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This brief research note aims to estimate the magnitude of the association between general
intelligence and physical attractiveness with large nationally representative samples from two
nations. In the United Kingdom, attractive children are more intelligent by 12.4 IQ points
(r=.381), whereas in the United States, the correlation between intelligence and physical
attractiveness is somewhat smaller (r=.126). The association between intelligence and
physical attractiveness is stronger among men than among women in both nations. The
association remains significant net of a large number of control variables for social class, body
size, and health.
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1. Introduction

Scientists have long suspected that intelligence and physical
attractiveness may be positively correlated across individuals
(Berscheid & Walster, 1974, p. 195; Vandenberg, 1972, p. 153).
For example, Buss (1985, p. 49) speculates, “If females generally
prefer intelligent males because they typically have higher
incomes and status, and if most males prefer physically
attractive females, then over time these two characteristics
will tend to covary.” Consistent with such views, meta-analyses
(Jackson, Hunter &Hodge, 1995; Langlois et al., 2000) show that
there is a small but significantly positive correlation between
intelligence andphysical attractiveness. Zebrowitz et al.'s (2002)
analysis of the Intergenerational Studies of Development and
Aging data shows that the correlation between intelligence and
physical attractiveness throughout life course ranges from
r=.11 to r=.26. In an earlier analysis of the National Child
Development Study, Denny (2008, p. 618) concludes that “the
relationship between intelligence and being attractive is
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generally positive.” However, to the best of my knowledge, the
correlation between intelligence and physical attractiveness has
never been quantitatively established in a large, nationally
representative sample.

More recently, evolutionary psychologists have suggested
possible explanations for why physically more attractive
individuals should on average be more intelligent. Miller
(2000a, 2000b, Prokosch, Yeo & Miller (2005)), and propose
that both general intelligence and physical attractivenessmay
be indicators of underlying genetic fitness. His general fitness
factor (f-factor) model suggests that intelligence and physical
attractiveness are positively correlated across individuals
because both reflect the quality of their genes and develop-
mental stability. In this view, the correlation between
intelligence and physical attractiveness should disappear
once measures of the quality of genes and developmental
stability are statistically controlled.

In contrast, Kanazawa and Kovar (2004) follow Buss's
speculation above and posit that physically more attractive
individuals may on average bemore intelligent because of the
cross-trait assortativemating of intelligent men of high status
and beautiful women. If more intelligent men are more likely
to attain higher status, and if men of higher status are more
likely to marry beautiful women, then, given that both
intelligence and physical attractiveness are highly heritable,
there should be a positive correlation between intelligence
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and physical attractiveness in the children's generation. In
their view, the correlation is “extrinsic,” not “intrinsic”
(Jensen, 1998), and it should persist even when measures
of genetic quality and developmental stability are held
constant.

The purpose of this brief research note is firmly to
establish the empirical association between intelligence and
physical attractiveness in population-based samples. It seeks
to estimate the magnitude of the correlation with two large,
nationally representative samples from the United Kingdom
and the United States. The two samples have complementary
strengths. The British sample has one of the best measures of
general intelligence in all survey data, but a comparatively
weak measure of physical attractiveness. In contrast, the
American sample has a stronger measure of physical
attractiveness, but a comparatively weak measure of general
intelligence.

2. British sample

2.1. Data

The National Child Development Study (NCDS) is a large-
scale prospectively longitudinal study which has followed a
population of British respondents since birth for more than
half a century. The study includes all babies (n=17,419) born
in Great Britain (England, Wales, and Scotland) during one
week (March 03–09, 1958). The respondents are subsequent-
ly reinterviewed in 1965 (Sweep 1 at age 7; n=15,496), in
1969 (Sweep 2 at age 11; n=18,285), in 1974 (Sweep 3 at
age 16; n=14,469), in 1981 (Sweep 4 at age 23; n=12,537),
in 1991 (Sweep 5 at age 33; n=11,469), in 1999–2000
(Sweep 6 at age 41–42; n=11,419), and in 2004–2005
(Sweep 7 at age 46–47; n=9534). In each Sweep, personal
interviews and questionnaires are administered to the
respondents, to their mothers, teachers, and doctors during
childhood, and to their partners and children in adulthood.

