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Abstract
The aim of the paper is to discover how important physical attractiveness 
is in �nding a partner and in the type of partnership sought. Two surveys 
(2975 and 3004 by the CIS) and several methods were employed: linear 
probability models and �xed-effect multi-level models. For men, the 
results show that being unattractive decreases the likelihood of �nding a 
partner, of �nding a partner with a university degree, and of �nding a 
partner with a higher educational level. For women, physical 
attractiveness does not affect the likelihood of any of those events 
occurring. The study has also found out that physical attractiveness has 
more of an in�uence on people with a working class background to �nd a 
partner with   higher educational attainment. These results are 
unexpected and pose a challenge to the theory of erotic capital.

Palabras clave
Clases sociales
• Capital erótico
• Emparejamiento
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Resumen
El objetivo del artículo es saber si ser físicamente atractivo/a importa para 
emparejarse y para el tipo de emparejamiento. Para ello se han utilizado 
dos encuestas (la 2975 y la 3004 del CIS) y se han empleado varios 
métodos: modelos de probabilidad lineal y análisis multinivel con efectos 
�jos. Entre los varones, los resultados indican que ser poco atractivo 
reduce la probabilidad de emparejarse, de emparejarse con una 
universitaria y de emparejarse con alguien que tenga más estudios. Entre 
las mujeres, el atractivo físico no in�uye en ninguno de esos fenómenos. 
También se ha descubierto que el atractivo físico in�uye más en los hijos 
de la clase obrera para emparejarse con alguien que tenga más estudios. 
Estos resultados son inesperados y suponen un reto para la teoría del 
capital erótico.
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INTRODUCTION1

In 2010 Catherine Hakim published an article 
in which she de�ned a new concept, erotic 
capital, a combination of physical and social 
attractiveness (Hakim, 2010). According to 
the author herself, erotic capital has as much 
value as money, education and good con-
tacts, and is in�uential in achieving success 
in two fundamental markets: labour and ma-
rriage. Erotic capital not only has a major im-
pact on income and the probability of �nding 
a partner, but also on the type of employment 
and partner one �nds. In addition, it can be a 
decisive factor in social mobility (Hakim, 
2012). 

Despite its possible importance, the 
power to charm others has often been dis-
dained by the social sciences, and its in-
�uence has not been subjected to systematic 
empirical veri�cation. The purpose of this 
article is to verify the in�uence of one of the 
key aspects of erotic capital, physical attrac-
tiveness, in the marriage market. Speci�cally, 
it seeks to �nd out whether physical attracti-
veness is in�uential in 1) �nding a partner 2) 
�nding a partner with a degree and 3) attai-
ning higher social status by �nding a partner 
who has a higher level of education. Additio-
nally, an analysis will be made to verify 
whether attractiveness is more important for 
those who have lower educational and social 
status, as held by some hypotheses that will 
be discussed later. 

This study draws on two pioneering sur-
veys from southern Europe in which inter-
viewers were asked to rate the physical at-
tractiveness of the person interviewed. These 
are surveys 2975 (2013) and 3004 (2013-
2014), carried out by the Centre for Sociolo-

1 This article is framed within  a research Project  
(CSO2014-59927-R), �nanced by the Spanish  Ministry 
of Economy and Competitiveness.

The autor thanks the two reviewers  for their comments 
and suggestions.

gical Research in Spain (Centro de Investiga-
ciones Sociológicas (CIS)). As will be seen in 
the theoretical section, all studies related to 
the in�uence of physical attractiveness on 
mating processes have the drawback that 
they were conducted many years ago, when 
societies were very different from the present 
ones. The most recent one concerning ma-
rriage used data from the 1990s (Harper, 
2000). Sociology should pay attention to ero-
tic capital and empirically verify the validity of 
its components for several reasons. These 
include: the use of outdated data in this area 
of research; the concept of erotic capital as 
developed by Hakim (2010, 2011), whose 
book has been translated into several lan-
guages and published in many countries 
(Moreno Pestaña, 2016, Moreno Pestaña 
and Bruquetas Callejo, 2016); the publication 
of two studies in Spain that have questioned 
this concept; and the recent analysis that 
linked erotic capital to subjective well-being 
(Requena Santos, 2017). In addition to using 
very recent data, this article will provide em-
pirical evidence of the importance of physical 
attractiveness in a region where this has ne-
ver been analysed before: Southern Europe.

