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DARWIN’S PROBLEM:
EVOLUTIONARY AESTHETICS AND THE SENSE OF BEAUTY

Humans tend to judge and sort parts of their social and non-social environment permanently into a few basic categories:
those parts they like and those parts they don’t. Indeed we have developed aesthetic preferences for those things and people
we are exposed to. And, needless to say, these preferences shape our behavioural choices — our tendency to seek out or avoid
what the world has to offer to us. Humans and other animals have evolved preferences for food and habitats, for naturally
occurring sensations like smells and sounds, as well as for the broad array of culturally created artefacts.

Last but not least, humans have also evolved aesthetic preferences for their sexual and social companions. Here we will
review the current approaches in attractiveness research, and deal with the obsession about beauty. We review the biological
constraints which create the bases for beauty traits as honest mating signals. If evolutionary approaches to beauty are correct,
beauty signals should have a direct relation to health, and reproductive success.

The pillars of beauty identified up to now are averageness, symmetry, and sex-hormone markers, which find their expression
in form, skin texture, body motion, body odour, voices and hair complexion. We suggest that the content of these signals is

redundant, and points in the same direction.
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Humans tend to judge and sort their social
and non-social environment permanently into a
few basic categories: “likes” and “don’t likes”.
Indeed we have developed general preferences
for our social and non-social environment. These
preferences can be subsumed under the term
“evolutionary aesthetics [Voland & Grammer,
2003].

Humans and animals have evolved preferences
for mates, food, habitats, smells and objects. Those
stimuli that promoted reproductive success are
bound to positive emotional feelings towards
them, and humans develop an obsession-like
attitude towards aesthetics and beauty. Although
we “are all legally equal”, people are often treated
differently according to their physical appearance.
This differential treatment by others starts early
in life. Three-month-old children gaze longer at
attractive faces than at unattractive faces. From
theses results Langlois, Roggman, and Reiser-
Danner (1990) conclude that beauty standards
are not learned but that there is an innate beauty
detector. Attractive children receive less punishment
than unattractive children for the same types of
misbehavior. Differential treatment goes on at
school, college and even university [Baugh &

Parry, 1991]. In this part of our lives attractiveness
is coupled to academic achievements - attractive
students receive better grades. Even when we apply
for jobs, appearance may dominate qualification
[Collins & Zebrowitz, 1995]. This differential
treatment reaches its culmination perhaps in the
judiciary, where attractiveness can lead to better
treatment and easier convictions. However, this is
only the case, if attractiveness did not play a role
in the crime [Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986].

We even believe that attractive people are
better — “what is beautiful is good” is a common
standard in our thinking according to Dion,
Berscheid and Walster (1972).

This raises the question: Where does this
obsessive preoccupation with beauty and
attractiveness come from? We will outline here
that human mate selection criteria, which have
evolved through human evolutionary history, are
responsible for the shaping of our perception of
attractiveness and beauty.

Darwin’s problem

Darwin himself had already promoted this
idea and laid the foundation to any theoretical
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development in this direction. In regard to a general
sense of beauty Darwin writes in the “Descent
of Man™: “... This sense has been declared to be
peculiar to man. [ refer here only to the pleasure
given by certain colours, forms, and sounds, and
which may fairly be called a sense of the beautiful;
with cultivated men such sensations are, however,
intimately associated with complex ideas and
trains of thought. “ and ... Why certain bright
colours should excite pleasure cannot, [ presume,
be explained, any more than why certain flavours
and scents are agreeable, but habit has something
to do with the result, for that which is at first
unpleasant to our senses, ultimately becomes
pleasant, and habits are inherited. With respect
to sounds, Helmholtz has explained to a certain
extent on physiological principles, why harmonies
and certain cadences are agreeable. But besides
this, sounds frequently recurring at irregular
intervals are highly disagreeable, as every one will
admit who has listened at night to the irregular
flapping of a rope on board ship.” And further
on “The same principle seems to come into play
with vision, as the eye prefers symmetry or figures
with some regular recurrence. Patterns of this
kind are employed by even the lowest savages
as ornaments, and they have been developed
through sexual selection for the adornment of
some male animals. *“ and “Whether we can or
not give any reason for the pleasure thus derived
from vision and hearing, yet man and many of
the lower animals are alike pleased by the same
colours, graceful shading and forms, and the
same sounds *“ [Darwin, 1871. P. 99].

Darwin already mentions all principles, which
are employed to explain aesthetic perception today.
Although Darwin had grasped the basic principle,
he had no explication for the sense of beauty in
animals and man, and when reading the “Descent
of man” the reader finds Darwin wandering in
between the assumptions that evolution must have
worked on aesthetic preferences in both animals
and humans, and a general cultural variation
of these aesthetic preferences. After reviewing
the evidence he had at this time, he came to the
conclusion: “It is certainly not true that there is in
the mind of man any universal standard of beauty
with respect to the human body. It is, however,
possible that certain tastes may in the course of
time become inherited, though there is no evidence
in favour of this belief: and if so, each race would
possess its own innate ideal standard of beauty.

It has been argued that ugliness consists in an
approach to the structure of the lower animals, and
no doubt this is partly true with the more civilised
nations, in which intellect is highly appreciated;
but this explanation will hardly apply to all forms
of ugliness. The men of each race prefer what they
are accustomed to, they cannot endure any great
change, but they like variety, and admire each
characteristic carried to a moderate extreme.) Men
accustomed to a nearly oval face, to straight and
regular features, and to bright colours, admire, as
we Europeans know, these points when strongly
developed. On the other hand, men accustomed to
a broad face, with high cheek-bones, a depressed
nose, and a black skin, admire these peculiarities
when strongly marked. No doubt characters of all
kinds may be too much developed for beauty. Hence
a perfect beauty, which implies many characters
modified in a particular manner, will be in every
race a prodigy. As the great anatomist Bichat long
ago said, if every one were cast in the same mould,
there would be no such thing as beauty. If all our
women were to become as beautiful as the Venus
de Medici, we should for a time be charmed, but
we should soon wish for variety, and as soon as
we had obtained variety, we should wish to see
certain characters a little exaggerated beyond the
then existing common standard” [1bid. P. 581].

