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Abstract

A 2015 PAID article, in a study of married couples, revealed that a rating of the physical attractiveness of one’s spouse was
a significant predictor of relational satisfaction for both the husband and the wife. This unexpected finding proved to be
the springboard for the present research. How is the perception of the attractiveness of one’s romantic partner related to
factors other than objective beauty? A sample of 201 heterosexual couples (N = 402) explored which factors impact a rating
of perception of physical attractiveness (PPA), including: objective physical attractiveness (OPA), standard demographics (e.g.,
age, ethnicity), power factors (e.g., wealth, position, accomplishments), physical characteristics (e.g., height, weight, BMI),
personal qualities (e.g., self-esteem, emotional stability, agreeableness, social skills), physical health and vitality, and efforts
to look good in a public or private setting. We then explored the impact of PPA on the relational satisfaction of the couple.
The 2015 results were largely replicated, however, the present study revealed much more. Primary takeaways included: (a)
There were substantial gender differences concerning the dynamic of factors that influenced the rating of PPA; (b) there were
equally robust gender differences on the impact of the PPA (and other variables) on relational satisfaction; (c) OPA played
a surprisingly minor role in the entire dynamic; and (d) structural equation models provided detail on the similarities and
differences of dynamics for men and women. Avenues of future research are explored.

Keywords: physical attractiveness; relational satisfaction; structural equation modeling; perceptual variables

Abbreviations: RS: Relational Satisfaction; OPA: Approximation; CFl: Comparative Fit Index.

Objective Physical Attractiveness; PPA; Perception of
Physical Attractiveness; WCR: Waist-To-Chest Ratio;
WHR: Waist-To-Hip Ratio; BMI: Body Mass Index; KMS:

Introduction

Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale; KBMS: Karney-Bradbury
Marital Satisfaction Measure; PPAm: Predictors of Men’s
Physical Attractiveness; PPAf: Predictors of the Women’s
Physical Attractiveness; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of

The Direct and Mediated Influence of Perceptual Variables on Physical Attractiveness and Relational

Satisfaction in Romantically Involved Heterosexual Couples

A 2015 article [1] in Personality and Individual
Differences provided the motivation for the present
research. That article dealt with congruence between
stimulus factors of married couples (N = 641 couples) and
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its influence on the relational satisfaction of the couples.
An unexpected finding was that physical attractiveness
was one of the three greatest predictors of relational
satisfaction for both men and women. More specifically, the
woman'’s attractiveness rating was significantly associated
with both her own and her husband’s relational satisfaction
(abbreviated “RS” throughout the paper). Likewise, the
man’s attractiveness was associated with both his own and
his wife’s RS.

There is only one other study that employed similar
methods with a similar sample (N = 651 couples), and results
were identical. Seventy years ago, Kirkpatrick et al. [2] found
that, with asample of married couples, physical attractiveness
was associated with greater marital satisfaction for both
partners. The present research will, once again, seek to
replicate and expand on those finding.

In the Discussion of the 2015 article we explored
possible explanations for this unexpected finding. It
certainly contradicts the conventional wisdom about
beauty and marital success. Many of the most beautiful
celebrities seem to be afflicted with multiple partners,
multiple marriages and multiple divorces. But the first
insight in the Discussion was that this sample was not ultra-
beautiful celebrities. Of the 1282 participants, none rated
10 on attractiveness (on a 10-point scale). So, for people
of more moderate levels of beauty, their perception of the
physical attractiveness of their partner had a significant
impact on relational satisfaction.

The measure of physical attractiveness in the 2015
study was a self-rating on a 10-point scale (1 is low, 10 is
high) by the participant and the participant’s spouse. The
mean value of these two measures was entered as the
physical attractiveness score. It is this perception of physical
attractiveness that was the predictor of relational success.

This raised the next question. What factors influence the
rating of attractiveness of one’s spouse or romantic partner?
When an 85-year old husband tells his 83-year old wife
“you are the most beautiful woman in the world,” he is not
suggesting that she enter the next beauty pageant. Clearly,
factors other than the elusive “objective rating of physical
attractiveness” play a major role in the rating of the physical
attractiveness of one’s romantic partner.

Guided by this and other research, the present study
seeks to (a) create a scale that assists in measuring objective
physical attractiveness (OPA), (b) compile a list of factors
that may influence the rating of the perception of physical
attractiveness (PPA) of one’s romantic partner, and (c)
explore the impact of both PPA and OPA on the relational
satisfaction of couples.
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Additional influences explored in the present study that
may have an impact on rating of Physical Attractiveness
include (referenced below) standard demographics, power
factors (such as wealth, position, accomplishments), physical
health and vitality, efforts to look good in a public or private
setting, height, weight, BMI, the participants rating of their
partner’s self-esteem, emotional stability, agreeableness
and social skills. In addition, the authors have created an
instrument to provide a more objective measure of physical
attractiveness (OPA) for each individual in the study to
determine how closely PPA and OPA correlate, and how these
variables influence each other and the primary dependent
variable, relational satisfaction. An additional point of
interest deals with participants involved in the study. In
the George et al. study, all participants were legally married
couples. In the present study, many of the same variables are
explored with, in addition to married couples, dating and
engaged couples and those who are cohabiting.

In text that follows, to enhance clarity, whenever a
quality is the name of a variable it is capitalized. Example:
“self-esteem” is measured by the variable “Self-Esteem”.