97.8% of the NCDS respondents are Caucasian. There are so
few respondents in other racial categories that, if I control for
race with a series of dummies in multiple regression analyses,
it often results in too few cell cases to arrive at stable
estimates for coefficients. I therefore do not control for
respondents' race in my analysis of the NCDS data.

2.2. Dependent variable: general intelligence

The NCDS respondents take multiple intelligence tests at
ages 7, 11, and 16. At age 7, the respondents take four
cognitive tests (Copying Designs Test, Draw-a-Man Test,
Southgate Group Reading Test, and Problem Arithmetic Test).
At age 11, they take five cognitive tests (Verbal General
Ability Test, Nonverbal General Ability Test, Reading Com-
prehension Test, Mathematical Test, and Copying Designs
Test). At age 16, they take two cognitive tests (Reading
Comprehension Test, andMathematics Comprehension Test).
I first perform a factor analysis at each age to compute their
general intelligence score for each age. All cognitive test
scores at each age load only on one latent factor, with
reasonably high factor loadings (Age 7: Copying Designs
Test=.671, Draw-a-Man Test=.696, Southgate Group Read-
ing Test=.780, and Problem Arithmetic Test=.762; Age 11:
Verbal General Ability Test=.920, Nonverbal General Ability
Test=.885, Reading Comprehension Test=.864, Mathemat-
ical Test=.903, and Copying Designs Test=.486; Age 16:
Reading Comprehension Test=.909, and Mathematics Com-
prehension Test=.909).

The latent general intelligence factors at each age are
converted into the standard IQmetric, with amean of 100 and
a standard deviation of 15. I then perform a second-order
factor analysis with the IQ scores at three different ages to
compute the overall childhood general intelligence score. The
three IQ scores load only on one latest factor with very high
factor loadings (Age 7=.867; Age 11=.947; Age 16=.919). I
use the childhood general intelligence score in the standard
IQ metric as the dependent variable. All of the following
analyses would have produced identical results had I used the
arithmetic mean of all 11 IQ test scores, as the correlation
between the mean and the general intelligence factor
(extracted from the factor analysis) is .991.

2.3. Independent variable: physical attractiveness

At ages 7 and 11, the teacher of each NCDS respondent is
asked to describe the child's physical appearance, by choosing
up to three adjectives from a highly eclectic list of five:
“attractive,” “unattractive or not attractive,” “looks underfed
or undernourished,” “abnormal feature,” and “scruffy or
slovenly & dirty.” A respondent is coded as attractive=1 if
he or she is described as “attractive” at both age 7 and age 11
by two different teachers, 0 otherwise. I use this binary
measure of physical attractiveness as the independent
variable. 62.0% of all NCDS respondents are coded as
attractive.

Zebrowitz, Olson and Hoffman (1993) analysis of the
longitudinal data from the Intergenerational Studies of
Development and Aging shows that individuals' relative
physical attractiveness remains very stable across the life
course. Their structural equationmodel suggests that physical
attractiveness in childhood (measured between the ages of 9
and 10) is significantly positively correlated with physical
attractiveness in puberty (measured between the ages of 12
and 13 for girls and 14 and 15 for boys) (r=.70 for boys,
r=.79 for girls), and physical attractiveness in puberty is
significantly positively correlated with physical attractive-
ness in adolescence (measured between the ages of 17 and
18) (r=.72 for boys, r=.70 for girls). This suggests that
physical attractiveness in childhood is correlated with
physical attractiveness in adolescence at r=.504 for boys
and r=.553 for girls.

2.4. Control variables

Because social class is positively associated with both
general intelligence (Herrnstein & Murray, 1994) and
physical attractiveness (Elder, 1969), I control for the
respondent's social class at birth measured by: father's
occupation (0=unemployed, dead, retired, no father present,
1=unskilled, 2=semiskilled, 3=skilled, 4=white-collar,
5=professional); mother's education (age at which the
mother left full-time education); and father's education
(age at which the father left full-time education). Controlling
for such measures of social class likely removes much



Table 1
Correlation matrix National Child Development Study (UK): full sample.