Today, within cultures the generality of
attractiveness is easily accepted. Several rating
studies, especially those by Iliffe (1960) have
shown that people of an ethnic group share common
attractiveness standards. In this standard, beauty
and sexual attractiveness seem to be the same, and
ratings of pictures show a high congruence over
social class, age and sex. Thus it seems to be a valid
starting point when we state that beauty standards
are at least shared in a population. Moreover,
recent studies [Cunningham, Roberts, Wu, Barbee
& Druen, 1995] suggest that the constituents of
beauty are neither arbitrary nor culture bound. The
consensus on which females are considered to be
good-looking or not, is quite high in four cultures
(Asian, Hispanic, Black and white women rated
all by males from all cultures). Thus Darwin was
not completely right in his argumentation on the
possible uniformity of beauty perception in respect
to the human body.

Nevertheless, we find Darwin arguing that
aesthetic principals in human perception are a
result of sexual selection (p. 583): “We must next
inquire whether this preference and the consequent
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selection during many generations of those women,
which appear to the men of each race the most
attractive, has altered the character either of the
females alone, or of both sexes. With mammals
the general rule appears to be that characters
of all kinds are inherited equally by the males
and females,; we might therefore expect that with
mankind any characters gained by the females
or by the males through sexual selection would
commonly be transferred to the offspring of both
sexes” [Darwin, 1871. P. 583].

Why did Charles Darwin come to this somewhat
fuzzy conclusion? With the information he had,
the conclusion was surely right. He had asked
missionaries and ethnographers to describe the
beauty standards of different ethnic groups, resulting
in a diversity of answers that made a generalization
difficult. Even today, we might accept Darwin’s
conclusions considering the wide diversity of
human appearances. Even more than 100 years
later, it still seems obvious for some researchers
that beauty standards are culturally determined. As
an example Grogan (1999) points out that beauty
standards vary highly over time and history and
between (and even within) societies. This high
degree of cultural relativism culminates in the
following statement: “Evolutionary psychologists
have failed to demonstrate convincingly that
preferences for particular body shapes are
biologically based.... Current data suggest that
body satisfaction is largely determined by social
factors, and is intimately tied to sexuality . Grogan
seems not to be aware of the fact that sexuality
is closely tied to reproduction, thus she fails to
connect her ideas with biology.

This line of argumentation would represent a
lack of scientific progress since the times of Darwin.
From a biological point of view, human sexuality
is linked to human reproduction and thus prone
to evolutionary determined constraints. Although
we have to admit that beauty standards might be
different between cultures and between times,
we will show in this article that the underlying
constraints, which shaped the standards, are the
same, and that these constraints may be of an
evolutionary origin.

Darwin’s inability to explain the foundations
of aesthetic preferences was resolved by modern
evolutionary theories. It was only until the sixties
of the last century that the general theoretical
foundation for the explanation of our aesthetic
preferences emerged.

It was Konrad Lorenz who laid the foundation for
a deeper understanding of the possible mechanisms
responsible for our aesthetic preferences. The first
idea is connected to the fact that the cognitive
apparatus of humans evolved to fit the actually
present physical structures and that our thinking
and reasoning are a result of evolution. This means
that the cognitive structures we have are
adaptations to problem solving in the past. Those
brains — or cognitive algorithms — that were able
to process the information from our environment
more efficiently, were those that were selected
in the course of evolution. But Lorenz went
further — he argued that in the course of evolution
certain environmental stimuli, which promoted
reproductive success, were connected to positive
emotional reactions [Lorenz, 1973].

is idea has recently gained increasing attention
from the scientific discipline called evolutionary
psychology*. Based on Lorenz’ adapted mind
theory, Cosmides and Tooby (1992) propose
that our brains have domain specific cognitive
structures, which evolved in order to process
everyday information efficiently and assess its
impact concerning reproductive success. Are
there any hints that we have such domain specific
adaptations in reasoning regarding to aesthetic
principles? When Aharon and al. (2001) showed
photographs of attractive and unattractive people
to males, they could show that in all males the
same regions of the brain were active when seeing
attractive faces.

Evolutionary constraints on aesthetic
perception: the body as an evolved form

If adaptations to the perception of beauty
and for aesthetic preferences exist in the form of
specialized modules of the mind [Cosmides and
Tooby, 1992] they should have been shaped by
evolutionary constraints affecting reproductive
success. Host-parasite-coevolution [Hamilton
and Zuk, 1982] predicts that parasite resistance
should be a valued trait in mate selection. One
means to fight against parasites is the creation of
a high degree of polymorphism: When a parasite
adapts to one genetic allele, alternative alleles
may be advantageous for resistance. Pathogens
are the major environmental perturbations leading
to developmental instability — and developmental
stability may be related to high genetic variance
and disease resistance, which in turn may relate
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to fitness. When a signal system of fitness evolves
one problem arises: The possibility of deception.
Individuals might exploit the presence of attractive
signals by sending them without possessing the
underlying qualities, i.e. fitness. This way
the information value of such signals would be
lost. The result of this is the evolution of honest
signals, which can only be produced under specific
conditions. Zahavi & Zahavi (1997) propose that
the honesty of signals might be triggered by a
handicap. This means that the generation of the
signal itself is costly and imposes a handicap on
the signal bearer.