 Finally, another strength of the article is 
that it provides several robustness checks 
that are not customary in the social sciences. 
It compares the results derived from different 
techniques and it also uses two surveys 
which were carried out within a few months 
of each other that contained questions rela-
ted to the same subject.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

According to Hakim, erotic capital is one of 
the most basic assets individuals have, along 
with economic, cultural and social capital 
(Bourdieu, 1997).  In particular, erotic capital 
‘is a combination of aesthetic, visual, physi-
cal, social, and sexual attractiveness to other 
members of your society... in all social con-
texts’ (Hakim 2010: 501). 
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Erotic capital consists of six elements 
(Hakim, 2012: 1): beauty, the central element; 
2) sexual attractiveness—if beauty refers to 
facial attractiveness, sexual attraction refers 
to body attractiveness, way of moving, per-
sonality and style; 3) social attributes, such 
as grace, charm, social skills in interaction, 
the ability to make people like you ; 4) liveli-
ness, that is, physical �tness, social energy 
and good humour; 5) social presentation: 
style of dress, make-up, etc.; 6) and sexuali-
ty, that is, sexual competence, energy and 
erotic imagination. To these six components, 
Hakim added another potential element, fer-
tility, much appreciated in almost every cul-
ture.

Hakim’s theory has received multiple cri-
ticisms. From a theoretical point of view, it is 
of interest here that erotic capital is better 
understood if it is conceived as a part of cul-
tural capital, and therefore it is not an inno-
vative concept (Moreno Pestaña, 2016). It 
has recently been shown that in Spain there 
is a correlation between being a graduate 
and being thin, and between thinness and 
some feminised professions, so erotic capital 
‘can be better understood if we include it 
within a cultural capital, which places its de-
mands fundamentally on younger graduate 
women’ (Moreno Pestaña and Bruquetas Ca-
llejo, 2016: 2). In the data used in this study 
there were a greater proportion of people 
considered attractive among those who had 
a higher education level, and among the chil-
dren from the professional classes, and a 
greater proportion of unattractive people 
among those with a lower education level 
and who were from a working-class back-
ground. This corroborates the notion that 
cultural capital to some extent way requires 
certain standards concerning physical ap-
pearance, which correlate with what Hakim 
has called erotic capital.

Although erotic capital contains a number 
of elements that may be attractive to all 
members of society and in all social con-
texts, it is known that women and men focus 

more on different traits (Ayuso Sánchez and 
García Faroldi, 2014). Whereas women usua-
lly pay attention to expressive and character 
elements, such as the eyes and personality, 
men tend to focus more on more physical 
features such as the breasts, buttocks, or 
hips.

The few studies that sought to ascertain 
whether attractiveness has an in�uence on 
�nding a partner were made some years ago, 
long before Hakim coined the concept of 
erotic capital, and were carried out mainly by 
economists. These studies were derived in-
directly from the �nding that obese women 
had lower income than other women. They 
found that being an obese woman had a di-
sadvantage in the marriage market, which 
undermined their revenue (Averett and San-
ders, 1996). More recently it has been found 
that obese women are less successful in 
speed dating (Kurzban and Weeden, 2005). 
In contrast, attractive women have a greater 
likelihood of getting married. It is also known 
that height matters. It is more dif�cult for wo-
men who are too tall and for men who are too 
short to �nd a partner than for those who are 
of a normal height. In addition, it seems that 
for males what matters in �nding a spouse is 
not being unattractive, rather than being very 
attractive (Harper, 2000). 

Other previous research showed that to 
start an intimate relationship, attractiveness 
is a very important quality (Dion, Berscheid 
and Walster, 1972). Psychologists also 
showed that some traits such as intelligence 
and goodness were more often attributed to 
physically attractive people (Gallucci, 1984; 
Gallucci and Meyer, 1984). These features 
were also proven to be attributed to very at-
tractive couples (Sigall and Landy, 1973).

