(Experiment 2). These results allow us to reject the symmetry hyppt(E995) study, the generalizability of the results was limited by fai
sis, and strengthen the evidence that facial averageness is attractivéo display the whole face (only internal facial features were show
Recently, we (Rhodes, Proffitt, Grady, & Sumich, in press) h
o ) shown that perfectly symmetric images, made by blending each
Images of surprising beauty can be produced by averaging AP its mirror image, are more attractive than the original faces,
together (Galton, 1878; Langlois & Roggman, 1990; Langlbigyat the attractiveness of individual faces can be altered by mani
Roggman, & Musselman, 1994; Rhodes & Tremewan, 1996). [Tiygy their level of symmetrd.Significant correlations between faci
observation has generated considerable debate about why such M&FRfetry and attractiveness have also been reported in several s
should be attractive. Are they attractive because they are averal ®GPAmmer & Thornhill, 1994; Jones & Hill, 1993, for some eth
are other factors responsible? groups; Rhodes et al., in press; Zebrowitz, Voinescu, & Collins, 19
Part of the appeal of averaged composites no doubt stems fr
smooth complexions and soft-focus look that result when face$ &i& to humans and many other species (Brooks & Pomiankoy
blended (Benson & Perrett, 1992). Blending artifacts cannot be #¥94: Concar, 1995; Mgller & Pomiankowski, 1993: Thornhill
whole story, however, because averageness is still attractive gestad, 1994; Watson & Thornhill, 1994).
these artifacts are eliminated (e.g., when line drawings of faces arerne symmetry hypothesis cannot, therefore, be ruled out a prid
used; Rhodes & Tremewan, 1996). the grounds that symmetry is not attractive. We report here the r¢
Another striking feature of averaged facial composites is their highyyo studies designed to test the symmetry hypothesis. If it is
degree of bilateral symmetry, which results from the eliminatio Fgct, then symmetry should explain a significant proportion of the
fluctuating asymmetries (small, random deviations from perfect syBlce in attractiveness judgments when the effect of averagen
metry) when faces are averaged togettinis observation has lefl yartialed out, and averageness should not account for a significar
several commentators to conjecture that symmetry may explain Hation of variance when the effect of symmetry is partialed out.
attractiveness of averaged composites or of averageness geneg@liéd these predictions using regression analyses in Experimg
(Alley & Cunningham, 1991; Grammer & Thornhill, 1994; Ridlgyang 2. We also reasoned that if changes in attractiveness produ
1992; Thornhill & Gangestad, 1993)\e refer to this conjecture dSmanipulating averageness are due solely to associated chan
the symmetry hypothesis degree of symmetry, then changes in attractiveness should dis3

Langlois et al. (1994) have rejected the symmetry hypothesis, argigen all the images are made perfectly symmetric. We tested thi
ing that facial symmetry is not attractive and therefore cannot ac¢ogition in Experiment 2.

for the attractiveness of averaged composites. They showed that sym-
metry did not correlate with attractiveness, and that perfectly symmet-

EXPERIMENT 1

logy, sybjects rated the attractiveness of male and female averaged
a]B'osites (each created by mathematically averaging 24 same-sex
ioﬁgfj low-, normal-, and high-averageness versions of 48 faces

Address correspondence to Gillian Rhodes, Department of Psychd
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1. Averaged faces may not be perfectly symmetric because direc
asymmetries, which have a consistent bias in the population, are not elim{nated
by averaging.

2. Thornhill and Gangestad (1993) also noted that symmetry and aver: 3. The perfectly symmetric images were more attractive than other bl
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ness could both contribute to the attractiveness of averaged composites.| suggesting that the result is not a blending artifact.
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high- and lov-averageness ersions vere ceded by wamping phe
tographs of ices (namal arerageness) halfay toward (high) or avay
from (low) the same-se average (see Method).This procedue
extends Rhodes antemavan’s (1996) line-dawing manipuléon of
averageness to photgwaphic images,and we expected to eplicate the
finding thd attractiveness in@ases with manipuled aerageness.
Sud a esult would piovide stong adlitional evidence thaaverage-
ness is eiractive in the &asence of kending atifacts.