Literature Review

Murnstein [3] Partner-selection theory proposed
that we gain three types of information about partners as
the relationship progresses. The first type is “stimulus”
information typically obtained at the beginning of a
relationship. Stimuli include highly visible and easily
identifiable characteristics such as demographic information
(e.g., gender, ethnicity), physical characteristics (e.g., height,
weight, level or attractiveness, age, body build) personality
traits (e.g., extroversion, agreeableness, Social Skills) and
other information that is acquired early in the relationship
(e.g., point or origin, level of education, religious preference,
interests, passions). The Murnstein theory was the
foundation for selecting predictors in the George, et al. [1]
article, and is used as an organizing construct of predictors
in the present study.

Factors that Influence the Rating of Objective Physical
Attractiveness. The measure of objective physical
attractiveness for both men and women has been heavily
researched: Ithasbeendiscovered thatphysical attractiveness
is significantly influenced by: The waist-to-chest ratio (WCR)
or the waist-to-hip ratio (WHR) for men [4-8] height, weight
and the BMI [9-12], feminine characteristics of women'’s faces
[13-16], by women'’s skillful use of cosmetics and attractive
accesorization [17-21], by being younger [5], by the color
and style of clothing [22-25], facial shape [26,27], and for
women, bust size/shape and the waist-to-hip ratio (WHR)
[7,12,28-32]. All these were considered in the authors’ efforts
to create an objective measure of physical attractiveness.
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Factors that Influence the Perception of Physical
Attractiveness. Then there is the interplay of Objective
Physical Attractiveness (OPA) and one’s Perception of
Physical Attractiveness (PPA). Both the George study [1]
and the Kirkpatrick, et al. [2] assessed the influence of the
perception of the physical attractiveness of their spouses as
the predictor of relational success. It is widely documented
that positive illusions play a major role when one rates the
attractiveness of their romantic partner [33-35] and that
these judgments are often associated with greater relational
satisfaction [36].

Researchers have also found that power factors in terms
of wealth, level of income, SES, accomplishments, leadership,
and social status have a significant impact on the perception
of physical attractiveness, particularly when women are
judging the attractiveness of men [8,36-41].

Other Predictors: Research has further determined that
personality factors may have an influence on the perception
of physical attractiveness and relational satisfaction
[1,42,43]. Traits that tend to be predictive of these qualities
include Agreeableness [44,45], absence of anxiety [46],
Social Skills [47], and Self-Esteem [46]. It is also found that
the personality of the observers significantly influences their
rating of attractiveness of others [42].

Then stimulus characteristics [3]—qualities that are
easily observed early in any relationship—also play a role
in the rating of physical attractiveness and perhaps, to a
lesser extent on relational satisfaction. These include weight
and body mass index (BMI) [9,48], how well-groomed the
person is [11,18,22], men prefer women who weigh less
than a healthy weight based on BMI standards [12], tall men
are typically regarded as more handsome [49], men who are
strong, athletic, and exhibit excellent health and vitality are
rated more handsome [50,51] and younger individuals of
both sexes are regarded as more attractive [52].

Hypotheses

Based on these and other articles the following outcomes
are anticipated:

e The results of the 2015 article will be duplicated in that
the PPA of the man will be associated with both his own
and his partner’s RS and that the PPA of the woman will
be associated with both her own and her partner’s RS.

e Personality traits will have some influence on both the
perception of physical attractiveness and on relational
satisfaction.

e Stimulus variables will have a significant effect on
perception of physical attractiveness and on relational
satisfaction.

e The objective measure of physical attractiveness will be

Darren M. George, et al. The Direct and Mediated Influence of Perceptual Variables on Physical Attractiveness

significantly correlated with the perception of physical
attractiveness.

e There will be a greater influence for men than for
women on the impact of their partner’s attractiveness
on Relational Satisfaction.

Method

The present study involved 201 couples from Alberta,
Canada. Since all couples were heterosexual, the total N
included 201 men and 201 women. Exclusive dating and
engaged individuals were treated as a single group (N =
100 couples). Also married and cohabiting were classed
together, there were 101 couples in this category. The ethnic
breakdown of the sample included 241 (60%) Whites,
78 (19%) Blacks, 36 (9%) Asians, 32 (8%) Hispanic, and
15 (4%) in the DTS or other category. The mean age of the
dating/engaged couples was 29.9 years with a range of 16
to 66 years. The parallel numbers for marrieds was 37.5
with a range of 18 to 85. The entire group had higher than
average education with mean education rating of 3.1 years
of university. The general denomination breakdown of the
group included 30 Catholics (7%), 344 from a variety of
Protestant denominations (86%), 23 Atheists or Agnostics
(6%) and 5 DTS or other (1%).

Material and Procedures

Materials included questionnaires that were available
as an online link or as a hard copy. The content of both
questionnaires was identical except for some minor
adaptations in the instructions.

The instructions for both included identification of
the sponsoring organization, brief description of the study,
assurance of confidentiality, informed consent, instructions
about debriefing, how to answer the questions, and
instruction about how to deal with questions they found
uncomfortable or difficult. The study was approved by the
University Ethics Board prior to collection of data.