— >
>

==

|

Fig. 1. Averages of landmarks from female faces and bodies calculated with modern geometric morphometric methods.
Averages usually are more beautiful than the single parts constituting them (From [Schaefer et al., 2006])

For instance the attractive broad jaw in males
could signal an immune handicap. This is the only
male facial feature where a positive correlation
with attractiveness has been replicated in several
studies: “wide jaws and big chins” and generally
bigger lower faces make a male face more attractive
[Mueller & Mazur, 1997; Grammer & Thornhill,
1994]. This is the case because maintaining high
levels of testosterone — which are necessary for the
production of these properties - might be costly.
Testosterone suppresses the functionality of the
immune system and thereby increases disease
susceptibility during puberty [Folstad & Karter,

Fig. 2. Attractive faces (right) show less fluctuating asymmetry than unattractive faces (left).
The picture in the middle is the average (from [Schaefer et al., 2006])
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1992]. Immunocompetence is highly relevant
because the steroid reproductive hormones may
negatively impact immune function [Folstad &
Karter, 1992]. Extreme male features, which are
triggered by testosterone, thus advertise honestly
that their bearer could afford to suppress his
immune system and still resist parasites. Yet
females modify their perception of male traits in
the course of their menstrual cycle. At the point
of highest conception probability (ovulation)
the typical male sex-hormone markers are most
attractive [Johnston et al., 2001].

Sex hormone markers also play a role for female
beauty. The typical female fat distribution (i. e.
breasts and buttocks) and for instance lip height
are developed under the influence of estrogen. But
it is not only the size of sex hormone markers —
it is also their shape which affects attractiveness

ratings — males, for instance, fnd female breasts
with a V-shaped breast axis attractive [ Grammer et
al., 2001]. Female fat distribution also might signal
a stable hormonal state, because fat cells can hold
estrogen and thus stabilize the female cycle.

The general blueprint for the development of
sex hormone markers is developed very early in
life. The hormonal environment during the first six
weeks of gestation made up of the sex hormones
estrogen and testosterone is responsible for the
adult masculinity of femininity in appearance
[Fink et al., 2005].

The eight pillars of beauty

In general human attractiveness seems to
signal genetic fitness and health [Grammer et
al., 2005]. Besides sex hormone markers we fnd

.....

.....

.....

i juus

Fig. 3. Attractive front and back views (right) show less fluctuating asymmetry and determined sex hormone markers than
unattractive views (left). The picture in the middle is the average for either front or back view (from [Schaefer et al., 2006])
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more aspects of a construction set for beauty
templates. Youthfulness seems to be paramount
and signal reproductive potential [Grammer et
al., 2003]. One sign for youth is the absence of
body hair or the presence of a baby-face — both
traits contributing to high attractiveness ratings.
Males also show a preference for blonde hair —
actually this also seems to be a sign of youth,
since during ontogeny human hair darkens with
age [Grammer et al., 2001].

Besides youth we find that fluctuating asymmetry
i.e. randomly occurring asymmetries in the body
and face are perceived as unattractive [Grammer
& Thornhill, 1994]. The absence of asymmetries
could signal developmental stability. This means
that missing asymmetry might be a sign that the
organism was able to deal with environmental
perturbations during development. Symmetry also
affects voice quality: Attractive voices come from
symmetrical bodies (Hughes et al., 2002). Thus
symmetry may be an honest signal for mate quality.

Symmetry has been shown to be an important mate
selection criterion in many species, from scorpion
flies [Thornhill, 1992] over birds [Maller, 1992]
to humans.

The relation between attractiveness and most
body measurements is not linear — and most of
the traitsare perceived as most attractive when
of average size. Generally averageness seems
to make not only faces more beautiful, but also
bodies. Humans tend to avoid extremes and this
also accounts for attractiveness [Grammer &
Thornhill, 1994], so humans prefer for instance
average breast sizes in females and average waist
to hip ratios.

Another pillar of beauty is body odor. Humans
have a genetically determined individual signature
in their body odor [Penn et al., 2006] that conveys
information about the immune system. If parasite
resistance is a necessary trait, the immune system
could advertise its ability to cope with parasites
via body odor. Indeed symmetrical females with
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Fig. 4. Simultaneous regression of the whole body in different views reveals that the whole body is one single ornament
(attractive upper row) (from [Schaefer et al., 2006])
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attractive faces also smell pleasant for males
[Rikowski & Grammer, 1999]. As it is the case
of sex hormone markers females modulate their
preferences depending on the perception likelihood
during the cycle — good-looking symmetrical
males smell pleasant for females only during
mid-cycle.

An almost completely neglected pillar of
beauty is the appearance of skin texture. With
the help of computer based image analysis of
skin texture we showed that homogenous textures
are more attractive and signal youth [Fink et al.,
2006, Marts et al., 2007]. In addition skin texture
homogeneity and attractiveness are related to a
variable and parasite resistant immune system
[Roberts et al., 2005].

As for skin texture, information about beautiful
hair is abundant. We know that long and shiny
hair is attractive [Grammer et al., 2001] and we
can speculate that long hair is extremely difficult
to produce and its shininess could signal parasite
resistance and thus genetic fitness.

The last pillar is body motion. We know that
body motion is attractive when it is sex specific
[Grammer et al., 2003], and that attractive dance
movements are made by highly symmetrical
individuals [Brown et al., 2005].

All these different signals contribute to the
perceived attractiveness of a person — but how
do the traits interact? We assume that the human
body is one ornament and that the attractiveness
of respective traits is correlated. Indeed women
with beautiful faces also have beautiful bodies
[Thornhill & Grammer, 1999]. And from the results
presented above, we also know that symmetry is
related to most features, like body odor, voice
attractiveness and facial or bodily attractiveness.
Thus we can conclude that the pillars of beauty are
interrelated and form an ornament — this ornament
signals genetic fitness.

But there are several caveats for an approach like
this: “attractiveness” has to be a flexible concept.
The reason for this is that a fixed template for
attractiveness could unnecessarily narrow down the
possibilities in mate selection. This leads to another
question: Why do we not become more and more
attractive and beautiful by sexual selection? This
notion gives rise to an argument already presented
here. Van Valen (1973) called the argument the
“Red-Queen-Hypothesis™. It is based on an
experience Alice made in Lewis Carroll’s novel
“Alice behind the mirrors”. Alice proposes to race

against the red queen on the chessboard in order
to become queen herself. Unfortunately one of the
principles behind the mirrors is that you have to be
twice as fast as you can in order to move at all. The
host-parasite co-evolution can be considered such a
race. In this view only genetic variability can help
and promote a certain time deferment in the race
against an unpredictably changing environment.
Thus we are able to go in our argumentation much
beyond Darwin - attractiveness is a construction
set of signal templates, which can be empirically
assessed.