IQ Physical
attractiveness

Sex Social class
at birth

Mother's
education

Father's
education

Birth
weight

Height Age at
puberty

IQ .381*** −.001 .310*** .291*** .313*** .137*** .063*** −.049***
Physical attractiveness −.088*** .164*** .129*** .140*** .073*** .032** −.055***
Sex .005 −.025** −.013 .118*** .030*** .390***
Social class at birth .272*** .359*** .067*** .046*** .000
Mother's education .566*** .035*** .028** −.007
Father's education .036*** .032** −.008
Birth weight .087*** .053***
Height −.043***
Mean 100.00 .62 .52 2.81 3.92 3.90 116.23 47.42 4.30
Standard deviation 15.00 .49 .50 1.03 1.38 1.62 20.45 6.40 1.40

Note: *pb .05, **pb .01, ***pb .001.
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variance in general intelligence. Thus the partial association
between general intelligence and physical attractiveness
controlling for social class will be a conservative estimate.

In addition, because general intelligence is also associated
with body size (Jensen& Sinha, 1993) andhealth (Gottfredson
&Deary, 2004), I also control for birthweight (in oz), height at
age 7 (in cm), and the age of puberty (menarche for girls, voice
change for boys), measured on the scale: 1=10 years old or
younger; 2=11 years old; 3=12 years old; 4=13 years old;
5=14 years old; 6=15 years old; 7=16 years old or older.

2.5. Results

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics (mean and
standard deviation) for all variables included in the analysis
of the NCDS data, as well as the full correlation matrix. It
shows that the dependent variable (IQ) is significantly
correlated with all the variables included in the analysis,
except for sex, and physical attractiveness is more strongly
associated with general intelligence than any other variable.
Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and the correlation
matrix separately for men and women. Once again, for both
sexes, physical attractiveness is more strongly associated
with general intelligence than any other variable.
Table 2
Correlation matrix National Child Development Study (UK): by sex women (above

IQ Physical
attractiveness

Social class
at birth

IQ .351*** .322***
Physical attractiveness .414*** .144***
Social class at birth .300*** .183***
Mother's education .292*** .139*** .281***
Father's education .315*** .144*** .363***
Birth weight .136*** .090*** .061***
Height .067*** .055** .055***
Age at puberty −.045* −.002 −.010
Women
Mean 100.02 .66 2.80
Standard deviation 14.59 .47 1.03
Men
Mean 99.98 .58 2.81
Standard deviation 15.39 .49 1.02

Note: *pb .05, **pb .01, ***pb .001.
Table 3, Column 1, shows that NCDS respondents who are
described by two different teachers as “attractive” at age 7
and age 11 are significantly more intelligent than those who
are not so described. Attractive NCDS respondents have the
mean IQ of 104.2 while others have the mean IQ of 91.8. The
mean IQ difference of 12.4 between the two groups implies a
correlation coefficient r=.381 (pb .001), as Table 1 also
shows.

Table 3, Column 2, shows that, even controlling for sex
(0=female, 1=male), social class, body size, and health,
attractive NCDS respondents are still significantly more
intelligent than others, by 9.5 IQ points. All other variables
included in the equation, except for height at age 7, are
statistically significantly associated with general intelligence.
However, the comparison of standardized coefficients shows
that physical attractiveness has a stronger association with
general intelligence than any other variable in the model.
Physical attractiveness and general intelligence are still
statistically significantly associated with each other even
net of all the control variables.

Results presented in Table 4 replicate the analysis of NCDS
data separately for each sex. Column 1 shows that attractive
women in the NCDS sample are significantly more intelligent
than other women by 11.4 IQ points, and Column 3 shows
the diagonal) and men (below the diagonal).

Mother's
education

Father's
education

Birth
weight

Height Age at
puberty

.290*** .311*** .140*** .058*** −.072***

.116*** .138*** .082*** .019 −.046*

.264*** .356*** .073*** .038** .006
.565*** .026 .028 −.008

.566*** .030* .018 −.009

.050*** .043** .073*** .001

.029* .047*** .094*** −.064***

.008 −.003 −.004 −.051***

3.95 3.93 113.76 47.22 3.79
1.40 1.63 19.99 6.50 1.34

3.88 3.88 118.57 47.61 4.88
1.35 1.62 20.59 6.29 1.23



Table 4
Association between physical attractiveness and general intelligence by sex
National Child Development Study (UK).