Questions then occurred in the following order: Standard
demographics, a number of “stimulus variables” such as
age, income, level of health, physical attractiveness, height,
weight and others. This was followed by the 26 questions that
measured relational satisfaction. The questionnaire finished
with 31 questions, randomly distributed, that measured
Self-Esteem, Social Skills, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability. The questionnaire finished with an expression
of appreciation and instructions about how to access the
results of the study.

Participants were acquired by students enrolled in a
research methods class at a liberal arts university in central
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Alberta, Canada. Students contacted individuals they knew
to ask their willingness to participate in the study. Contacts
were made in person, by telephone, e-mail or social media.
Whether the hard copy or the online version was used
depended on the preference to the participant.

For hard copy forms, participants placed the completed
questionnaire in coded envelopes (to ensure couples were
paired correctly) which were returned to the researcher or
to one of several designated collection points on campus.
For online forms, researchers sent a link to access the
questionnaire. Participants completed them online and the
final click returned all data to the Survey Monkey data base.

Variables

Dependent Variable: The dependent variable was a
composite of three different relationship-satisfaction
questionnaires: The 12-item George-Wisdom Relationship
Satisfaction Scale (GWS) [53] the 3-item Kansas Marital
Satisfaction Scale (KMS) [54] and the 11-item Karney-
Bradbury Marital Satisfaction measure (KBMS) [55].
The GWS scale asks questions about 12 specific areas
that measure relational satisfaction, including: security,
feeling loved, experience of joy, appreciation, trust, feeling
valued, shared activities, fun and laughter, encouragement,
affection, commitment, and support. The KMS asks three
global questions about satisfaction with the relationship,
satisfaction with their partner, and how well the partner
fulfills their needs. The KBMS poses 11 pairs of qualities
and asks respondents to rate which quality better describes
their relationship on a 7-point scale. The eleven include:
interesting-boring, bad-good, full-empty, lonely-loved,
sturdy-fragile, discouraging-hopeful, enjoyable-miserable,
strong-weak, warm-chilly, rewarding-draining, and
expectation met-expectations not met. All 26 items were
assessed on 7-point scales; anchors varied based on the
nature of the questions. The final measure of RS was the
mean of the 26 items. These 26 questions, with its mix of
specific and global, yielded excellent internal consistency
(alphas of .96 for men and .95 for women) and were
psychometrically sound (kurtosis and skewness measures
between * 1).

Demographics: Demographics included gender,
ethnicity (White, Hispanic, Black, Asian, Other and DTS),
denominational preferences (Catholic, many Protestant
denominations, agnostic, atheist, and other), relationship
status (exclusive dating, engaged, married, cohabiting),
duration of the relationship, year of birth for both partners
(to determine age), total family income (eight choices ranging
from <$10K to > $500K), and highest level of education
(ranging from < High School to Doctorate).
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For variables that follow, a “criss-cross” technique is
employed to reduce response bias. Participants answered
questions about themselves and about their partner. An
example: for Health and Vitality, men answered the following
two questions: “Compared to other men in your age range
how would you rate your overall Health and Vitality?” and
“Compared to other women in her age range, how would
you rate the overall Health and Vitality of your partner?”
The value used for each variable was the mean of the
subject’s self-rating and the partner’s rating of the subject.
By computing the mean of the man’s and the woman’s
responses, greater objectivity is achieved. This “criss-
cross” method for reducing bias and exploring contrasting
perspectives is widely employed in couples’ research [56].
That said, since the study is perceptual in nature, there are
a number of instances in which the perception of the man or
the perception of the woman is used rather than the criss-
crossed value. Wording in the Results section will clarify
when which (criss-crossed or perception) is utilized.

Predictor Variables: Health and Vitality, was based on a
7-point scale ranging from much poorer [than average] (1) to
much better (7). Efforts to Look Good in Public, and to Look
Good in Private were both rated to 7-point scales ranging
from none at all (1) to moderate effort (4) to obsessive (7).
Height and Weight were both crisscrossed with participants
identifying their height and weight. The BMI was then
calculated based on mean scores of both partners for these
measures.

The perception of physical attractiveness (PPA) was also
crisscrossed but employed a 10-point scale. For both men
and women the high end (10) listed 3 legendary beauties
for each sex, the low end (1) three mythical exceptionally
ugly individuals. The mid value was 5.5. Although a criss-
crossed value for PPA were calculated and occasionally
utilized, almost all analyses recorded here represent the
single perceptual value: the man rating of his partner’s
attractiveness (PPAf) or the woman rating her partner’s
attractiveness (PPAm).

Objective Physical Attractiveness (OPA): This study
introduced a scale designed to measure objective physical
attractiveness (OPA). The men were rated on five different
components of physical attractiveness: facial shape/beauty,
hair, eyes, body shape and posture/carriage. The women were
rated on six different components of physical attractiveness:
facial shape/beauty, hair, eyes, waist to hip ratio, bust, and
posture/carriage. These were each rated on 7-point scales
with “7” representing extraordinary beauty (for each of the
five or six categories) and “1” representing exceptionally
unattractive. The researchers who recruited participants,
since they knew them personally, did the rating.
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Since it is difficult to differentiate between, say, a “4”
or a “5” on any given beauty-related quality, a worksheet
was created by the professor and students in the research-
methods class. This worksheet contained actual pictures
(including individuals that were Caucasian, Hispanic, Black,
or Asian) thatrepresented the seven levels of the rating scale.
There was a separate page for each quality: facial shape/
beauty, hair, eyes, body shape, and posture, carriage, and for
women, bust size and shape.