Alternative views: Neuroaesthetics

Several studies have shown repeatedly [Galton,
1879; Kalkofen, Miiller & Strack, 1990; Langlois
& Roggman, 1990; Miiller, 1993, Grammer &
Thornhill, 1994; Perrett, May & Yoshikawa, 1994]
that computer generated prototypical faces are
more attractive than the single faces which have
been used for generating them. But there are
two caveats: This is only replicable for female
faces and all researchers find that there are some
individual faces, which are more attractive than
the prototypes.

If our brain uses prototypes, the aesthetic
preference for averageness in human faces could
well be coupled to being “prototypical”. Thus
there might be a better fit of the stimulus onto the
prototypical template. As a result, prototypes are
recognized faster and better and thus might create
higher nervous excitation. This fact could be the
reason for the preference of averageness. Our
brain could accept more willingly those stimuli,
which fit to its construction, thus making the
processing less demanding. Miiller (1993) named
this process “neuroaesthetics™. This approach is
carried further by Enquist and Arak (1994). They
propose that any notion of beauty or aesthetics is
not bound to any biological function, in the sense
that such preferences are related to reproductive
success. In contrast they see aesthetic preferences
as a result of the general construction of the
perceptive and cognitive apparatus that has to
follow certain construction rules. But generally
such an approach only moves the argumentation
on a different level — even if beauty preferences
themselves are an inherent result of our sensory
and cognitive apparatus, this does not exclude
any relation to the evolutionary principles of
promotion of reproductive success and positive
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emotional feelings towards such stimuli. In this
sense, we could argue that there is a co-evolution of
evolutionary aesthetic principles and our perceptive
and cognitive apparatus.

The future of the adapted mind

One feature of the adapted mind — which is
rarely addressed — is the fact that any adaptation
is prone to exploitation and — this may be even
more dangerous — can be exploited by cultural
developments. This means not at all that we are ill-
or mal-adapted to modern environments. It may
be simply the case that new cultural developments
can outrun biological adaptations. One example
is the speed of information transfer. Many of our
adaptations are possibly bound to slow and small
information changes in our environment, while the
invention of modern media techniques has created
a completely new situation. Literature shows that
beauty is a toll to acquire status and success and —
naturally unconsciously — reproductive success.
If this is true, artificial body enhancement that
amplifies attractive features will be widespread. As
almost all cultures use some measures to modify
the appearance, this is no new development. But
of course, modern techniques in aesthetic surgery
make more severe changes of the body possible.
Yet beauty is limited - by evolution we cannot
become more beautiful, since a high genetic
variance is necessary for biological success.
Furthermore, if a certain beauty enhancement
generates status, this enhancement will loose its
advantage when employed by too many people, and
new manipulations have to be introduced. This is
the eternal circle of new fashion and beauty product
inventions. But how can this process be linked to
prototyping? If beauty standards are a result of
what people perceive in the mass media, exposure
to media will change the prototypes. As the media
themselves will use beauty for the status quest
among different types of media, beauty standards
will automatically trickle down in the media and
then a quest for more beauty will start. As human
beauty is limited (see above) it is plastic surgery
and hormonal treatments that come into play.

Aesthetic  surgery, especially breast
augmentation plays an increasing role. Surveys
suggest that more than 800.000 American women
have breast implants. The majority of this surgeries
were carried out without medical reasons. Surveys
suggest that the average woman desiring surgical

breast augmentation is as psychologically stable as
other women. They differ from other women only in
limited areas - primarily in her negative evaluation
of her breasts and her greater emphasis on dress
and physical attractiveness [Shipley, O’Donnell
& Bader, 1977]. Increase of attractiveness is the
reason for plastic surgery. Indeed, in very young
girls who have a breast surgery the removal of
any types of asymmetries is the reason for more
than 60% of the cases [Grolleau, Pienkowski
& Chavoin, 1997]. This correction would be
expected if we take the role of symmetry in beauty
detection into account. In a study of differences
between women who had received augmentation
mammaplasty and women who had not, interesting
differences occurred [Cook et al., 1997]. Women
with breast implants were more likely to drink a
greater average number of alcoholic drinks, be
younger at first pregnancy, be younger at frst birth,
have a history of terminated pregnancies, have used
hair dyes, and have had a greater lifetime number
of sexual partners than women without. These
differences between women with and without
breast implants suggest that breast augmentation
may lead to higher attractiveness for males, higher
amount for possible choices of high status males,
and finally an possible higher reproductive success.
But as soon as this circle is started and success
is triggered by surgery, its use will spread and
lead to more and more surgery, until the plastic
people emerge.

This is the dark side of this game. Men who see
movies with beautiful women adjust their beauty
standards accordingly [Kenrick & Gutierres,
1980; Kenrick, Gutierres & Goldberg, 1989].
They then have higher aspiration to attractiveness
in a dating experiment. Media thus can create
“unreal” beauty standards. When the media raise
attractiveness standards by protoyping beauty then
unreal expectations to mate quality (beauty) will
emerge. If the prototype is far more beautiful than
what exists in reality no mate-selection can occur
on realistic grounds. Te consequence would be an
increasing number of singles.