The theoretical assumption regarding the 
search for a partner outlined in this article 
follows the steps proposed by Blossfeld and 
Timm (2003). These authors based their re-
search on the idea that individuals with limi-
ted time and knowledge use relatively sim-
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ple—heuristic—methods to make inferences 
when making complex decisions (Gigerenzer 
et al., 1999).  The key is to reach a certain 
degree of satisfaction in �nding a partner (Si-
mon, 1990). According to this concept, once 
a solution consistent with expectations is 
achieved, the search process is stopped. 
This method is very useful when there are 
many or in�nite alternatives available and it 
is not possible to examine all of them to �nd 
which is the optimal one. In this way, people 
reach a point of satisfaction and look for 
‘good enough’ solutions, instead of looking 
for the best possible solution (Simon 1990: 
10 and 17).

According to this model, when one looks 
for a partner, one does not know which one 
is optimal, since it is impossible to know all 
potential partners and check if one is actually 
better than another. One stops looking when 
one thinks a partner has been found who 
meets the minimum requirements below 
which one is not willing to mate (Blossfeld 
and Timm, 2003: 7). According to Hakim, 
erotic capital and, within it, physical attracti-
veness, are one of the fundamental assets of 
individuals. 

Hypothesis 1: Hypothesis 1 uses the psycho-
logical concept of satisfaction. From this 
concept, it follows that less attractive people 
will have the most dif�culties in �nding a part-
ner, since they are most likely not to meet the 
minimum requirements to satisfy, or be ac-
cepted by, potential partners.

In addition, this article investigates how 
physical attractiveness can in�uence the 
likelihood of �nding a match with someone 
who is a university graduate. Some theories 
suggest that for those with higher income, 
being with someone attractive serves to 
highlight their worth (Veblen, 1934: 34). In a 
similar vein, Hakim’s preference theory, for 
example, holds that physical attractiveness 
and educational attainment are equally im-
portant for marriage. In her view, someone 
who is very attractive physically —especially 

for women—is very highly rated by those 
with high status: ‘Erotic capital is thus partia-
lly linked to social strati�cation... higher-sta-
tus people choose spouses with the highest 
erotic capital’ (Hakim 2010: 503). 

Hypothesis 2: The most attractive people will 
have a greater likelihood of �nding a match 
who is a graduate than the rest.

An extension of this hypothesis can be 
applied to the third question posed by the 
article: whether physical attractiveness is im-
portant for social mobility through marriage. 
In this respect, some research found that the 
most attractive women had a higher proba-
bility of upward mobility; on the contrary, 
unattractive women were more likely to ma-
rry men with a lower educational level (Elder, 
1969; Hamermesh and Bidlle, 1994). 

It should be remembered that marriage 
has played a fundamental role as a mode of 
social reproduction, to the extent that ‘since 
(marriage) was a contract too important to be 
left to the engaged couple, usually the relati-
ves, neighbours and other people outside the 
family... participated in the negotiations’ 
(Coontz, 2006: 22-23). When it came to 
choosing a partner, there was no individual 
freedom until relatively recently. The new sta-
te of affairs, where relationships are based on 
romantic love and there is more freedom, is 
a propitious terrain for the exploitation of ero-
tic capital as a mechanism for social mobility.

Hypothesis 3: The most attractive people will 
have a higher probability of �nding a partner 
who has a higher level of education.

Another issue raised here is whether the 
importance of attractiveness varies accor-
ding to social origin. Most of the theories 
economists use to explain partner selection 
come from exchange theory. This group of 
theories conceives the matrimonial market 
as analogous to a market in which goods and 
services are interchangeable (Taylor and 
Glenn, 1976). Exchange theory is useful in 
explaining couples who differ in some cha-
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racteristics. Basically, it points out that if one 
of the partners has less value in a particular 
trait, this is compensated for by having 
another feature that is more valuable (Ed-
wards, 1969, of 4). 

In a way, this theory is complemented by 
Gary Becker’s economic theory of the family, 
although using different parameters. Accor-
ding to this theory, marriage is pro�table in-
sofar as each spouse offers something diffe-
rent and complementary to the other (Becker, 
1993). Traditionally, the male concentrated 
solely on the labour market and the woman 
on the domestic tasks, the main one of which 
was to raise children. This sexual division of 
labour increased the aggregate revenue of 
the family group. Shifting the argument to 
erotic capital, it could be said that the mem-
bers of a couple specialise in certain charac-
teristics and each offer something different 
and complementary to the other. In this case, 
one of the members would offer a better po-
sition in the labour market, and the other, 
erotic capital. 