We also obtained symmgtaveragenessand pression atings for
all the imayes. Our main aim &s to detanine whether \arations in
averageness accounbf signifcant variance in #ractiveness atings
when the dects of symmeyr are patialed outAlternatively, changes
in symmety and aerageness could both coitiute to \ariance in
atractiveness atings.A seconday question vas whether positiity of
expression also corbutes to the tractveness of eeragenessAver-
aged composites lva pleasant>@ressions (seei§: 1), and lav-aver-
ageness dces ceaed hy caicaturing sometimes hee slightly
unpleasant@ressions. Bsitive expressions a dtractive (eg., Cun
ningham,Robets, Barbee Druen,& Wu, 1995),s0 we hypothesizd
tha expression might conitoute to the Hractiveness of eerageness.

Method

Subjects
Thirty-six Caucasian undgradudes (18 males,18 females)
receved $10 eda for paticipating in a 1-hr session.

Stirruli

Black-and-white photgraphs were talen of 48 yung adults (24
male 24 female) fom senior high dwol dasses and the wmrsity
comnunity. All faced the camar directy and displged neutal
expressions. Giphons Momph™ software was used to maniputathe
averageness of theatces. Fst,a fixed set of 120 landmlaipoints was
found (ly eye) on eah face and their loctons indicaed with a
mouse-tick. These points gaured the spigal layout of the intemal
feaures,face outlinginner and outer hdine, eas,and ay prominent
facial lines (cf Rhodes &Tremavan, 1996). The pogram automa-
cally joined subsets of these points with smootlvesito ceae facial
contous, and intepolated thee adlitional points betwen eals pair of
points on a contouthe lesulting 656 points &re used to maniputia
the imaes. Secondhe pogram ceded an gerage male composite
and an aerage female compositdy computing the mean lotian of
ead of these 656 point®f same-sefaceswarping indvidual same-
sex faces onto thisverage confguration, and then eeraging the gay-
level values in caresponding egions of the &ces (see Beale &€,
1995, for moe details).This averaging tednique should pduce
averages supeor to those prduced ly pixel-based tdmiques thado
not align fcial feaures or antbmical locgions bebre averaging (cf.
Langlois & Raggman,1990). knally, the high- and lwv-averageness
versions of eale face vere cieded by moving ead point (along the
difference ector connecting cogsponding points on the samecs
average and the taget face) either halfay toward (high) or the samg
distance way from (low) the aerage, and emaping the aiginal pa-
tem of gay levels, or “texture” onto this n& coniguration. Eah
image measied gproximately 12.5 x 10 cm.

e

h

4. Any sud contibution might be smalligen tha the orginal faces all
had neutal expressions.

VOL. 10,NO. 1,JANUARY 1999

Fig. 1. Male and émale serages fom Expeiment 1. Eah is the
average of 24 fces.

The stinuli consisted of the male andrhale serages (aeraged
composites) tgether with a highgerageness &rsion,a lov-average-
ness ersion, and the dginal (nomal-arerageness) grsion of eah
face A second set of inges vas ceaed ty placing eahb face inside
an oval mask,which hid most of the hairui displayed the &ce out
line, chin,and inner halme. Masled \ersions of the stimli are shavn
in Figure 1 (male andefmale &erages) and the topow of Fgure 2
(low-, nomal-, and high-aerageness grsions).
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Fig. 2. Examples of la-, nomal-, and high-gerageness &rsions of a
face The examples in the topow were used in bothx@eiments,and
those in the bottonow are perectly symmetic versions of the same
images,used in Expement 2 ory.

Procedue

One \ersion of eah face vas assigned to daof thiree ocks, bak
anced br averageness leel and sr of face The male anddmale aer-
ages vere adled to Blo& 1. Bloks were pesented in tlee diferent
orders (123,231, 312), with image oder mandomizd within Bocks.
SuperL#® (CedusCop.) contolled presentéion of the imges on a
PowerMac 6300 computer aneéaoded esponses. Eacimage was
displayed until subjects made ating, using the kyboad keys 1
through 7. laces vere rated on 7-point scales ofteactvenessaver-
agenesssymmety, and epression (1 = ngative, 7 = positve).All the
images vere rated on one scale lme the ngt scale vas pesented
Attractiveness s alays rated frst, and the ader of the other tlee
rating tasks vas counterbalanced wittdek order and se of subject.
Half the subjects samasled and half s& unmaskd faces,counter
balanced aass task ater, block order, and s& of subject. Subject
were tested indidually.

