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Abstract The ultimate aim of human survival is propagation of DNA through reproduction and to enhance the fitness.
Reproduction requires mates and sex. Human mate choice is complicated because a combination of influences always works.
Men prefer young women with a low waist-to-hip ratio and are more interested in short-term casual sex than women. A man's
mate value depends on his wealth, status, and power whereas a woman’s mate value is influenced by her youth and physical
attractiveness. In humans, both sexes tend to be choosy .Facial symmetry, facial averageness, facial expression of sex hor-
mone levels, and male upper-body musculature, function as fitness indicators. Average faces are attractive in males, but
females with more neotenous faces, including large eyes, small noses, and full lips are more attractive. Males with testos-
terone-induced features such as high cheekbones, strong jaws, strong chins, and large noses are attractive. Similarities and
dissimilarities in the mate choice of men and women are reviewed. Understanding the good gene based mate choice is yet to
be conclusive. However, the indicators of mate choice have the genetic basis. Therefore, it seems probable that selection for

genetic quality is the key criteria in human mate choice.
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1. Introduction

Attempts have taken to explain “why we behave the way,
we do”. Human behaviours often attract media attention.
However, many aspects of human behaviour are controver-
sial[1].Human behaviour is determined by a multitude of
constantly changing and interacting variables. On a personal
level, knowledge, attitudes, goals, power, and personality
determine the individual’s disposition toward performing
certain behaviours[2].

Sexual selection occurs due to competition within each
sex to attract sexual partners of the opposite sex[3]. Two
kinds of sexual selection are aggressive rivalry and mate
choice[4]. Rivalry between males produces weapons like
sharp teeth. Mate choice by females produces ornaments like
colorful tails. Darwin considered female mate choice in
producing male ornaments. Biologists, after Darwin, em-
phasized on male rivalry, rejecting the possibility of female
choice[3]. In sexual selection, competitive males struggle for
possession of females by acquiring territories and status, and
repelling rivals. Ornaments, the species-recognition signals,
help animals to avoid mating with the wrong species. Sexual
selection often produces sex differences, but not always. In
humans, both sexes tend to be choosy, and evolve sexual
ornaments[3]. Biological variables indirectly induce physi-
ological, psychological, and social events which in teract
with the cultural context and leads to sexual preferences[5]
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in human. The pairing process in human affect survival rates,
population size[6], and the future of the human race.

2. Mate Selection Indicators

Such indicators are discussed under the following two
heads:

2.1. Fitness Indicator Theory

Many sexually-selected traits like health and genetic
quality are reliable indicators of mate choice[7]. These traits,
called the fitness indicators, determine the individual's ex-
pected Darwinian fitness[3]. Choosing sexual partners with
high fitness ensure high chances of transmitting good genes
to the offspring. Indicators are costly for becoming reliable
and are usually subjected to the 'handicap principle'[7].
Cheap, easy-to-grow and maintain indicators could be faked
by unhealthy, unfit individuals and the indicator would lose
its value as a signal, and receivers would ignore it. The in-
dicator must have higher relative costs to an unfit animal
than it does to a highly fit animal[8]. Handicap principle is a
major theme in sexual selection research[9]. Vulnerable
traits amplify the apparent variance in phenotypic quality
across individuals[10]. Visible individual differences am-
plify the power of sexual selection to evolve ornament qual-
ity and fitness in mate choice[l11]. Many cues of human
physical beauty function as fitness indicators.

2.2. Indicators of Genetic Quality

Fitness indicators often advertise good genes. 'Good gene'
shows a genotype with few expressed deleterious mutations
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for lowering fitness. Sexual selection for indicators of ge-
netic quality is a major factor in long-lived species to persist
in the face of mutation's entropic power[12]. The spread of
harmful mutations may be limited by evolution of sexual
reproduction[13]. Indicators of genetic quality can be bodily
traits, or behavioral traits. Behaviours are often better fitness
indicators because brains are the complex, hard to grow,
costly to maintain, and easy to disrupt, compared to other
organs[3]. Some behaviours show an individual's genotype
depending on more complex neurogenetic developmental
pathways[11]. As selection should have eliminated mal-
adaptive genetic variation, it makes sense for traits that
evolved under natural selection for survival, but they do not
make sense for sexually selected fitness indicators[14]. To
be reliable, fitness indicators must be difficult to produce for
low-fitness individuals[8]. In most cultures “goodness and
beauty are the same”[15]. Our sense of beauty has shaped by
evolution to aware of what is costly versus cheap, and fit
versus unfit. All animal signalling systems convey primarily
the fitness information about the signaller[16].

Indicator for mate choice includes revealing age, health,
nutritional status, size, strength, aggressive dominance, so-
cial status, disease resistance, or overall vigor[17]. Indicators
advertise resources and health relevant to raising offspring,
although always not advertise genetic quality. Females shape
males to function as a genetic sieve [18], select those males
with good genes, and ignore those with the bad. Moderate
dimorphism occurs with intense sexual competition between
males than between females[19]. Symmetry correlates with
"developmental competence"- resistance to disease, injury,
and harmful mutations that cause "fluctuating asymmetry"
during development[20].

