Do birds of a feather stick together?
Relationship Formation, physical attractiveness and similarity.    
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[bookmark: _Hlk514075925][bookmark: _Hlk514076647]Research on attraction has been well documented and has identified many variables that are associated with mutual attraction. Physical attractiveness, similarity and evolutionary perspectives are the focus of this discussion. It is conceivable that people with similar attitudes and attractiveness will like each other (Aronson, Worchel, 1966). Tagiuri, (1958, cited in Backman & Secord 1959) reports congruency as being the most powerful characteristic of attraction. Perceptual factors such as security and similarity are also significant predictors of attraction (Klohnen & Shanhong 2003). Intimacy begins and continues when the revealing of personal feelings are expressed and are reciprocally supported in an empathetic manner, it is then that the interaction becomes intimate as there are feelings of value, understanding and caring (Reis & Shaver 1988). Rosenfeld (1964, cited in Walster, Aronson, Abrahams, & Rottman, 1966) indicates an individual’s choice in a partner is assumptive of whether or not his chosen mate would reciprocate, Goffman (1952, cited in Walster, et al., 1966) suggests that feelings and romantic choices are affected by the object of your desire being reciprocal in their affections.

Complimentary or similar? Do opposites attract, or is it perception of similarity? Dryer & Horowitz (1997) study paired participants in two studies examining the influence that similar or complimentary partners had on the satisfaction of dyadic interactions. The complimentary study paired dominant with submissive partners and vice versa, participants in this group reported higher satisfaction than the grouping of similar partners. The study also highlighted that participants in each group that were satisfied, perceived their partners to be similar to themselves. 

Experiments by Gold, Ryckman & Mosley (1984) attempted to see if low level attraction towards a person that is attitudinally dissimilar could be increased when manipulated in a romantic mood induction, opposed to a non-manipulated condition. Male subjects met a female confederate with an attractive appearance who engaged in conversation with them while showing interest, leaning into them and eye contact. The experiment did find that the male subjects were more attracted to the female confederate in the romantic mood induction than those not exposed to the manipulated control. The males in the romantic mood induction also had the perception that the attractive female (although dissimilar) was in fact similar to themselves. There is also support for individuals choosing partners that appear to have a physical and personality resemblance to themselves, also, couples perceived that personality traits seem to reflect the longevity of the relationship, as couples grow more similar during the relationship (Little, Burt & Perrett 2006). 

[bookmark: _Hlk514078951]Physical attractiveness is valued higher for men while earning potential is of higher value to women (Eastwick & Finkel 2008). Socioeconomic status also plays a role in partner pairing. While men see physical attractiveness more than women, men also integrate information on a potential mates’ socioeconomic status into their decision making when deciding if she is to be considered a suitable romantic partner; however, men preferred a lower socioeconomic status in contrast to women who preferred a higher socioeconomic status in their mate (Greitemeyer 2008). This was more pronounced when considering a romantic relationship for the long-term and not so important for a one-night stand, additionally, the lower likelihood of a romantic partnership with a woman whose high socioeconomic status was due to a higher level of education rather than income; men perceived higher education in a potential romantic partner as less likeable and less faithful (Greitemeyer 2008).

[bookmark: _Hlk514078644][bookmark: _Hlk514078729]Walster, et al., (1966) proposed that a partner of similar social desirability would be preferable and conducted a field study in an attempt to apply “level of aspiration theory” to, “choice of social goals”, this hypothesis was not confirmed. The determinant in the male liking his partner, wanting to date and how often he wanted to date came down to how attractive his partner was. It is suggested that partners pair together based on social desirability, it is also argued that we tend to approach those dates who are more socially desirable, thus, selecting each other, and, that social desirability influences the perception of achieving our goal (Berscheid, Dion, Walster, & Walster 1971). Women find prosocial men more sexually attractive, physically attractive and socially desirable than men that are non-prosocial, also the dominant male was more attractive to women – attractiveness was interactive with prosocial tendencies and dominance (Jensen-Campbell, Graziano, & West, 1995). However, it is suggested that men and women who are attractive are perceived as being more sociable, socially skilled, dominant and intelligent than less physically attractive people (Feingold 1992).

[bookmark: _Hlk514083518][bookmark: _Hlk514083705]So what features do men and women find attractive and do these features influence our social perception of the opposite sex or is it primal instinct? Features we find attractive can underline reproductive and fertility strength in the opposite sex, for example, attractive men have higher quality sperm, fertility is higher in women with attractive bodies and if you have an attractive voice you are more likely to lose your virginity earlier (Gallup & Frederick 2010). Women with an hour glass figure (low waist to hip ratio, WHR) are, to men, more attractive and fertile (Singh 1993), whereas men with a more wedge-shaped torso (narrower hips and broader shoulders, high shoulder to hip ratio, SHR) indicating higher testosterone levels (Kasperk, et al., 1997) are more physically attractive to women (Dijkstra & Buunk, 2001). Women with an hour glass figure are perceived as more attractive and both socially and physically dominant as are men with a high SHR, additionally, there is support that both men and women pay attention to their rival - Women looked at women’s waist, hips and legs while men looked at a man’s shoulder’s, chest and stomach while evaluating the potential threat of their rival (Dijkstra & Bunk, 2001). Evolution does provide the tools to understanding the diverse preferences we have when choosing a mate, historically women unable to birth would perish with their baby, thus, not passing on their genes or those of their mate, it is clear that passing on one’s genes to the next generation is reliant on choosing a mate that is reproductively viable (Gallup & Frederick 2010). 

[bookmark: _Hlk514083891]Attractiveness, from an evolutionary perspective, suggests men and women select a mate that enables them to enhance their reproductive success, this includes some gender specific strategies. For example, a woman who chooses a male of high-status has security when raising her offspring, and a man’s reproductive success is in choosing a woman who is capable of reproducing.  A man’s status is achieved as a result of successful competition within the economic and social hierarchy, this value can be easily seen, a woman’s reproductive value however (in regard to fertility and ovulation) is not so easily assessed so attractiveness becomes the male’s cue (Singh 1993).
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