Results and Discussion

All four sets ofatings were highly reliable, with Cronbad alphas
from .94 to .97A four-way anaysis of \aiiance (ANOQ/A) was car
ried out on thetiractivenessatings,with display condition (mask vs
no mask) and seof subject as beteen-subjectsaictoss, and aerage-
ness lgel (low vs. nomal vs. high) and seof face asepeded mea
sures fctos® Planned comp@ons vere used to test pdicted
differences beteen aerageness leels.

5. Symmety, averagenessand &pression &tings were collected pmari-
ly for use in theagression angkes but ANOVAs on theseatings shaved tha
all three inceased signi€antly with increases in (manipuled) arerageness
level. The averaged composites &re also ated as mag symmetc (bothMs =
6.6) than an individual face as epected if &eraging eliminaes fuctuding

asymmeties.
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Mean dtractivenessaveragenesssymmety, and epression at-
ings were calculéed for ead image, averaging acoss subject®\ mul-
tiple regression angkis was caried out on theseatings, with
attractiveness as the gendent wiiable and &eragenesssymmety,
and epression as the ingendent ariables.

AttractivenessANOVA

Attractiveness in@ased with manipuled aerageness,as &-
pected F(2, 64) = 288.26p < .0001 s = 2.4,3.4,and 3.8 6r low,
nomal, and high &eragenessrespectiely; ts > 6.62,ps < .0001).
This result etends Rhodes anttemeavan’s (1996) indings with line
drawings to moe realistic photgraphic images.There was a signif
cant efect of se of face (emale:M = 3.3,male:M = 3.1),F(1, 32) =
11.96,p < .002,and a thee-vay interaction betveen sg of face aver-
ageness leel, and displg condition, F(2, 64) = 9.84,p < .0002.
Female &ces sheoed a biger diop in dtractiveness than malades
when distoted avay from the &erage when the hair &s visitle (pre-
sumdly because of thergaer distoting efect on €male hairwhich
tends to be fuller and loeg than male hair)This intelaction does nof
qualify our main ihding tha attractiveness in@ased with \eerage-
ness,because thafinding was obsered for both sges and displa
conditions (br low, nomal, and high seragenessrespectiely, Ms =
2.6,3.5,and 3.9 6r masled female &ces;Ms = 2.3,3.5,and 3.9 or
female &ces with no maskyls = 2.4,3.4, and 3.8 6r masled male
faces;Ms = 2.2,3.2,and 3.5 ér male &ces with no mask).

Attractiveness of weraged composites

The arerage male &ce vas moe dtractive (M = 4.6) than ayindi-
vidual male &ce and the werage female &ce vas moe dtractive (M
= 5.2) than all bt one &male &ce M = 5.3).

Predicting dtractiveness

Overall, averageness,symmety, and e&pression accountedoff
71% of the ariance in &ractivenessatings,F(3, 142) = 121.12p <
.0001.Table 1 shavs the ero-order and paral coreldions of eah
independent ariable with dtractivenessThe main esults of integst
are the paial corelaions, which indicae the (unique) contyution
of ead variable when the dkcts of the otherarables ae patialed
out.

Ther was no suppadifor the symmetr hypothesisAlthough sym
metly explained signiicant \ariance in #ractiveness atings (een
when the dects of &erageness andx@ression vere patialed out),
averageness still accountedif signiicant variance vhen the gkct of
symmety (and &pression) vas patialed out.Therfore, even though
symmety and aerageness &re signifcantly corelaed, r(144) = .70,
p < .001 (all ersions),r(46) = .30,p < . 05 (undistaed faces)the
attractiveness of eerageness \&s not due solglto this accomparing
increase in symmefr Averagenesssymmety, and e&pression edt
contibuted ind@endenty to variance in #ractiveness atings. This
finding held vhen all \ersions (lav, nomal, and high serageness,
plus the seraged composites) of thafes vere considezd and when
only the undistaed faces vere considezd

When male andeimale &ces vere considezd searately, these
condusions held dér all versions of the dces. Hwever, when the
undistoted faces vere considezd (reducing theange of eab variable
and the pwer of the analses),only averageness made a (sigiz@int)
unique confibution to male #@ractvenessand ony expression made
a unique contbution to £male #ractiveness.