The second, evenmore problematic development
is coupled to the emergence of relatively new
diseases like anorexia and related other diseases.
Feminists blame social pressure for women’s
dissatisfaction with their bodies. In trying to
achieve the slender, toned body that is associated
with youth, women — and recently also men — even
run the risk of developing eating disorders. But
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actually, this social pressure is caused by other
women who compete for the same resources, and
not by the beauty industry. It is a trickle down
phenomenon with a biological basis that turned
with the help of fast information spread into the
beauty-rat race. One can only speculate where
these recent developments may lead. One of the
possible outcomes could be an artificial world
populated by artificial people. On the other hand,
the almost unlimited possibilities to manipulate
ones’ appearance could also lead to a new search
for honest signals, thus maybe even creating a
new trend for naturalness. Maybe we will evolve
to regard properties as valuable signals of beauty
which do not play the slightest role today? Time
will show!
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K. I'pammep, J. Obep3aykep

ITPOBJIEMA JTAPBUHA:
IBOJJIIOIUOHHAS 9CTETUKA U YYBCTBO IPEKPACHOT'O

JIto/11 CKIIOHHBI CYIUTH O CBOEM OKPYKEHUH,
KaK COIMAILHOM, TaK ¥ HECOIMAIBHOM, B 0a30-
BBIX KaT€rOpUSX «HPABUTCSI» U «HE HPABUTCS.
Otn chopMupoBaHHBIE MTPEATOYTEHUS 00 OKPY-
YKEHUH MOTYT OBITH 0003HAYEHBI TEPMUHOM «IBO-
JFOIIMOHHAS CTETHUKAY.

Jltorm 1 KUBOTHBIE BEIPA0ATHIBAIOT TPEATIOU-
TEHUSI KacaTebHO JIHI IIPOTHBOIIOIOKHOTO MOJa,
e1Ib1, MPUBBIYCK, 3aIMaxoB U Bemie. OHM HaunHa-
10T (JOPMHPOBATHCS B paHHEM Bo3pacte. Hampu-
Mep, TPEXMECSUHBIE JIETH JIOJBIIE Pa3TIIsiabIBa-
0T MIPHUBJIEKATENIbHBIC, YeM HEIPUBIICKaTEIbHBIC
muta. 9710 mo3Bonmio Jlaarrya, Pormany n Paii-
3ep-dauanepy (1990) 3aKTI0UNTE, YTO CTAHAAPTHI
KpacoTHI HE pe3yabTaT HAy4YeHHUs, 8 HEKHIA BPOXK-
JICHHBIN JileTeKTop KpacoThl. IIpuBiekaTeaIbHbIX
JIeTel MEHBIIIe HAKa3bIBAIOT, IPUBIIEKATEIIHHBIE
CTYJAEHTHI MOJyJaroT 00Jee BHICOKHE OIEHKH,
MIPUBJIEKATEIHFHOCTH MOXET CTAaTh PEIIAIOIIIM
(baxTopom mpu HaiimMe Ha pabOTy U JTake CITO-
co0cTBOBaThH 00JIee MATKOMY HaKa3aHHIO B CIIy-
gae cyneOHOoro pa3onupareasCTBa.

Bosnee Toro, MBI yBepeHBI B TOM, 4TO MTPHBIIE-
KaTeJbHBIE JIIOMIN JyYIlle: «9TO KPacHBO, TO M XO-
POIIIO» — 3TO 00IIIEee MPABUIIO HAIIIETO MBITILICHUS
commacHo Jnony u mp. (1972).

Bce 310 mpuBOIUT K BOMPOCY: OTKYyHa Mpo-
VCXOJUT dTa HaBSI3YMBasl yBIEYEHHOCTH KPaco-
TOH W TIPUBJIEKATEIIHFHOCTHIO? MBI ITOKaXXeM, ITO
KPUTEPUH TI0JIOBOTO OTOOpA YeIIoBeKa, KOTOPhIE
ObUTH BRIPAOOTAHBI B TCUCHHUE DBOTIOITMOHHOMN
WCTOPHH YeII0OBEYEeCTBA, OTBETCTBEHHHI 3a (op-
MHUPOBaHHME HAIIETO BOCTIPUATHS MPUBIICKATENb-
HOCTH ¥ KPAaCOTEHI.

IIpodnema lapBuHa

Ota uzes Obuta BeIIBUHYTA JlapBUHOM, €ro
JKe pabOThI U IPEIOTIPECITHIIN JIFOOBIE TCOPETH-
YecKre pa3paboTKU B 3TOM HanpasieHuH. [lap-
BHH AO0Ka3bIBaJl, YTO OCHOBHBIC OCTCTHYCCKUC
ANIEMEHTBI YeIIOBEYECKOTO BOCIIPHSITHUS SIBIISFOT-
sl pe3yJIbTaToOM I0JIOBOTO 0TOOpa. dakTh, KOTO-
pBIMU pacrionarai JlapBuH, yOexK 1 ero B TOM,
YTO CYIIECTBYET OTPOMHOE pa3HO00Opa3ue BO BHE-
ITHEM OOJTMKe JIFONEH, M 10 CUX TIOp HEKOTOphIe
WICCIIEIOBATENH TIOJIaraloT, YTO CTaHAapTHI Kpa-
COTBI KYJIBTYPHO JIE€TePMUHUPOBAHBI.

Ho HecMoTps Ha TO, 9TO CTaHAAPTHI KPACOTHI
MOTYT Pa3InyaThCs MEXIY KyIbTypaMH H MEXKITY
STMI0XaMH, B 3TOM CTAThe MBI TIOKAXKEM, YTO JIeHKa-
e B UX OCHOBE OTPaHUYEHUS, KOTOPBIE U OTI-
PENeNSIOT ATH CTaHAAPTHI, SBISIOTCS ONHUMH U
TEMH K€, ¥ YTO ITH OTPAHUICHHUS MOTYT UMETh
SBOJIOIMOHHOE MTPOUCXOXKICHNE.