For instance, for hair, the “7” pictured examples of men
(or women on a different sheet) with exceptionally striking
hair. “6” showed hair styles that were very attractive but not
so much as the “7”. And so on, down to “1” that displayed
men with exceptionally unattractive hair. The mid value (4)
represented what the researchers agreed was pretty much
an average for North American culture. The same procedure
was used for the other rated categories.

The final OPA rating was the mean of the five (or six)
qualities. Researchers were allowed to adjust the final value
by up to one point (on the 7-point scale) if they felt the
average did not accurately define the attractiveness of the
individual.

Other Predictors: The study hypothesized that power factors
such as positions of leadership, wealth, or accomplishments
may also have an influence on PPA and on RS. These were
measured in the following way.

For the Leadership variable, a participant identified
the highest level of leadership they had ever held and then
rated the highest level of Leadership held by their partner.
Then the partner made the same two judgments. A scale was
created by the researchers to rate a person’s leadership on a
7-point scale of very low (1) to very high (7). The mean score
of three raters was used to measure Leadership.

Accomplishments were rated in a similar way. Each
participant was instructed to identify their three greatest
accomplishments, then do the same for their partner. Their
partner made the same six ratings. Once again, a scale was
created toidentify therelative “goodness” ofaccomplishments
based on a scale created by the researchers. For instance,
making an Olympic team or CEO of a large company would
rate a “7”; whereas graduated from high school would rate
only a “2”. Each participant then received an Accomplishment
score based on the mean score of three raters.

There were four different personality variables
assessed; however, in a rare twist, the participants are not
rating themselves but their partner on each of the 31 items.
The rationale is that the study is interested in how perceptual
factors influence relational variables, not some objective
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reality.

The measures include Self-Esteem [57]; Emotional
Stability and Agreeableness measured by the Big 5 [58] and
Social Skills measured on the Carlsmith Social Skills Scale
[59].

All four variables were measured on 7-point scales
ranging from low to high on each quality. The 31 questions
were randomly distributed in the questionnaire. Sixteen
items were reverse coded to control for response biases.
The value for each variable was the mean of the items that
measured it.

Results

Psychometrics

The data set included 201 men and 201 women paired
as couples. Of 39 dependent and independent variables
considered in analyses, 33 exhibited excellent psychometric
validity (Kurtosis and Skewness between £1.0) [60]. The
other six variables exhibited acceptable psychometrics with
no kurtosis or skewness values outside £2.0.

Alpha reliability measures on multiple-indicator
variables rated from good to excellent. Variables included
Marital Satisfaction (o = .96 for men, .95 for women); Self-
Esteem (o =.81 for men, .84 for women); Emotional Stability
(o = .85 for men, .86 for women); Agreeableness (o =.78 for
men, .73 for women); and Social Skills (o =.73 for men, .66
for women).

Relationship-Status, Ethnic

Differences

Gender, and

Dating Versus Married. The differences between these two
groups turned out to be quite modest—no significance values
less than .02 were observed. Dating men experienced higher
esteem [Ms = 5.10 vs 4.82, t(199) = -2.06, p = .04], and were
more emotionally stable [Ms = 4.44 vs 4.07, t(199) =-2.21,p
=.03]. Married men had higher PPA [Ms =7.15 vs 6.83, £(199)
= 2.18, p = .03], and higher OPA [Ms = 6.97 vs 6.69, t(199) =
2.05, p =.04]. Married women were more emotionally stable
[Ms =5.33 vs 4.98, £(199) = 2.06, p = .04], registered a higher
PPA [Ms = 7.16 vs 6.80, t(199) = 2.36, p = .02], and had a
lower BMI [Ms = 22.89 vs 24.23, t(199) = -2.37, p =.02]. Since
differences are so minimal, for the remainder of the paper we
will consider all 201 couples as a single group.

Gender Differences: By contrast, several gender differences
were substantial. All are significant at the .001 level and
exhibit Cohen’s d values ranging from .26 to 1.76. Men were
found to be Older [Ms = 33.7 vs 31.7, t(200) = 7.88, p <.001];

Copyright© Darren M. George, et al.

and Relational Satisfaction in Romantically Involved Heterosexual Couples. Psychol Psychology Res Int ] 2023,

8(3): 000351.


https://medwinpublishers.com/PPRIJ/

Psychology & Psychological Research International Journal

were rated more objectively physically attractive (OPA) [Ms
= 6.84 vs 6.12, t(200) = 7.09, p < .001]; were Taller [Ms =
70.7 vs 64.7, t(200) = 25.03, p < .001]; and had a higher
Leadership rating [Ms = 3.45 vs 2.96, t(200) = 5.61, p <.001].
Women Dressed better in Public [Ms = 4.64 vs 4.19, t(200)
=-7.38, p <.001]; and in Private [Ms = 4.01 vs 3.68, t(200) =
-6.22, p <.001].

For the four personality traits (where women rated the
men and men rated the women) women rated men lower
than men rated women on all four qualities, including:
Self-Esteem [Ms = 5.39 vs 4.96, t(200) = -5.10, p < .001];
Emotional Stability [Ms = 5.16 vs 4.26, t(200) = -7.71, p <
.001]; Agreeableness [Ms = 5.84 vs 5.56, t(200) = -3.64, p <
.001]; and Social Skills [Ms = 5.49 vs 5.17, t(200) = -4.18, p <
.001].