VOL. 10,NO. 1,JANUARY 1999
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Table 1. Partial and zro-order (in paentheses) coelations of dtractiveness
with averagenesssymmety, and epression:Expeiment 1

Correlaions with

Correlaions with  Cormrelaions with

Faces averageness symmety expression
All versions
All (n= 146) AQFx ((71F) B54F ([ 76%%) ABFEE - ((AB***)
Male (h= 73) 63%**  (.88***) AQFrr ([81rr*) .33**  (.25%)
Female i=73) .28* (.60***) SR ((71xr) 54%xx ([ B4%x%)
Undistoted
All (n=48) 37% (457 A40% (467 AT (L46%F%)
Male (n = 24) JT5FF*(.83**) .07 (.53*) .23 (:19)
Female (=24) .01 (.12) .30 (.37) B9FEE ([ 71xx%)

*p < .05, *p < .01. **p< .001.

EXPERIMENT 2

In Expeiment 2,we tested the symmgthypothesis epeimen
tally. If the danges in dtractiveness assodid with our manipulkéon
of averageness in Expé@nent 1 vere due solsl to changes in sym
metly, as asséed by the symmeir hypothesisthen thg should dis
appear vhen all the imges ae made pedctly symmetic. We tested
this prediction ty compaing the dtractiveness of the inges flom
Expeiment 1 and their symmétrcountepats (Fg. 2, bottom ow).

We also #empted toeplicate our egression esultswith two pro-
cedunl improvements. Fst, we replaced &erageness atings with

distinctiveness (the caerse of aerageness) atings, in case subjects

intempreted“averageness'to mean‘average-looking” (i.e., not patic-

ulary “good-looking”), rather than sp#lly average, as intendedAs

in previous studieswe intepret these distinatenessatings as a (con
verse) measwr of averageness (Rhodes &remavan,1996). Second
we obtained edcr set of atings from a diferent goup of iters to
avoid ary caryover efects betwen eting scales.

In addition, we asled subjects toate opposite-sefaces orfappeal
as a potential lg patner” in a peliminaly investigation of whether
perceived aerageness or symmeatr might influence eproductive
choices, as pedicted ly biological accounts of sirc preferences
(Kalick, Zebrowitz, Langlois,& Johnson,1998; Mgller & Svaddle,
1997; Shakelford & Larsen,1997; Thomhill & Mgller, 1997).

Method

Subjects

One hunded and eighty Caucasian ungtradudes (90 males90
females) eceved $5 edg for paticipating. None had paicipated in
Expeiment 1.

Stirruli

For eat image in Expeiment 1,including the male andefnale
averages, we cieded a perctly symmetic composite  blending
tha image with its miror image, using Gyphon’s Momph™ software
(see Rhodes et aln press,for details).This piocedue averages the
locations of coresponding landmérpoints on the tew images,warps
ead image onto th& average confguration, and aerages the cay-
level values in caresponding dcial iegions. Blemishes andjeelry

were removed from the oiginal images using the loning tool in

VOL. 10,NO. 1,JANUARY 1999

Adobe Photoshop befe the symmeit versions vwere made Six ver-
sions of eals face vere used in thex@eliment:the lav-, nomal-,and
high-averageness ®&rsions fom Expeiment 1, and their pedctly
symmetic countepaits (see k. 2). Nomal and peectly symmetic
versions of the male aneiale aerages were also usedAll images
were displyed in the val masks used in Experent 1.

Procedue

The pocedue was similar to the mcedue in Expeiment 1,with
the Pllowing differences. Six locks of tials were constucted ly
assigning one of the sixewsions of edg face to eat block, counter
balancing serageness leel, symmety level, and s& of face acoss
blocks. The male andemale aerages and their peettly symmetic
versions vere assigned to Blécl. Six diferent Hock orders were
used (123456234561, etc), with image oder mandomizd within
blocks. Blod order was counterbalanced withxsef subject. Fve dif-
ferent goups of 36 subjects (18 mal3 female) ated all the imges
for either #ractveness,symmety, distinctveness,expression,or
mae gpeal (opposite-sefaces onl). Subjects wre instucted to ate
a face as distinote if it would be easy to spot in acerd and to ate
mae gopeal high if the paon looled gpealing as a potentialdifoat-
ner (i.e, someone to settle dm and hee dildren with). Subjects
were requested to use the fulinge of the scales.