Hecnocobrnocth [lapBrHa 0OBSCHUTH OCHO-
BaHUS DCTETUYECKUX IPEANIOUTEeHUH OblIa pas-
pelieHa COBpeMEHHBIMH HBOJOIMOHHBIME TEO-
pusimu. TeopeTnueckre 0CHOBBI, TIO3BOJISFOIINE
OOBSICHATH HAIITM ICTETUYECKUE MPEANOYTECHNS,
saiokmi B 60-x . XX B. Konpan Jlopert. I1ep-
Bas Ujiesi CBsi3aHa C TeM (PaKTOM, YTO HAIIIEe MBIIII-
JICHHUE SIBISIETCS PE3yIBTaTOM SBOJIONUH H, CIIENI0-
BaTeNbHO, HAIIM KOTHUTHBHBIE CTPYKTYPHI — 3TO
MeXaHU3MBI aJJaNTalliH, TPU3BaHHBIE Pa3perIaTh
MpoOIeMBbI, BO3HUKAIOIIHE B TIPONLIOM. Bo-BTO-
peIx, JlopeHir Jokas3piBaj, YTO B MPOIIECCE IBO-
JIFOITUH OTIPE/IEIEHHBIE CPEIOBBIE CTUMYJIBI, CITIO-
COOCTBYIOITHE PETPOTYKTUBHOMY YCIIEXY, OBLITH
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CBSI3aHbI C TIO3UTUBHBIMH SMOLIMOHAJILHBIMU Pe-
akmusivu [Jlopentr, 1973]. Ota unes mpuBiekia
00J1b1I10€ BHUMAHUE B HAYYHOU IUCIUILIMHE, Ha-
3BAHHON «IBONIOIMOHHAS TICUXOIOTHSDY.

3BOJ'IIOIIHOHHI>IB OrpaHM4cHUsL
ICTECTUIECCKOTO BOCIIPUATHUSA

Ecan mexann3mel arantTaiyvy K BOCIIPUATHIO
KpacoThl CYIIECTBYIOT B (popMe CHennanu3npo-
BaHHBIX MoayJiel co3Hanus [Kocmuaec u TyOwu,
1992], onu 1omKHBI ObUTH (HOPMHUPOBATHCS IBO-
JIFIOIIMOHHBIMU OTpaHUYCHUAMM, CBA3AaHHBIMU C
penpoyKTUBHBIM ycriexoM. KoaBoutonus xo3su-
Ha 1 mapaszura [ 'amninsToH 1 3ak, 1982] mpeacka-
3BIBACT, YTO YCTOMYMBOCTH K TTapa3uTam (parasite
resistance) JI0JKHA OBITh IIEHHO# YepToi B BEIOO-
pe nosoBoro naptHepa. Ho pa3BuTre curaanbHOR
CHUCTEMBI O IIPUT'OAHOCTH OpraHu3Ma K Iporu3BOJC-
TBY TIOTOMCTBA (YTO CBSA3aHO C YCTOWYMBOCTHIO K
rapasuTaM) CTaJIKHBAETCSA C OIHOM MpoOIeMoii:
BO3MOKHOCTH 0OMaHa. Oco0H MOTYT ITOJIH30BaTh-
CA HAJIMYUEM CUTHAJIOB IMPUBJICKATCIIBHOCTH, HE
o0Jaast mpyu ATOM JISKAIIUMHU B UX OCHOBE Ka-
YeCTBaMu, T. €. IPUTOAHOCTBIO K ITPOU3BOACTBY
MoTOMCTBa. TakuMm 00pa3oM, IIEHHOCTh MO700-
HBIX CHUTHAJIOB MOXET OBITh ToTepsiHa. Ciemc-
TBUEM 3TOI'0 CTajia 3BOJIIOIUS NOAJIMNHHBIX CUT-
HAJIOB («YECTHBIX CUTHAJIOBY), KOTOPBIE MOTYT
OBITH BRIPAOOTAHEI TOJIHKO B OTIPEICIICHHBIX yC-
noBusx. 3axaBu 1 3axasH (1997) mpennoaoxuim,
YTO TMOAJIMHHOCTh CHUTHAIOB MOXET HHUIIUHUPO-
BaThCS HEOCTaTKaMU (IedeKkTaMu ). ITO O3HaATA-
€T, YTO caMo 110 ce0e BOCITPOM3BOICTBO CUTHAJIA
JlaeTCsi I0POroil 1IEHOM U TOBOPHUT O BO3MOKHBIX
nedexTax cBOero HOCUTEIS.

Hampumep, npuBnexarenbHbIE ITUPOKAE Ye-
JIFOCTH MYXYWH MOTYT CUTHAJIN3UPOBATH O He-
JIocTaTkax B UMMYHHOH cucTeMe. JTO eIUHC-
TBEHHAs YepTa JIHUIa MY>XIYHUHBI, KOTOpas OblIa
MOJIOKHUTETHFHO CBS3aHA C MPUBIIEKATEIIEHOCTHIO
B HECKOJIbKUX MIPOBEACHHBIX NCCIeqoBaHUAX. [l
(hopMHEpOBaHUS TOTO TIPU3HAKA TPEOYETCS BBI-
COKHMI ypOBEHb TECTOCTEPOHA, KOTOPHIM MOJ1aB-
nseT QyHKIMOHUPOBAHNE UMMYHHON CHCTEMBI
Y, CIIeZIOBATEIHHO, YBEIIMYUBAET BOCTIPUAMYH-
BOCTH K 0OJIE3HSIM B ITEPHOJ ITOJIOBOTO CO3PEBa-
Hus. TakuM 00pa3oM, peyBeTHIeHHO MYKCKHE
YepPTHI, TTYCKOBBIM MEXaHU3MOM KOTOPBIX SIBIISI-
€TCS TECTOCTEPOH, YeCTHO COOOIIAIOT O TOM, YTO
WX HOCHUTEJb MOXKET ITOJIABIATH CBOI0 IMMYHHYTO
CUCTEMY, HO, TEM HE MEHee, YCTOIYNB K Tapasn-

TaMm. BocnpusaTue KeHIIMHAMH MY>XCKUX 9epT
MEHSETCS B Te4eHHE MEHCTPYaJbHOTO IuKia. B
TOYKE HAauOONbIIEH BEPOATHOCTH 3a4aTus (OBY-
JISAUS) TAMTMYHBIE MapKephl MY)KCKUX TOJOBBIX
TOPMOHOB HamboJiee MpUBIeKaTeIbHbI [J[>KOHC-
TOH | 11p., 2001].