Correlations with Primary Dependent Variables

Correlates with the Man’s Relational Satisfaction. What
follows are bivariate correlations between all variables and
the man’s RS with significance <.001; The N for all correlates
is 201. RSmen is associated with: his Agreeableness (r =
.54), his Self-Esteem (r = .53), his Social Skills (r = .53), his
Emotional Stability (r = .45), perceiving his woman as more
attractive—PPAf (r = .29), her Agreeableness (r = .24),
her OPA (r = .23), her Social Skills (r = .23), her Emotional
Stability (r =.21), and her Self-Esteem (r =.21).

Correlates of the Woman’s Relational Satisfaction. What
followsarebivariate correlationsbetweenall variablesand the
woman'’s RS with significance <.001; The N for all correlates
is 201. RSwomen is associated with: her Agreeableness (r =
.41), his Agreeableness (r = .39), her Social Skills (r = .39),
her Emotional Stability (r = .37), his Self-Esteem (r = .35),
his Social Skills (r =.34), her Self-Esteem (r =.33), perceiving
her man as more attractive—PPAm (r =.27), her Leadership
(r =.25), her OPA (r = .22), and him perceiving her as more
attractive—PPAf (r = .21).

Correlates of the Man’s Rating of the Woman’'s Physical
Attractiveness. What follows are bivariate correlations
between all variables and the man’s rating of his partner’s
physical attractiveness—PPAf with significance < .001;
The N for all correlates is 201. PPAf is associated with: her
Agreeableness (r = .44), her Health and Vitality (r = .39),
his Self-Esteem (r = .36), his Social Skills (r = .32), how he
Dresses in Private (r = .32), her Social Skills (r = .30), her
Self-Esteem (r = .29), her Emotional Stability (r = .27), his
Emotional Stability (r =.25), how she Dresses in Private (r =
.25), his Agreeableness (r =.24), negatively with her BMI (r =
.20, p=.002), and her height (r=.18, p =.005). Note: the OPAf
doesn’t make the cut (r=.16, p =.025).
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Correlates of the Woman’s Rating of the Man’s Physical
Attractiveness. What follows are bivariate correlations
between all variables and the woman'’s rating of her partner’s
physical attractiveness—PPAm with significance <.001; The
N for all correlates is 201. PPAm is associated with: how
well she Dresses in Private (r = .38), how well he Dresses
in Private (r = .28), his Health and Vitality (r = .28), how
well she Dresses in Public (r = .27), her Health and Vitality
(r = .26), her being Younger (r = -.25), his Height (r = .24),
his being Younger (r = -.23), her Accomplishments (r = .22),
negatively with his BMI (r = -.21), her Leadership (r = .21),
his Accomplishments (r = .20). The objective attractiveness
of the man is close but doesn’'t make the cut: OPAm (r = .20,
p =.004).

Regressions

Two regressions are conducted: factors that predict
the man’s physical attractiveness (PPAm) and factors that
predict the woman’s physical attractiveness (PPAf). We
reserve the prediction of Relational Satisfaction for both men
and women for the structural models.

Predictors of Men'’s Physical Attractiveness (PPAm). For
men, 6 variables entered the regression equation: R(1, 194) =
.513,R*=.263,p <.001. Thus, this analysis reveals that 26.3%
of the variance in PPA for men is explained by predictors.
Significant predictors ranked ordered from high to low are:
The man’s Health and Vitality (B = .25), being Younger (p =
-.21), his OPA (B = .21), his level of Leadership (B =.16), his
partner’s Self-Esteem (3 = .12), and how well he Dresses in
Private (p =.10).

Predictors of the Women’s Physical Attractiveness
(PPAf). For women, 6 variables entered the regression
equation: R(1, 194) = .561, R? = .314, p < .001. Thus, this
analysis reveals that 31.4% of the variance in PPA for women
is explained by predictors. Significant predictors ranked
ordered from high to low are: The woman’s Health and
Vitality ( =.27), how the woman Dresses in Private (p =.23),
the woman’s Accomplishments ( =.20), the woman'’s Height
(B=.17), the woman’s OPA ( =.15), and a low BMI (B =-.12).

Structural Equation Modeling

Recall that SEM serves at least three masters in constructing
the model. First, you wanta model thatis a good fit of the data,
and many fitindices allow the researcher to assess the quality
of fit. Second, you want your model to be as parsimonious
as possible without the loss of valuable information. If you
connect all possible significant links, you can get a good fit,
but the model will often be too complex to interpret. Finally,
you want a model that has good face validity. It needs to make
sense to the reader, even a reader who is not fluent in SEM.
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The sample size (N = 201) is entirely adequate based on
the Bentler and Chow criterion of a 5:1 ration of participants
to free parameters [61]. With 18 free parameters (men) and
20 free parameters (women) both models are superior to the
5:1 ratio.

Relational Satisfaction for Men. For the men’s model, Fit
indices include: X? (3, N = 201) = 2.016, p = .57, The Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was < .001;
the 90% CI ranged from 0 to .10. The Comparative Fit Index
(CFI) was 1.000. These values indicate an excellent model fit
[62]. Note: all predictors are allowed to covary.

The Model for men employs two dependent variables
and nine predictors. The two primary dependent variables
are men'’s Rating of Attractiveness of his woman (PPAf) and
the men’s Relational Satisfaction (RSmen).