Results and Discussion

All sets of mtings were highl reliable, with Cronbad alphas fom
.91 to .98 A fourway ANOVA was caried out on the meartteac
tiveness atings, with sex of subject as a beten-subjectsaictor and
averageness leel (low vs. nomal vs. high)symmety level (nomal
vs. peréct),and s& of face asepeded measies fictos. A three-way
ANOVA was caried out on mean nte-gopeal etings, with sex of
subject as a bewen-subjectsaictor and aerageness leel and sym
metly level as epeded measwes fictos. Planned compiaons vere
used to test dicted diferences beteen &erageness leels.

Mean dtractvenessmate-gpeal,distinctveness symmety, and
expression atings were calculéed for eat image, averaging acoss
subjectsTwo multiple regression angkes vere caried out on these
ratings,one with dractiveness as the dendent ariable and the othe
with mae gpeal as the gendent ariable. In both casedlistinctive-
nesssymmety, and expression vere the indpendent griables.
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AttractivenessANOVA

The incease in tiractiveness assodid with an incease in eer-
ageness leel was unafected ly making all the imges peréctly sym
metiic (see kg. 3). Attractiveness in@ased with eerageness leel,
F(2,68) = 214.57p < .0001 Ms = 2.1,3.0,and 3.4 ér low, nomal,
and high seragenessyespectiely; ts > 6.65,ps < .0001),and with
symmety level, F(1,34) = 72.22p < .0001 Ms = 2.7 and 3.00f nor
mal and pegct symmetly, respectiely), but thee was no intesction
between aerageness leel and symmeyr level, F < 1. These esults
are inconsistent with the symmsgtnypothesis.

There were seeral efects ivolving se of face but these did not
affect our conlusion tha averageness is tiractive and thaits gpeal
is not due solglito changes in symmetr. Female &ces vere geneally
more dtractive than male dces,F(1, 34) = 6.05,p < .02, and an
increase in symmatrincreased thetiactveness ofémale &ces (per
fect symmety: M = 3.1,nomal symmety: M = 2.8) moe than male
faces (pedct symmety: M = 2.8,normal symmety: M = 2.6), F(1,
34) = 14.10,p < .0006.Ther was also a tle-way interaction
between sk of face symmety level, and aeragenessi(2,68) = 4.44,
p < .02 (see ig. 3). This inteaction has no ahous theoetical signif
icance and planned compiaons shwed tha the incease in @rac
tiveness fom lov- to nomal- to high-serageness egrsions vas
significant for both male andeimale &cesat both symmety levels,all
ts > 10.16ps < .0001.

Attractiveness of @eraged composites

As expected male and émale sierages were moe dtractive (male
average: M = 4.4, female aerage: M = 4.8) than ay (undistoted)
same-se face Similar esults vere obtained \Wwen the pedctly sym
metiic averages were compaed with peréctly symmetic individual
facesThe symmeic male aerage was moe dtractive (M = 4.1) than
ary individual symmetc male fice and the symmet female aer-
age was moe dtractive (M = 4.9) than all bt two symmetic individ-
ual female &ces s = 5.0 and 5.1)The aerages with nomal and

7
g’ —s—— perfect symmetry - F faces
= 6 ---m-- perfect symmetry - M faces
g ——o— normal symmetry - F faces
-=--g--' normal symmetry - M faces
7] 54
7]
]
c
> 4
=
[T
©
= 37
-~
<
c 21
©
[
=
1 1 T T
Low Normal High
Averageness

Fig. 3. Mean dtractivenessatings as a function ofvarageness leel,
symmety level, and s& of face in Expament 2. or darity, SEbars

have been omitted (maxiom SE= 0.15). F = émale M = male
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perfect symmet did not difer signifcantly in atractveness,for
either male ordmale imges,bothts < 1.