MapxkepsI TOJIOBBIX TOPMOHOB TaKXKe UTPAIOT
pOJIb B KEHCKOM MPHUBIIEKATEIIBHOCTH. TUITUYHO
KEHCKOE pacrpeesienne )xupa (MoJI0uHbIE XKee-
3Bl U ITOJTUIIBI), @ TAKKe, HAIIPHIMEP, BHICOTA I'y0
(hOpMUPYIOTCS TTO]T BIUSHUEM dCTPOTeHA.

Bocemb cT0/1110B KPacoOTHI

UenoBeueckasi MPUBIEKATEILHOCTD, BEPOST-
HO, CUTHAJIM3UPYET O TEHETHIECKOU TIPUCIIOCO0-
JIEHHOCTH U 310pOBbe. [loMrMO MapkepoB 110J10-
BBIX TOPMOHOB, MBI TAKXKe OOHAPYKUITU U APYTHE
(baxTOpBHI, CBSI3aHHBIE C KOHCTPYHPOBAHUEM I1a0-
JIOHOB KpacoThl. [To-BuaIuMOMY, MOJIOJIOCTh SIB-
JIACTCA TTIaBHBIM M3 HUX U CBUIACTCILCTBYCT O
PENPOIYKTUBHOM IMOTeHITHaIe. OMHUM U3 TIPH-
3HAKOB MOJIOJIOCTH SIBJISICTCSI OTCYTCTBHE BOJIOC
Ha TeJle WX AETCKOe JIUIIO (00e YepThI OIICHUBA-
IOTCSI KaK OYeHb MpHBIEKaTeIbHbIe). My>KIHHbI
TaKKe MPEATIOYUTAIOT OEJIOKYPBIE BOJIOCHI — 3TO
TaKoKe MPU3HAK MOJIOIOCTH, TIOCKOJIEKY C BO3pac-
TOM HaIIlU BOJIOCHI TEMHCIOT.

@OnyKTyallnOHHAsi aCUMMETpHS, T. €. CIyJai-
Has aCUMMETPUA TCJIa U JIMIa, BOCIIPUHUMACTCA
KaK HCTIPUBJICKATCIbHAsd. OTCYTCTBI/IG ACUMMCET-
puii MOXKET CBUICTEILCTBOBATH 00 YCTOMYHUBOCTH
WH/IMBUIYaJIbHOTO Pa3BUTHS. YemoBeK ¢ cuMMeT-
PUYHBIM TEJIOM Takke 00amaeT MpUBIEKATENb-
HBIM ToJIocOM. MTak, CHMMETPUS — MOJIMHHBIN
CUTHAJ Ka4eCTBa MOJIOBOTO MapTHEPA.

Hambomnee npuBiekaTensHBIMA BOCITPHHUMA-
I0TCS 9epTHI cpenHux pasmepos. JIroam n3dera-
IOT KpaltHOCTEH.

Emé omarM cTONMmOM KpacoThI ABJSIETCS 3amax
Tena, KOTOPBIH HeceT MH(OPMAITUIO O COCTOSTHUN
UMMYHHOU cucteMbl. Eciii yCTOWYMBOCTH K Iapa-
3WTaM SIBJIETCST HEOOXOMUMOM YePTOH, TO IMMYH-
Hasi CHCTeMa MOYKET COOOIIaTh O CBOEH CIoco0-
HOCTH CITPABJIATHCS C TMapa3uTaMi MOCPEICTBOM
3amaxa Tena. CHMMeTpUYHbIE JKeHIIMHEI C TIPUBIIE-
KaTeIbHBIMH JIUIIAMH TaK)Ke 00J1a1al0T MPUATHBIM
JUTS MY K9HH 3ariaxoM. CHMMeTpUYIHbIE MYKIUHBI
TIPUBIIEKAIOT CBOMM 3aITaXOM JKSHIIIH TOJIBKO B Ce-
penuHe MEeHCTPYaIbHOTO IHKIIA.

TexcTypa KOKM — OCHOBaHHE KPacoThl, ITPaK-
THYECKH TOJHOCTHIO WTHOPHPYEMOE paHee.



Grammer K., Oberzaucher E. Evolutionary aesthetics and the sense of beauty Q7

Mpr IIoKasaJii, 4To OIIHOpOJIHBIe TeKCTypBI KOXH
0oJiee TIPUBIIEKATEIIBHBI I CBUICTEIHLCTBYET O
MOJIOZOCTH.

MHoro uH(pOpMaIUKi O KPaCHUBbIX BOJIOCAX.
)IJII/IHHLIG n 6JICCT$IHII/IC BOJIOCHI HpI/IBJIeKaTeHBHBI,
Y Mbl MOKEM IIPEANOIO0KUTh, YTO KpaliHEe TPYAHO
((BLIpaCTI/ITL» JJIMHHBIC BOJIOCHI, 4 UX 6.]'IeCK MOXET
TOBOPHTH 00 YCTOMYMBOCTH K NAPA3UTaAM.

HOCHCI[HI/IM CTOJIIIOM ABJISKOTCA TCIIOABUXKEC-
HUsI. Mper 3HAEM, 4YTO ABHXXCHHUA TCJ1a HpI/IBJ'Ie-
KaTeJbHBI TOIZa, KOIjla OHU 00JIafaioT IO0JI0BOM
crieniuaHocThIO. [IpUBICKaTeIbHBIC TaHIIC-
BaJIBHBIC ABUXCHHUA OCJIAKOT JIFOOU C BBICOKOﬁ
CUMMETpHEN Tea.

MO)KHO HpC)IHOHO)KI/ITL, YTO BCC 3TU CUTHA-
JIBI B3aUMOJICHCTBYIOT, 00pa3yst CIOXKHBIN Op-
HAaMEHT, CBUJIETEJIbCTBYIOIINH O F€HETUYECKOU
MIPUTOTHOCTH.

[Togemy ke TOCPEaCTBOM MOTIOBOTO OTOOPA MBI
HE CTAHOBUMCS Bce OoJiee 1 0oJiee pUBICKATEb-
HeIME? B0O3MOXHO, JIEJI0 B TOM, YTO B HETIPEICKA-
3yeMO U3MEHSIONIECS OKpYKatoIen cpesie MOXKET
MTOMOYb TOJIBKO TEHETHYIECKOE pasHooOpasme.