Predictors of the man’s rating his woman'’s attractiveness
(PPAf) include women’s Health and Vitality (p = .22),
the man’s Esteem (p = .16), the woman’s Height (f = .13),
how attractively the woman Dresses in Private (B = .12), her
objective physical attractiveness (OPAf, 3 =.10), the woman's
Agreeableness (B =.10), the man’s Social Skills (B =-.09), and
the woman’s BMI ( =.07).

Predictors of RSmen include the man’s Social Skills (
.28), the man’s Self Esteem ( = .27), the PPAf variable (3
.18), the OPAf (B = .13), and the woman’s Agreeableness
(B = .08.). The residual for RSmen of .604 (the amount of
variance not explained) indicates that 39.6% of variance in
RSmen is related to factors that predict his rating of physical
attractiveness of his woman. Figure 1 includes the Structural
Model for men.

Relational Satisfaction for Women. For the women’s
model, Fit indices include: X? (5, N = 201) = 3.443, p = .632,
The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was
<.001; the 90% CI ranged from 0 to .08. The Comparative
Fit Index (CFI) was 1.00. These values indicate an excellent
model fit.

The Model for women (like the men’s model) employs
two dependent variables and 11 predictors. The two primary
dependentvariables are the women’s Rating of Attractiveness
of her Man (PPAm) and the women'’s Relational Satisfaction
(RSwomen).

Predictors of how attractive the woman rates her man
(PPAm) include how well the woman Dresses in Public (B =
.33), if the woman’s OPAf is lower (B =-.22), the man’s Height
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(B =.19), the woman’s Emotional Stability (f =.18), the man’s
Social Skills (B = .17), the woman’s Accomplishments ( =
.10), the man’s BMI is lower (f = -.10), the average Age is
lower (3 =.08), Educational Discrepancy (p =.07), and how
attractively the woman Dresses in Private (§ =.07) .

Predictors of RSwomen include the Emotional Stability
of the woman (f = .25), the woman'’s Social Skills (B = .22),
Educational Discrepancy with her man (f = -.13), the PPAm
variable (B = .12), and the woman’s Accomplishments (8
= .07). Figure 2 includes the structural model for women.
The residual for RSwomen of .75 (the amount of variance
not explained) indicates that 25% of variance in RSwomen
is related to factors associated with her rating of physical
attractiveness of her man. Figure 2 displays the full structural
model.
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Some differences between the men’s and women'’s
models. The most substantive contrast between the two
diagrams is that the men’s model explains 39.6% of the
variance in man’s RS whereas the women’s model explains
only 25% of the variance in the woman'’s RS. This suggests
that the beauty-related factors have a greater impact on a
man’s RS than on women'’s RS. OPAf impacts both his rating
of her PPA and his own RS whereas OPAm has no impact on
either parallel variable in the women’s model. The OPAf has a
robust impact in the women’s model but only to decrease her
rating of Physical Attractiveness of the man. The woman'’s
Health has a robust impact on his rating of her PA whereas
the man’s Health doesn’t impact either dependent variable in
the woman’s model. How the woman dresses both in public
and in private impacts her rating of his PA. For men, how the
woman dresses in public has no impact on the model but
how she dresses in private does increase his rating of her
PPA. The man’s esteem has a robust impact on both his rating
of her PPA and his own RS whereas the woman'’s esteem
has no impact in either model. The woman'’s Agreeableness
impacts both the man’s rating of her PPA and his own RS;
Agreeableness is not a predictor in the Woman’s model. The
woman’s Accomplishments enhances both the rating of his
PPA and her own RS; Accomplishments is not a predictor in
the men’s model.

Some similarities between the men’s and women’s
models. For both models the man’s Height and BMI and
woman’s Height and BMI both influence, respectively, his
rating of her PPA and her rating of his PPA—height positively
and BMI negatively. The man’s Social Skills increases his
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own RS but reduces his rating of her PPA. The Social Skills
of the man also plays a major role in the woman'’s diagram,
improving her own RS and yielding a higher rating of his PPA.

Discussion

The discussion will take place in the following order.
(a) confirmation or non-confirmation of the results of the
George, Luo and colleagues article [1], (b) The contribution of
the measure of objective physical attractiveness (OPA). Next,
we consider a number of issues as revealed in the structural
model, including: (c) the differential impact of PPA in the
structural models for men and women, (d) the impact of OPA
in the model; (e) the influence of Self-Esteem, Emotional
Stability and Social Skills; (f) attractiveness of Dress in
Public and Private, and (g) the impact of Height and BMI for
both men and women. We continue with a consideration
of gender differences and conclude with a summary of the
study’s most important takeaways, weaknesses of the study
and implications for future investigations.

Confirmation of Findings of the 2015 Article. Recall that
the study was designed, among other things, to replicate
the George and colleagues [1] and the Kirkpatrick, et al. [2]
results. There were only two components of the George et
al. study that could be exactly replicated (variables were
measured identically), that is, the impact of PPA (the criss-
crossed values) on RS and the impact of discrepancy of PPA
(if one is more attractive than the other) on RS. Bivariate
correlations are used in the discussion that follows as they
allow for exact comparisons.
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For the former topic (impact of PPA on RS), results were
replicated with one exception—correlations listed are in
the order of present study then 2015. The woman’s PPA was
associated with her man’s RS (rs = .21, .22) and her own (rs
=.22,.28). The man’s PPA was associated with his woman’s
RS (rs = .25, .30) But contrasting with the 2015 study, not
his own (rs =.09ns, .25). In fact, the overriding thrust of the
results of this study in general, is that the man’s PPA or OPA
does not have as great an impact on relational satisfaction for
the women as the women’s PPA and OPA has for men.