Women Men

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Physical attractiveness 11.391***
(.560)
.351

8.828***
(.627)
.277

13.612***
(.597)
.414

10.330***
(.745)
.318

Social class at birth 2.527***
(.309)
.173

2.232***
(.391)
.141

Mother's education 1.466***
(.233)
.146

1.045***
(.311)
.093

Father's education 1.043***
(.213)
.118

1.932***
(.271)
.205

Weight at birth .085***
(.016)
.105

.068***
(.019)
.082

Height at 7 .029
(.043)
.013

.095
(.061)
.036

Age at puberty −.634**
(.209)
−.059

−.413
(.275)
−.034

Constant 92.248
(.471)

68.862
(2.879)

91.392
(.476)

66.039
(3.907)

R2 .123 .240 .171 .286
Number of cases 2,948 2,027 2,522 1,437

Note: *pb .05, **pb .01, ***pb .001.
Main entries are unstandardized coefficients.
Numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
Numbers in italics are standardized coefficients (beta coefficients).

Table 3
Association between physical attractiveness and general intelligence
National Child Development Study (UK).

(1) (2)

Physical attractiveness 12.426***
(.407)
.381

9.514***
( .480)
.297

Sex 1.310**
(.478)
.044

Social class at birth 2.402***
(.243)
.159

Mother's education 1.317***
(.187)
.125

Father's education 1.405***
(.168)
.154

Birth weight .077***
(.012)
.095

Height at 7 .055
(.035)
.023

Age at puberty −.544**
(.167)

−.052

Constant 91.806
(.334)

67.242
(2.283)

R2 .146 .258
Number of cases 5,470 3,464

Note: *pb .05, **pb .01, ***pb .001.
Main entries are unstandardized coefficients.
Numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
Numbers in italics are standardized coefficients (beta coefficients).
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that attractive men are significantly more intelligent than
other men by 13.6 IQ points.

Among both women (Column 2) and men (Column 4), the
association between physical attractiveness and general intel-
ligence remains statistically significant, even net of all the
control variables. Comparisons of standardized coefficients
within each equation show that general intelligence is more
strongly associated with physical attractiveness than with any
other variable in the equation. Contrary to previous research
(Jensen & Sinha, 1993), height at age 7 is not significantly
associatedwith general intelligence amongwomen, and neither
height at age 7 nor age at puberty is associated with general
intelligence among men (possibly because the age of puberty is
less accurately measured among boys than among girls).

The association between general intelligence and physical
attractiveness is statistically significantly stronger among
men than among women without the controls (b=2.221,
pb .01). However, with the controls, it is only marginally
statistically significantly stronger among men than among
women (b=1.627, p=.086).
3. American sample

3.1. Data

The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health
(Add Health) is a large, nationally representative and
prospectively longitudinal study of young Americans. A
sample of 80 high schools and 52 middle schools from the
US was selected with an unequal probability of selection.
Incorporating systematic sampling methods and implicit
stratification into the Add Health study design ensures this
sample is representative of US schools with respect to region
of country, urbanicity, school size, school type, and ethnicity.
A sample of 20,745 adolescents was personally interviewed in
their homes in 1994–1995 (Wave I) and again in 1996 (Wave
II; n=14,738). In 2001–2002, 15,197 of the original Wave I
respondents, now age 18–28, were interviewed in their
homes (Wave III).

3.2. Dependent variable: general intelligence

Add Health measures respondents' intelligence with the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) at Wave I and Wave
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III. At eachWave, the raw scores (0–87) are age-standardized
and converted to the IQ metric, with a mean of 100 and a
standard deviation of 15. I then perform a factor analysis of
the two IQ scores for each respondent to compute a measure
of general intelligence for Add Health respondents. The two
IQ scores load very heavily on the latent factor (Wave
I=.890, Wave III=.890). I use the general intelligence score
in the standard IQ metric as the dependent variable. All of the
following analyses would have produced identical results had
I used the arithmetic mean of the two IQ test scores, as the
correlation between the mean and the general intelligence
factor (extracted from factor analysis) is .999.