Hakim (2010) argued that attractiveness 
is as important for upward social mobility as 
cultural capital, and that, for those with low 
quali�cations, attractiveness may be the 
most important asset of all. This hypothesis 
is supported both by her theory and by some 
empirical �ndings. Elder (1969) found that 
among working-class women, physical at-
tractiveness was more predictive for expe-
riencing upward social mobility through ma-
rriage than for educational level, while the 
relative effects of these factors were the op-
posite among middle-class women. He also 
found that marriages in which the woman 
had a higher level of education than the hus-
band were more prevalent among unattracti-
ve women, as shown by Hamermesh and 
Biddle (1994). Along the same lines, Taylor 
and Glenn (1976) found a relationship bet-
ween beauty and the probability of marriage 
mediated by the social class of origin: beau-
ty mattered more to women from a working-
class background. 

Hypothesis 4: It follows that attractiveness 
may be more decisive for people who have 
less capital in other aspects (low educational 
levels or working-class background) than 
those who have advanced educational quali-
�cations or come from a medium or high so-
cial background. 

Data, variables and methods

Attractiveness has been measured in a num-
ber of ways: through photos and videos, by 
assessing aptitudes through social psycho-
logy experiments, or by including a self-eva-
luation question or an interviewer’s as-
sessment in the surveys. They all have some 
drawbacks (Hakim 2010). One of the best 
ways of measuring attractiveness is through 
face-to-face surveys. This method has three 
important advantages. The �rst one is that 
data on attractiveness are obtained with re-
presentative samples. The second one is the 
low added cost of accessing the data, since 
it can be done by including a question for the 
interviewers at the end of the questionnaire. 
The third advantage is that face-to-face sur-
veys involve a very direct interaction between 
the interviewer and the interviewee, and the-
refore there are additional criteria to assess 
attractiveness.

The data on which this analysis has been 
based came from two face-to-face surveys 
of approximately one hour each. These are 
the surveys 2975 (2013) and 3004 (2013-
2014) by the Spanish Centre for Sociological 
Research (Centro de Investigaciones Soci-
ológicas. Survey 2975 used a probabilistic 
sample and consisted of 5,094 interviews, 
although the analysis was restricted to cer-
tain ages and information was used from 
1,965 individuals. Survey 3004 was conduct-
ed by quota sampling. It consisted of 5,962 
interviews, of which 2,303 have been anal-
ysed. Both were samples from Spain.

In spite of its advantages, the fact that the 
interviewer is the one who evaluates the at-
tractiveness of the interviewee also has its 



Reis. Rev.Esp.Investig.Sociol. ISSN-L: 0210-5233. Nº 159, July - September 2017, pp. 91-112

96 How Important is Physical Attractiveness in the Marriage Market?

TABLE 1. Males 30-50 years old: Probability of living with a partner

Linear Probability Model (survey 2975) Multilevel FE model (survey 2975)  

Variable M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

Attractive

very attractive 0.15*** 0.15*** 0.15*** 0.17*** 0.51*** 0.12 0.22*** 0.21*** 0.22*** 0.24*** 0.54*** 0.19*

normal 0.10** 0.10** 0.10** 0.10** 0.17 0.01 0.13*** 0.12** 0.12** 0.13*** 0.21 0.06
unattractive (ref.)

Education Level

Primary -0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -0.15   -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 -0.14
Lower secondary 0.02 -0.00 -0.01 -0.16   -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.13

Higher Secondary 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00   -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 -0.09
Univ. (ref.)

Social class of origin

I and II (ref.)

III 0.04 0.03 0.02   0.01 0.01 0.01
Iva and Ivb 0.13*** 0.12** 0.12**   0.13** 0.13** 0.14**
V and VI 0.12** 0.12** 0.11**   0.08 0.08 0.08
VIIa y VIIb 0.08 0.06 0.06   0.05 0.05 0.05

Ivc -0.01 -0.03 -0.03   -0.07 -0.08 -0.08
Ncegp egp -0.02 -0.02 -0.02   -0.04 -0.04 -0.03
Age

30 to 39 (ref.)