Discrepancy of PPA was not central to this study,
however, identical calculations were possible for both
studies. The measure was simply the absolute value of the
man’s PPA minus the woman’s PPA. All values are positive
with a large value indicating a large discrepancy and a small
value indicating similarity of physical attractiveness. A
discrepancy for men or women (the values are identical for
both) significantly diminished the man’s RS in the present
study (r = -.15, p =.02); less so in the 2015 study (r =-.09, p
=.02). The discrepancy for the woman did not significantly
impact her RS in either study (rs =-.09ns, -.06ns). Once again,
the theme of physical attractiveness playing a greater role in
the man’s RS is noted.

The Contrast between Self-Rating and Partner-Rating.
The impact of the self-rating and the partner-rating of
physical attractiveness, revealed two broad themes: (a) The
self-rating had little or no impact on RS; (b) the partner rating
had substantial impact on RS. The woman’s self-rating of PPA
had no impact on either the man’s or the woman'’s RS (rs =
.03ns,.04ns). The man’s self-rating followed a similar course:
No impact on his own RS (r = -.02ns) and slight enhancement
of the woman’s RS (r =.13, p =.04).

These results contrasted with the partner ratings for
both men and women in which the impact on the rater is
greater than the impact on the one being rated. The man’s
rating of the woman’s attractiveness is associated with his
own RS (r =.29, p <.001) and his partner (r =.22, p <.001).
The woman'’s rating of the man’s attractiveness is associated
with her own RS (r = .27, p < .001) but barely impacts her
partner’s (r = .12, p = .02). This image is consistent with
gender stereotypes displayed in many movies (and in real
life): When the woman tells her terminally unattractive
husband “Honey, you are soooo attractive” the comment is
typically met with a grunt of disgust. When the man praises
the beauty of his woman (regardless of her actual level of
beauty) she often swoons with pleasure.

Objective Physical Attractiveness. The impact of OPA
(Objective Physical Attractiveness) was not impressive. That
may be due to one or both of the standard two reasons:
(a) the measure is flawed, or (b) there really isn't much of
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an effect. The authors feel that, despite effort, the present
instrument seemed to do no better at operationalizing this
illusive construct than others. There were significant effects
consistent with beauty being more important to the man
than to the woman. The man’s OPA had no effect on his own
RS nor on his partner’s (rs = .04ns, .09ns). The women’s OPA
was significantly associated with the man’s RS (r = .23, p <
.001) and her own (r =.22, p <.001).

Correlates of OPA with the perceptual measures (PPA)
were not high. Men’s OPA correlated .33 with the man’s PPA
(criss-crossed); the woman’s OPA correlated .24 with the
woman’s PPA. For self-ratings, Men’s OPA correlated .31
with his self-rating; women’s OPA correlated .20 with her
self-rating. The lowest scores occurred with the rating of the
partner. Men’s OPA correlated .20 with his partner’s rating;
the women’s OPA correlated .16 with the man’s rating. The
issue of significance is quite beside the point. The reality is
that correlations between OPA and any of the perceptual
variables are objectively low. These findings support the
original premise of this research: the perception of the
physical attractiveness of one’s romantic partner is affected
by many factors other than OPA.

Differences as Revealed in the Structural Model

Differential Impact of Physical Attractiveness for Men
and Women. The hypothesis that the overall impact of
beauty-related variables would have a greater impact on
men’s relational satisfaction than woman'’s, was confirmed.
Almost 40% of the variance in men’s RS is associated directly
or indirectly with beauty related variables whereas only
25% of the variance in Women'’s RS was predicted. Also, the
direct link between Perception of Physical Attractiveness and
Relational Satisfaction was substantially stronger for men (3
=.18) than forwomen ( =.12). Further the objective measure
of physical attractiveness (OPA) was a significant predictor
of both the man’s rating of his partner’s physical attractive
and his own relational satisfaction. For women, OPA did not
enter the equation as predictors of either variable; with the
exception that the woman’'s OPA was negatively associated
with rating of the man’s PPA. As the discussion continues
reasons for these differences are explored.

Social Skills, Emotional Stability, and Self-Esteem. For
any of the trait variables remember that this is the woman’s
rating of her partner and the man’s rating of his partner. Thus,
the variables are entirely perceptual with no effort toward an
objective measure. The womens’ Social SKills (as perceived
by her husband) did not have any impact on the rating of PPA
or RS for either men or women. By contrast, mens’ Social
Skills were a major player. If the man was judged to have
good Social Skills it was associated with greater RS for the
woman (B =.22) and a higher rating of PPA of her man (B
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=.17). For the man, his Social Skills also played a major, but
contrasting, role in the men’s model. Excellent Social Skills
was the greatest single predictor of his relational satisfaction
(B =.28). Good Social Skills was also associated with a lower
rating of his the woman’s attractiveness (§ = -.09).