3.3. Physical attractiveness

At the conclusion of the in-home interview at each wave,
the Add Health interviewer rates the respondent's physical
attractiveness on a five-point ordinal scale (1=very unat-
tractive, 2=unattractive, 3=about average, 4=attractive,
5=very attractive). I perform a factor analysis of the
attractiveness ratings from the three waves to compute a
measure of physical attractiveness. The three attractiveness
ratings load heavily on the latent factor (Wave I=.729, Wave
II=.756, Wave III=.600). I use the latent physical attrac-
tiveness factor (measured in the standard unit with a mean of
0 and a standard deviation of 1) as the independent variable.
All of the following analyses would have produced identical
results had I used the arithmetic mean of the three physical
attractiveness ratings, as the correlation between the mean
and the latent physical attractiveness factor (extracted from
factor analysis) is .997.

3.4. Control variables

I control for the social class of the Add Health respondents'
family of orientation with three measures: Gross family income
in $1K at Wave I; mother's education; and father's education
(both measured with the ordinal scale: 0=no education,
1=less than high school, 2=some high school, 3=secondary
trade school, 4=high school/GED, 5=postsecondary trade
school, 6=some college, 7=college degree, 8=postgraduate).
In addition, I control for birthweight (in oz), height atWave I (in
inches), and a general health index at Wave I.

The general health index is computed from a series of 20
questions about the Add Health respondents' health. These
questions ask how frequently the respondents have experi-
enced the following conditions in the last 12 months:
headache; feeling hot all over suddenly for no reason;
stomach ache or upset stomach; cold sweats; feeling
physically weak for no reason; sore throat or cough; feeling
very tired for no reason; painful or very frequent urination;
feeling really sick; waking up feeling tired; skin problems
such as itching or pimples; dizziness; chest pains; aches,
pains, or soreness in muscles or joints; poor appetite; trouble
falling asleep or staying asleep; trouble relaxing; moodiness;
frequent crying; and fearfulness.

For each of the 20 questions, the respondents indicate the
frequency of their experience on a five-point ordinal scale
(0=never, 1=just a few times, 2=about once a week,
3=almost every day, 4=every day). I perform a factor analysis
with these 20 responses. All 20 indicators load on a latent factor
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Table 7
Association between physical attractiveness and general intelligence
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (US).

(1) (2)

Physical attractiveness 1.869***
(.143)
.126

.793***
(.162)
.059

Sex .401
(.381)
.015

Race
Black −9.199***

(.451)
−.242

Asian −5.402***
(.662)
−.097

Native American −3.325***
(.742)
−.052

Family income .019***
(.003)
.071

Mother's education 1.490***
(.104)
.207

Father's education 1.237***
(.100)
.183

Weight at birth .016*
(.007)
.027

Height .210
(.045)
.064

Health .055
(.193)
.003

Constant 100.032
(.143)

73.602
(2.907)

R2 .016 .235
Number of cases 10,681 5,694

Note: *pb .05, **pb .01, ***pb .001.
Main entries are unstandardized coefficients.
Numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
Numbers in italics are standardized coefficients (beta coefficients).
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with reasonably high factor loadings (headache=.530; feeling
hot=.568; stomach ache=.564; cold sweats=.500; feeling
physically weak=.644; sore throat=.459; feeling tired=.632;
painful urination=.507; feeling sick=.598; waking up
tired=.536; skin problems=.375; dizziness=.627; chest
pains=.575; aches=.495; poor appetite=.535; trouble
sleeping=.559; trouble relaxing=.592; moodiness=.586;
crying=.601; and fearfulness=.573). I multiply the extracted
latent factor by −1, so that it reflects good health rather than
illnesses to compute the latent health index for Wave I. I use the
latent health index as another measure of general fitness. The



Table 8
Association between physical attractiveness and general intelligence by sex
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (US).

Women Men

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Physical attractiveness 1.957***
(.191)
.134

.576**
(.219)
.043

2.278***
(.223)
.144

1.232***
(.241)
.086

Race
Black −7.498***

(.624)
−.199

−11.464***
(.651)
−.297

Asian −5.558***
(.962)
−.096

−5.234***
(.904)
−.098

Native American −3.130**
(1.097)
−.046

−3.492***
(.999)
−.058

Family income .021***
(.004)
.086

.015**
(.005)
.052

Mother's education 1.265***
(.146)
.176

1.763***
(.149)
.245

Father's education 1.387***
(.140)
.203

1.024***
(.141)
.153

Weight at birth .024*
(.011)
.038

.006
(.010)
.011

Height .330***
(.077)
.073

.131*
(.056)
.040

Health .222
(.251)
.014

−.220
(.305)

−.012
Constant 98.895

(.199)
65.080
(4.789)

101.400
(.211)

80.914
(3.877)

R2 .018 .217 .021 .262
Number of cases 5717 2988 4964 2706

Note: *pb .05, **pb .01, ***pb .001.
Main entries are unstandardized coefficients.
Numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
Numbers in italics are standardized coefficients (beta coefficients).
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general health index correlates significantly andmoderatelywith
self-perceived general health (1=poor, 2=fair, 3=good,
4=very good, 5=excellent) (r=.284, pb .001, n=20,719).

