Women’s preferences for masculinity in male faces are
predicted by pathogen disgust, but not moral or sexual disgust
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Women'’s preferences for male masculinity reflect tradeoffs between indirect benefits of greater genetic health and
direct costs of lower paternal investment'-. Variables that affect the importance of these costs and benefits also
affect masculinity preferences’*. Because a partner’s heritable health is of greater value when pathogens are a
greater concern, concern about pathogens may be one such factor that contributes to the resolution of this tradeoft.
Indeed, cross-cultural differences in mate preferences and mating systems vary consistently with differences in
pathogen prevalence’. Thus, we predited that digust sensitivity in the pathogen domain, but not in the relatively
independent domains of moral and sexual disgust®, will predict women’s preferences for male facial masculinity.

Unmanipulated Masculinity

/4 women aged 18-40 years (M = 23.8, SD = 5.38)
completed a different masculinity preference task
and the TDDS.

Manipulated Masculinity

345 women aged 18-40 years

(M =25.3, SD = 6.63) completed a
masculinity preference task and
the Three Domains of Disgust

Scale® (TDDS).

Stimuli were 20 pairs of male
faces that had been feminized
(top) and masculinized (bottom)
using established methods®.
Participants chose the more
attractive face from each pair.

Stimuli were the four faces that were rated most
masculine (top row) and four faces rated most
feminine (bottom row) from a group of 40 White
male faces between the ages of 18 and 25 from the
publicly available PAL database'®. Participants
chose the more attractive face from all 16 possible
pairs of one masculine and one feminine face.

The TDDS asks participants to
rate each of 21 actions from noft at
all disqusting (0) to extremely
disqusting (6). The actions were
divided into three domains: moral,
sexual, and pathogen disgust. Three Domains of Disgust Scale
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Here we show that disgust sensitivity in the pathogen domain is positively correlated with facial masculinity
preferences, but disgust sensitivity in the moral and sexual domains are not. This finding was robust across two
different methods of measuring masculinity preferences. Our findings present novel, converging evidence that
systematic variation in women's preferences for masculine men reflects factors that influence how women resolve
the tradeoff between the indirect benefits and the direct costs associated with choosing a masculine partner.
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