The man’s rated Emotional Stability did not play a role
in either the men’s or the women’s model. Also, the woman'’s
Emotional Stability had no impact on the men’s model but
was a major player in her own. Her own Emotional Stability
(as judged by her man) was the single greatest predictor of
her own relational satisfaction in the structural model (8
=.25). It also strongly affected her rating of her husband’s
physical attractiveness (p =.18). Recall, again, that this is the
man'’s rating of his woman’s Emotional Stability.

By contrast, the woman’s rating of her man’s Self-
Esteem was not a predictor in the woman’s model but was
a robust predictor in the men’s model. The woman’s rating
of the man’s Self-Esteem was a substantial predictor of his
perception of her attractiveness ( =.16) and an even greater
predictor of his own relational satisfaction (§ =.27).

Attractiveness of Dress in Public and Private. How the
man dressed in public (for all to see) or in private (for only
his partner to see) had no impact on either the mens’ or the
womens’ model. However, both public and private dress of
the woman played a significant role in both models. For men
a woman dressing nicely in private was associated with his
rating her more attractive ( = .12) but had no impact on his
own RS. The woman dressing well in public was the greatest
single predictor of her rating of the attractiveness of her man
(B = .33) and also significantly predicted her own relational
satisfaction (B =.10)—perhaps suggesting thata woman who
dresses nicely in public regards herself positively; resulting
in greater life satisfaction (measured here as relational
satisfaction). How the woman dressed in private was also a
significant predictor of her rating the attractiveness of her
man (B =.07).

Tallness and BMI. Height and BMI (for both men and
women) had no impact on RS for either men or women.
However, both variables had parallel effects for rating the
attractiveness of their partner’s PPA. The woman’s BMI was
negatively associated (8 = -.07) and her height was positively
associated (B = .13) with the man’s rating of her physical
attractiveness. An identical (but stronger) pattern emerged
for men: The man’s BMI was negatively associated (f = -.10)
and his height was positively associated (B = .19) with the
woman'’s rating of his physical attractiveness.

Gender Differences. Men had higher OPA and greater
leadership skills and women dressed better in public and
private. The differences were substantial (Cohen’s d values
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ranged from .40 to .56) but are not surprising, except for
the man having greater OPA. The authors, however, suggest
that it is probably a flaw in the instrument rather than an
objective difference. What was more intriguing was that for
the three personality constructs women judged their men
more harshly (that is, possessing less of these desirable
qualities) than men judged their women. The differences
were substantial: t values ranging from -3.6 to -7.7; Cohen’s
d values ranging from -.26 to -.54; all significance < .001.
Neither theory nor literature lends support to this unusual
finding.

Conclusion

The biggest takeaways are the replication of the 2015
research with the shift toward an understanding that
men’ relational satisfaction is more influenced by beauty-
related factors than are women. The second might be a
more thorough exploration of factors that impact both the
rating of one’s partner’s physical attractive and relational
satisfaction. Third is that the structural models for men
and women point to a very different dynamic of factors
associated with predictors of physical attractiveness and
relational satisfaction. Finally, is the perceptual nature of
the study. By including the perspectives of both partners in
the relationship, and the more unusual instance of subjects
rating only their partner’s personal qualities (Self-Esteem,
Agreeableness, Emotional Stability, Social Skills) rather than
their own, underlines the impact of perception rather than
objective reality.

The efforts at objectifying physical attractiveness was
disappointing. The only interesting findings that employed
this variable included: (a) the OPA of the woman has a
significant impact on both the man’s rating of the woman’s
PPA and his own relational satisfaction. It was also associated
with the woman rating her partner substantially less
attractive. (b) the OPA of the man had no impact on any of the
analyses. And (c) The very low bivariate correlations between
OPA and the PPA of both men and women—undergirded
the premise of the study: Judgement of the attractiveness of
one’s romantic partner is related to many factors other than
any objective beauty.

The final two paragraphs point out weaknesses of the
study, yes, but also reveal avenues for more comprehensive
results in future studies.

The first is the low amount of variability in PPA
explained by predictors. For women (in regressions), ten
predictors explained only 26.3% of the variance in her
rating of the man’s physical attractiveness. For men, eight
predictors explained only 31.4% of the variance of his rating
of the woman’ physical attractiveness. The numbers may be

Copyright© Darren M. George, et al.

and Relational Satisfaction in Romantically Involved Heterosexual Couples. Psychol Psychology Res Int ] 2023,

8(3): 000351.


https://medwinpublishers.com/PPRIJ/

Psychology & Psychological Research International Journal

disappointing, but it does provide motivation to see if a more
complete set of predictors can explain a greater proportion
of that variance [63-67].

The second involves the measure of objective physical
attractiveness. The Authors give themselves high marks on
only one aspect of the measure of OPA: a set of pictures (for
each physical-attractiveness quality) to assist the rater in
creating a more objective judgment. However, it was a mistake
to relegate rating the attractiveness to a single individual who
knew them personally. In the future, the measure could be
improved by: (a) use of opposite-sex objective raters who do
not know the target personally. If resources allow, more than
three raters would be desirable. (b) Make use of pictures and
videos to assist the raters. The videos would allow raters to
consider more factors than just a static physical image. With
cell phones’ capacity to shoot video, this is not nearly the
barrier it might have been in the past. (c) As much as possible
standardize factors such as dress or accesorization for the
video. For instance, when subjects are videoed, they might
be instructed to use clothing, makeup, and accesorization to
present a pleasing image.
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