Mate-gopeal ANOVA

The mae-gpeal etings shaved tha averageness and symmgtr,
were both @pealing in a potential kf patner, F(2, 68) = 149.54p <
.0001 Ms = 1.8,2.5,and 3.0 &r low, nomal, and high serageness)
andF(1, 34) = 34.40p < .0001 Ms = 2.3 and 2.50f nomal and per
fect symmety). Averageness intexcted with symmeyrlevel, F(2, 68)
=6.01,p < .004. Hovever, rather than the ééct of aerageness being
reduced wen all the imges were perectly symmetic, as epected if
the ppeal of aerageness is due to an accompiag increase in sym
metry, the efect was slighty increased (K. 4). Morover, mae
appeal inceased with eerageness dr both symmeir levels, all ts >
10.82,ps < .0001,indicaing tha the mae gpeal of moe average
facial conifgurations cannot be due sojelio their geaer symmety.

Mate gppeal of aeraged composites

The average male anddmale &ces had gaer mde gpeal (male:
M = 4.8,female:M = 4.5) than apindividual same-seface The per
fectly symmetic average male anddmale &ces also hadrgater mae
appeal (maleM = 4.7,female:M = 4.5) than ay individual symmet
ric same-seface Averages with nomal and pedct symmety did not
differ in mae gpeal br either male orédmale imges,bothts < 1.
These esults gactly pamllel those obtainedf dtractiveness.

Predicting dtractiveness

Overall, distinctvenesssymmety, and &pression gplained 67%
of the \ariance in #tractivenessatings for the full set of imges,F(3,
288) = 199.08p < .0001.Table 2 shaevs the ero-order and pdial cor
relations of eah indeendent ariable with atractvenessTher was
no suppor for the symmeir hypothesis.Although symmety
explained signifcant \ariance in #ractiveness judgments hen the
effects of distinctieness (corerse of aerageness) and xpression

7
—=— perfect symmetry
g’ 64 ~—°o— normal symmetry
L
©
19
- 5
©
]
&
< 47
[
© 3
=
&
o 2
=
1 T T T
Low Normal High
Averageness

Fig. 4. Mean mé&e-gpeal etings as a function ofvarageness leel
and symmetr level in Expemment 2.SEbais ae shavn.
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Table 2. Partial and zro-order (in paentheses) coelations of dtractiveness with
distinctvenesssymmety, and pression:Expeiment 2

Correlaions with

Correlaions with  Correlaions with

Faces distinctiveness symmety expression
All versions
All (n=292) — TR (=TT 30%x (43%H) B7% (467
Male (n = 146) —.88*** (- 90***) 25%% (L 43***) 34xxE((29%*F)
Female i = 146) —.50*** (—.67***) 35k ([ 44%*%) ABFRE((§2%+*)
Undistoted
All (n = 48) —35%  (=.52%) A8 ((513) A5 (45w
Male (h = 24) 72k (= BO**) 32 (.60*) A4A3*  (.28)
Female (= 24) 23 (=24) A46*  (.43%) BB+ ((65%)

*p < .05, *p < .01 **p< .001.

were patialed out,distinctiveness still accounteadif signifcant \ari-
ance in #ractiveness after the fefct of symmetr (and &pression)
was patialed out.Therefore, although symmeyr and distinctieness
were signifcantly negatively corelaed r(290) = —.33p < .001 (all
versions),r(46) = —.34p < . 02 (undistaed faces)the undractive-
ness of distinctieness ws not due solgl to the accompaiing
decease in symmetr

Distinctivenesssymmety, and epression edt contibuted unique
valiance to #ractivenessThese esults helddr both male andeimale
faces vinen all ersions of the dces vere considezd but for undis
torted facesthe distinctveness déct was esticted to maledces (cf
averageness esult in Expement 1), and the symmeyr effect to
female &cesTher was a nanower range of averageness (Expément
1) and distinctieness (Expément 2) etings for female (4.0-5.9
averageness; 2.6—4.distinctiveness) than malades (3.9-6.1aver
ageness; 2.6-5.1distinctiveness),but this seems unlédy to fully
account or the sg difference Nor could a sedifference in theange
of ratings accountdr restiction of the symmeyr effect to Emale
faces,because theange was lager for male (2.0-4.7) tharefale
(2.6-5.1) &ces.A greaer efect of symmetr on female than male
attractiveness \&s also dund in theANOVA results ér dtractiveness.
These tw s differences were also apaent in the esults or all ver-

sions of thedces (although in thanaysis both &ctos were signif-

cant pedictos for both sges). Therfore, it is possile tha facial
symmety is a stonger predictor of Emale than malettaactiveness,
and tha facial arerageness (corerse of distinctieness) is a singer
predictor of male thanefmale #ractiveness. Other studielsowever,

have found either no sedifference (homhill & Gangestad 1994) or
the opposite sedifference (Gangstad Thomhill, & Yeo, 1994),for

bodily symmety. Moreover, although serageness coniouted ony to

male dtractveness in Gimmer andrhomhill’s stug (1994),aver

ageness ws unéractive (cf our fnding thd distinctveness s un&

tractive). These inconsistencies indieatha the sa& differences w

obtained should be we=d with caution.