3.5. Results

Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics and correlation
matrix for all the variables included in the analysis of the Add
Health data. It shows that physical attractiveness is signifi-
cantly correlated with general intelligence (r=.126), but not
as strongly as some other variables included in the analysis,
such as family income, mother's education and father's
education. Table 6 presents the descriptive statistics and
correlation matrix separately for men and women.

Table 7, Column 2, shows that the significant positive
association between general intelligence and physical attrac-
tiveness remains even after I control for sex (0=female,
1=male), race (with three dummies for black, Asian, and
Native American, withwhite as the reference category), social
class, body size, and health.While birth weight is significantly
positively associated with intelligence (b=.016, pb .05),
neither height at Wave I nor general health index is asso-
ciated with intelligence.

Results presented in Table 8 replicate the analysis of Add
Health data separately by sex. The bivariate correlation
between general intelligence and physical attractiveness is
slightly larger within each sex than in the full sample
(r=.134, pb .001, for women; r=.144, pb .001, for men), as
Table 6 also shows. The unstandardized coefficients for
physical attractiveness suggest that one standard deviation
increase in physical attractiveness increases intelligence by
2.0 IQ points among women and 2.3 IQ points among men.

Columns 2 and 4 show that the partial association between
general intelligence and physical attractivenesswithin each sex
remains highly significant even after I control for race, social
class, body size, and health. Birth weight is significantly
associated with intelligence only among men (b=.024,
pb .05), not amongwomen (b=.006, ns). Height is significantly
associated with intelligencewithin sexes (b=.330, pb .001, for
women; b=.131, pb .05, for men). However, the measure of
general health is not associated with general intelligence at all
for either sex (b=.222, ns, forwomen; b=−.220, ns, formen).

The sex difference in the association between general
intelligence and physical attractiveness is not statistically
significant without the controls (b=.321, ns), but is statis-
tically significant with the controls (b=.645, pb .05).

4. Discussion

Both in the British and American samples, physical at-
tractiveness is significantly positively associated with general
intelligence, both with and without controls for social class,
body size, and health. Both in the UK and in the US, the
association between physical attractiveness and general
intelligence is stronger among men than among women. In
the UK, physically attractive men have higher IQ by 13.6
points, whereas physically attractive women have higher IQ
by 11.4 IQ points. These mean differences imply bivariate
correlation coefficients of r=.351 among women and
r=.414 among men. Physical attractiveness is more strongly
associated with general intelligence than any other variable
included in the equations. However, the relatively weak
measure of physical attractiveness in the NCDS data is likely
to attenuate the true association between general intelligence
and physical attractiveness.

At the same time, given that the attractiveness ratings of
the NCDS respondents were given by their two elementary
school teachers, who were largely aware of the students'
cognitive ability from their academic work, it is also possible
that there may be some halo effect, where more intelligent,
better students are considered by their teachers to be
physically more attractive. However, such a halo effect, if it
exists, does not explain where the perception that more
intelligent individuals are physically more attractive comes
from. The results presented in this paper suggest that the
perception is based on empirical reality (Kanazawa & Kovar,
2004).

The association between intelligence and physical attrac-
tiveness is much weaker in the US. The bivariate correlations
are r=.134 among women and r=.144 among men. The
associations remain significant even controlling for sex, race,
social class, body size, and health. The stronger association
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between general intelligence and physical attractiveness may
possibly be due to the fact that the NCDS data have a much
stronger measure of general intelligence than the Add Health
data, although the latter has a stronger measure of physical
attractiveness than the former. It is not clear why the
association is stronger among men than among women
both in the UK and in the US, but Miller's (2000a, 2000b,
Prokosch, Yeo, & Miller, 2005) general fitness factor (f-factor)
model can account for the sex difference.
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