2.3. Facial Signals

Facial musculature is well-developed for displaying ex-
pressions[21]. Bilateral symmetry, average, and secondary
sexual characters characterize attractive face[22]. Facial
symmetry is a marker of health. Some individuals withstand
stress and show less asymmetry. Humans prefer to mate
people with symmetrical facial features. Asymmetric facial
features are less healthy and less attractive[23]. Social
judgment that makes from the faces is attractiveness. Greater
exaggeration characterized symmetrical faces of robust and
neoteny features. Facial asymmetry (FA) shows genetic
disturbances and increases with exposure to environmental
perturbations during development. Bilateral symmetry is
related with heterozygosity and resistance to infection. Men
with asymmetric faces and body features have higher basal
metabolic rates, lower 1Qs, and fewer sexual partners than
their more symmetric peers[24]. The relationship of sym-
metry, averageness and facial attractiveness, each of which
may be attractive, as they are related to judgments of
physical health, also known as the "good genes" approach
[25]. This approach states that the attractive features repre-
sent freedom from parasites and infections. FA, hormone
markers in the face, facial structure in general, and physical
attractiveness are heritable[26].
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2.4. Beauty and Intelligence

Beauty is an indicator of health. Physically attractive
people are healthier than less attractive people[27]. Human
perceives attractive others as more intelligent, good, com-
petent in general and competent at specific task[28]. Men
like young and attractive women, and women like rich and
powerful men[29]. Infants (12-month old) play longer with
facially attractive dolls than with unattractive dolls. Thus,
judging the standard of beauty might be innate not
learned[30] and is culturally universal and invariant[31]. FA
of faces increases with exposure to toxins and genetic dis-
ruptions[32]. Individuals with attractive faces have less
chance to be homozygous on deleterious alleles[33]. Skin
tone and luminosity show a person's health ,reproductive
capability and may be a major signal for mate selection,
attractiveness and perceived ages. Women with hourglass
figure are more fertile due to high female hormone level.
Beauty blinds people[34]. Middle-class girls have higher 1Qs,
and more attractive than working class[35]. In long term
relationship, men prefer intelligent marriage partner[36].
Facial attractiveness significantly correlates with IQ among
both men and women throughout the life course except late
adulthood.

2.5. Thinness and Fatness

Female body fats have several fitness enhancing functions
including insulation, storage of calories and fertility regula-
tion[37]. Men with scarce resources prefer heavier women.
Men with abundant resources prefer thinner women. Ugan-
dan participants assign higher attractiveness ratings to more
obese male and female than do British participants[38]. A
direct relationship between socioeconomic status and female
obesity rate in developing societies and an inverse relation-
ship in developed nations is recorded[39]. Resource avail-
ability may be a driving force in determining mate prefer-
ence[40].

2.6. Waist -to- Hip Ratio

Male preference for a Waist-to-Hip Ratio (WHR)
is .70.The WHR of healthy, pre-menopausal women in de-
veloped societies typically ranges from .67 to .80[41-43].
Men prefer female figures that varied in both WHR and total
amount of fat. Men find women with low WHRs the most
attractive. Women with a .70 WHR are more attractive than
women with .80, who in turn is more attractive than women
with .90. However, every culture tested so far has been ex-
posed to the potentially confounding effects of western me-
dia[44]. Wetsman and Marlowe[45] examined male WHR
preferences in a foraging Hadza society and found that
Hadza strongly preferred heavier women over thinner
women, and they did not systematically prefer either a .7
Oor .9 0 WHR. This suggests that mate preference could be
sensitive to food scarcity. A low WHR woman is more fertile,
which make them lucrative mates than high-WHR women.
Body-weight-matched girls with lower WHR exhibit earlier
pubertal endocrine activity, as measured by high levels of
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lutenizing hormone, follicle-stimulating hormone, and ster-
oid activity. Married women with higher WHR and lower
body mass index (BMI) reported difficulty in becoming
pregnant. Their first live birth occurs at a later age than
married women with lower WHR. Difference in WHR be-
tween women who did and did not face difficulty in be-
coming pregnant was 0.838 vs. 0.840[46]. Difference in
WHR between women who had their first live birth before 30
and those having their first birth after 30 was 0.838 versus
0.843. Men are attracted to low waist-to-hip ratios in females,
and a low female waist-to-hip ratio correlate with youth,
fertility, and health[47].

2.7. Social Status

Higher status persons are generally taller than lower-status
people. In the past, many competitions for status were the
physical, although alliances and coalitions were also im-
portant[48]. Since 1776, only two U.S. Presidents were be-
low average in height, and the taller candidate almost always
wins the Presidential election[49]. Men who occupy higher
status position are more intelligent. The U.S. Department of
labor shows the following mean IQs for selected occupation
engineer(130),accountant(118),teacher(114),bookkeeper (11
0),photographer(108),stenographer(106),machinist(104),car
penter(99), laborers(92) and stock clerk(84)[50]. Among
both black and whites, upwardly mobile women are more
physically attractive than others[51]. General intelligence is
largely heritable[52]. Women of higher socio-economic
status could afford relationship with lower status males since
they could provide resources, yet they increase their re-
quirements. Cross-cultural study shows that sex difference
with the emphasis on resource-acquisition characteristics
diminish in gender-egalitarian societies[53]. This has been
generalized that intra-culturally women's preferences for
high status mates increase with their socio-economic struc-
ture[54].