Predicting mae gopeal

Overall, the thee \ariables explained 60% of theasiance in mée-
appeal etings for the full set of imges,F(3,288) = 147.20p < .0001.
There was no suppoifor the symmetr hypothesis (se@able 3). Dis
tinctiveness ws a signitant pedictor of mé gpeal @en when the
effect of symmetr (and epression) vas patialed out.The overall pa-
tem of results vas similar to thiaobtained ér atractivenessalthough
distinctveness and symmgtrappeaed to hae stonger efects on
attractiveness than on rtegpeal,wheras &pression had a singer
influence on miz gpeal.The ldter result mg reflect a sensile desie
for a pleasant disposition in adipatner

Table 3. Partial and zro-order (in paentheses) coelations of mé&e gpeal with
distinctvenesssymmety, and epression:Expeiment 2

Correlaions with

Corelaions with  Correldions with

Faces distinctiveness symmety expression
All versions
All (n=292) —61*** (—.68***) 207 (.36%**) ATHRE((B4rr)
Male (h = 146) —.67** (—.68**) A51 (134%) A4rrx ([ 38rr)
Female (1 = 146) —.37** (—.59***) 31w ((39%*) ST ((B9rH)
Undistoted
All (n=48) —.35%  (=.50***) 30 (.37*) B0*x ([52%x)
Male (h = 24) —A47*  (-.49%) A2 (.34) A7+ (.35)
Female ( = 24) .04 (-.29) A1t (.37) 2%k ([75*)

tp < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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More @eneally, the inding tha averageness and symmgtrare
appealing in a lié patner povides peliminaly evidence thathese
preferences might infience eproductive behaior. More direct ei-
dence of an ifience on eproductive behaior and ftness is na
neededto test pedictions thathese peferences inazase eproductive
success (g., Grammer &Thomhill, 1994; Symons1979).

CONCLUSIONS

Our results settle the disputd@ut whether the @ractiveness of
averageness is due soleto associged dangs in symmetr. Aver-
ageness emained a signifant pedictor of dtractiveness \wen the
effect of symmety was patialed out,and hanges in dtractiveness
produced l expelimentally manipulding the aerageness of indi
vidual faces emained vaen the imges were made pedctly sym
metic. These esults wle out the symmeyr hypothesis. The
attractiveness of \erage facial confgurations cannot betaibuted
solely to their symmeitr.

Blending atifacts can also bailed out as a complete account
the dtractiveness of eerage facial confgurations. Rhodes antreme
wan (1996) shwed tha individual line-dewing faces can be mad
more (or less) #ractive by distotting them tevard (or avay from) an
average confguration. The use of line @wings allaved Hending ati-
facts to be elimirtad but & the cost of losingealism. By &tending
these esults to mag realistic photgraphic images (also without int-
ducing Bending atifacts),we hare futher stengthened the case th
averageness istiractive.

It now seems lear tha the dtractiveness of eerageness cannot be

explained ly symmety, blending atifacts,or a \ariety of other &ctos
(see Langlois et al1994,for a eview). Perhags it is time to shift
attention flom the question of hether aerageness is gruinely atrac
tive to the question of iy averageness ist&ractive. At one level, one
might ask vihat medanisms ender &erage faces #ractive. Does po-
totype dstraction ply a wole, as has beenypothesied (Langlois &
Roggman,1990)? Is this a kind of merexposue efect,wherby the
similaiity of an unseenwerage to may seenaces gnegtes a positie
response to thaverage? Does some (unconsciouslistacal anaysis
of a populéion of faces contbute?At another lgel, one can ask iy
humans ihd averageness tractive. Is the peference cultually
instilled, or has it been Wilt in by evolutionaly processesperhas
because it in@aseseproductve successAttention to these question
should enich undestanding of human mare as vell as the nre of
beauty
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