AJIbTepHATHBHBIE B3IVIS/AbI:
Helipo3dcTeTuKAa

B uccrnemoBanusx 06110 HEOMHOKPATHO MTOKA-
3aHO, UTO CO3/IaHHBIC ITPU TIOMOIIIH KOMITHIOTEPa
MPOTOTUTTNICCKHUE JTUIIa O0JIee MPUBICKATCIHHEI,
HEXEIIH JIUTA, TIPHU ITIOMOIIN KOTOPBIX OHU OBLITH
co3manbl. Hy)kHO cienarh 1Be OTOBOPKH: 3TO BEP-
HO TOJIBKO JIs1 )KEHCKUX JIUI] K BCE HCCIIEA0BaTe-
JW OTMEYaJTH, UT. €. OTACIIbHBIC JINIA, KOTOPHIC
MIPUBJICKATEIILHEE TPOTOTHUIIOB.

Ecam Hamr Mo3r HCTOIB3yeT MPOTOTHUIIBI, TO
3CTETUUECKOE TPEAIMTOYTCHUE «CPETUHHOCTIDY
(averageness) B 4€TTOBEUCCKUX JTUIIAX MOYKHO CBSI-
3aTh C UX «IIPOTOTHITMYHOCTRIO». Ho maxke ecnu
TIPEIITOYTEHUSI B KPACOTE SIBIITIOTCS HEOTHEM-
JIEMBIM PE3YJIETATOM ACSITEIILHOCTH HAITNX CEH-
COPHBIX ¥ KOTHUTHBHBIX OPTaHOB, 3TO HE UCKITIO-
JaeT WX CBS3H C DBOJIONNOHHBIMH TIPUHITATIAMHA
CONEUCTBHSI PEIIPOAYKTHBHOMY YCIIEXY H TTO3HU-
THUBHBIX SMOITHH K TOIOOHBIM CTHMYJIaM. MOXKXHO
MTOTIBITATLCS JJOKA3aTh, UTO MPOMCXOIMIIA KOIBO-

JIIONUA 3CTCTUYCCKUX IMTPUHIUIIOB U HAIIMX KOT'-
HUTHUBHBIX 1 MEPUCIITUBHBIX OPraHOB.

Byaymee azanTHpoBaHHOTO yma

A)Z[aHTaIII/IOHHBIe MEXaHHU3MbI MOKET UCIIOJIb-
30BaTh B CBOMX MHTEpEcax KyJabTypa. IT0 BOBCE HE
03HaYaeT, YTO MbI IJIOXO TPUCTIOCOOIICHBI K COB-
pEeMEHHOH cpejie. DTO MOXKET MPOCTO O03HAYATh,
YTO HOBBIC KYJIBTYPHBIC SIBJICHHUA MOT'YT OII€pPEC-
KaTb 6I/IOJIOFI/IT-IGCKI/IC agalTalluOHHBIC MCXaHU3-
MBI. OZ[HI/IM H3 IIPUMEPOB SABIACTCA CKOPOCTD I1€-
penayr nHPOPMAIHH.

Kpacora siBisieTcst cpeicTBOM MOTyUSHHUS CTa-
Tyca, ycrexa i — eCTECTBEHHO OeCCO3HATENbHO —
PENpoayKTHBHOTO ycrexa. Ecim 91o Tak, uekyc-
CTBEHHOC YIYYILICHHE Tella, KOTOPOE YCHINBACT
IPUBJIEKATEIBHOCTD, ITOJIYYUT LIUPOKOE pACIIPO-
ctpanenue. COBpeMEHHbBIE TEXHOJIIOTHH (I11ac-
TAYECKasg XUPYPrusl U TOPMOHAIIbHAS TepaItns)
MO3BOJISIIOT MPOU3BOJIUTH B TEJIE CEPhE3HBIC U3-
Menenus. Tak, 0omnee 800 ThIC. aMepUKAHCKUX
KCHIIWMH UMCIOT I'PYAHBIC UMIIJIAHTATHI. VBenu-
YeHHE TPYAH MOYKET BECTH K OOJIbBIIIEH TpUBIIEKa-
TCIBHOCTU JIA MYKYUH U c1oco0CTBOBaThH penpo-
JIyKTUBHOMY ycnexy. Vcronb30BaHue Xupypruu
OyZeT pacTH, 4TO, BO3MOXKHO, MPUBEET K MOSB-
JICHUIO «TUTACTHYECKUX» JItoAed. Y 3TOro ecTh u
TEMHBIC CTOPOHBI.

MyX4uHBI, KOTOPBIE CMOTPSAT (PUITBMBI € Kpa-
CHUBBIMH KCHIMMHAMH, COOTBECTCTBCHHO MCHSAIOT
CBOM cTaHAapThl kpacoTel. CMU co3paroT «He-
peanbHbIe» CTaHAAPTHI KPacoThl, KOTOPbIE TIPH-
BOJISIT K 3aBBIIIIEHHBIM OJKUIAHHSIM OTHOCHUTEITFHO
KadgecTBa (KpacoThl) MOI0BOTO NapTaepa. Cremnc-
TBHEM 3TOTO OyJEeT POCT KOJIMYECTBA OIMHOUYCK
(HEe)KeHATBIX MYKIHH W KCHIIHH).

BtopsiM cienctBueM, naxe 6osee mpoodaema-
TUYHBIM, SIBJISIETCS TOSBICHNE OTHOCUTEIHHO HO-
BBIX PACCTPOUCTB (HAIIpUMeEp, aHOPEKCHN ).

K gemy Bce 310 mpuBeneT? MokeT, K HCKYC-
CTBEHHOMY MHPY, B KOTOPOM JKHUBYT UCKYCCTBEH-
HBIE JTFoAX. MOXeT, K HOBOMY TIOUCKY TIOITTHHHBIX
curHanoB. BpeMms mokaxer!

Mamepuan nocmynun é peoxoanezuio 02.09.2008