2.8. Other Criteria of Mate Choice

Women, for marriage, prefer a man with a wide smile,
small eyes, a big nose, and a large jaw which indicate a
strong testosterone level. Distance from eyes to chin and size
of lips shows female attractiveness. Immunocompetence
directly related to immune gene (MHC) diversity is an im-
portant determinant of fitness[55]. For increasing immune
gene diversity in offspring, individuals can mate promiscu-
ously and choice mate[56]. Permanent enlargement of
breasts and buttocks is effective at concealing ovulation[57].
Men with higher testosterone have more masculine faces.
Higher androgen levels in men exhibit masculine features:
taller, darker, more muscular, with lower pitched voices, and
deposits of adipose tissue that increase the waist to hip ratio
(WHR) compared to desirable females[41]. High estrogen
levels in women cause large breasts and narrow waists[58],
high pitched voices.

Physically appealing androgenic characteristics like
height, darker complexion, and masculine facial features
might explain a preference for a tall, dark, handsome, and

dominant male, since these characteristics are associated
with androgenic pheromones[59]. Women and men want
intelligent, kind, understanding, dependable and healthy
mates. Mutual attraction and love emerged as most valued
qualities in a spouse[60]. Men ideally like 18 mate in their
lifetime, whereas women average 4.5[61]. Hypotheses about
benefits of women from short term mating are formu-
lated[62]. Women rate the emotional stability and family
orientation of prospective marriage partners more highly
than do men[63]. They prefer men with who feel physically
safe and protective for them[64]. Many women prefer men
with who can develop an intimate and emotionally satisfying
relationship (Buss, 1994). Women prefer taller men with an
athletic and symmetric body shape and wider shoulders[63]
and consider prominent cheek bone as this is related andro-
gen/ estrogen ratios during puberty[65].

Most men want a long term marriage partner, and many
women only want a long term partner[66]. Men are predicted
to be nearly as choosy as women and show both similarities
and differences in the criteria used to choose long term
mate[67]. Women are attracted to a best combination of
neonatous, mature and expressive facial features[68]. Such
studies can be linked to power, status, maturity and socia-
bility. Men and women having similar minds exhibit the
mutuality in mate choice[69].

3. Discussions

Human mate choice is a product of evolutionary history
and reflects the mechanisms that influenced the evolution
and proximate expression of mate choices in other species
[70]. Mate choice and attendant cognitions and behaviours of
both sexes have evolved to exploit the reproductive potential
and reproductive investment of the opposite sex. Individual
mate value drives the dynamics of male-male and female-
female competition for the best mates. It is biological and
social evolutionary perspective that needs to be considered
for understanding mate choice in human. Uniform rules for
human mate choice appears to be lacking. Biologic- social-,
cultural-, and economic- factors are involved in human mate
choice. The ultimate aims of human survival are propagation
of DNA through reproduction. Mating with unhealthy part-
ner generally results in unhealthy offspring, while in a joint
venture with an attractive high quality mate, high quality
genes are much likely to be passed on. This is reflected when
modern women choose their sperm donors very carefully.

The influence of human stature in mating pattern is
known[72]. Females emphasize less on physical attractive-
ness than males[73]. Female preferences for stature and BMI
are relatively good predictors of attractiveness[74]. Natural
selection favors young intelligent males[75]. Sexual selec-
tion favors male leadership and tool making[76] and ac-
counts for the evolution of language[77]. Warfare for pos-
session of females and mating-relevant resources is a major
force in human evolution[78]. Oratory as an arena of male
competition is suggested along with its role in the evolution
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of language[79]. As females fitness is determined by their
offspring's survival, female exhibits choosiness[80].

On a proximate level, they choice directly through pref-
erence or resistance,or indirectly through oestrus adver-
tisement. On an ultimate level, females choose for direct
benefit like paternal care or indirect benefits like 'good
genes'[81]. Male reproductive success depends primarily on
the number of females they can fertilize[82]. MHC consti-
tution is an important factor that participates in mate choice
decisions. The most important hypotheses explaining mate
choice mechanisms are the disassortative mating hypothesis
and the good-genes-as-heterozygosity hypothesis[55]. This
hypothesis state that mate choice may function to avoid
incompatibility between maternal and paternal genes or
inbreeding and would lead to offspring being genetically
different from each parent. As most indicators of mate choice
have the genetic basis, it seems probable that genetic quality
is central theme in mate choice in human. Preferences for sex
partner in human male and female differ in key criteria with
strong evolutionary significance. Age, physical attractive-
ness, resources or social skills may be important in mate
choice[71]. Women pay much emphasis to commitment and
resources[36].
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