40-50 0.14*** 0.13*** 0.13***   0.14*** 0.13*** 0.14
Social class of origin (for interactions)

Service class (ref.)

middle class 0.22   0.23  
working class 0.19   0.17  
others 0.08   0.07  
Middle class * attractive -0.36**   -0.35*  
Working class * attractive -0.42***   -0.35**  
others*attractive -0.48**   -0.42*  
Middle class * normal -0.12   -0.14  
Working class *normal -0.05   -0.06  
others*attractive -0.04   -0.04  
Ed.lvl*attractive

Primary attractive 0.24   0.21
Sec.initial * attractive 0.17   0.15
Sec.sup. attractive -0.23   -0.17
Primary*normal 0.08   0.07
sec.initial*normal 0.19*   0.12
sec.sup*normal 0.03   0.06
_cons 0.63*** 0.64*** 0.57*** 0.52*** 0.41*** 0.59*** 0.61*** 0.64*** 0.57*** 0.52*** 0.41*** 0.57***
sigma_u 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.27 0.28
sigma_e   0.44 0.44 0.44 0.43 0.43 0.43
rho   0.29 0.30 0.3 0.3 0.28 0.29
F test (Prob >F)   0.20 0.20 0.20 0.17 0.27 0.24
n 956 956 956 956 956 956 956 956 956 956 956 956
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TABLE 1. Males 30-50 years old: Probability of living with a partner (continue)

Linear Probability Model (survey 3004)  Multilevel FE model (survey 3004)

Variable    M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

Attractive

very attractive 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.09* 0.17 0.09 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.04

normal 0.08** 0.08** 0.08** 0.10*** 0.11 0.09 0.07* 0.06 0.07* 0.09** 0.04 0.06
unattractive (ref.)

Education Level

Primary -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.04 -0.02 -0.05 -0.04 -0.02
Lower secondary -0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.11 -0.03 -0.05 -0.04 -0.15

Higher Secondary 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.09 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.03
Univ. (ref.)

Social class of origin

I and II (ref.)

III 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
Iva and Ivb 0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01
V and VI -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03
VIIa y VIIb 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02

Ivc 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.10 0.08 0.08
Ncegp egp 0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02
Age

30 to 39 (ref.)

40-50 0.14*** 0.14*** 0.14*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.13***
Social class of origin (for interactions)

Service class (ref.)

middle class 0.09   0.03
working class -0.01   -0.07
others 0.05   -0.08
Middle class * attractive -0.27   -0.25
Working class * attractive -0.01   0.11
others*attractive -0.18   -0.04
Middle class * normal -0.05   0.03
Working class *normal 0.01   0.06
others*attractive -0.05   0.06
Ed.lvl*attractive

Primary attractive -0.16 -0.12
Sec.initial * attractive 0.16 0.15
Sec.sup. attractive -0.11 -0.07
Primary*normal -0.07 -0.04
sec.initial*normal 0.11 0.13
sec.sup*normal -0.09 -0.05
_cons 0.69*** 0.69*** 0.68*** 0.60*** 0.59*** 0.61*** 0.70*** 0.72*** 0.69*** 0.63*** 0.67*** 0.66***
sigma_u   0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.19
sigma_e   0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43
rho   0.17 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.17
F test (Prob >F)   0.46 0.46 0.41 0.45 0.40 0.51
n 1,177 1,177 1,177 1,177 1,177 1,177 1,177 1,177 1,177 1,177 1,177 1,177

Source: Developed by the author based on micro data from the CIS Spanish General Social Survey (known as ‘ESGE’ in its abbreviated                     
form in Spanish) (survey no. 2975) and the CIS survey 3004.
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TABLE 2. Males 30-50 years old: Probability of living with a partner who is a graduate

Linear Probability Model Multilevel FE model

Variable M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6       M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

Attractive

very attractive 0.30*** 0.22*** 0.27*** 0.20*** -0.04 0.29*** 0.37*** 0.25*** 0.33*** 0.24*** -0.03 0.33***

normal 0.22*** 0.16*** 0.21*** 0.17*** -0.03 0.14*** 0.29*** 0.22*** 0.27*** 0.21*** 0.01 0.20**

unattractive (ref.)  

Education Level

Primary -0.65*** -0.61*** -0.61***   -0.59*** -0.54*** -0.55***

Lower secondary -0.43*** -0.40*** -0.40***   -0.35*** -0.32*** -0.32***

Higher Secondary -0.29*** -0.27*** -0.29***   -0.25*** -0.22*** -0.23***

Univ. (ref.)  

Social class of origin

I and II (ref.)  

III. -0.33*** -0.19** -0.20**   -0.29*** -0.19** -0.21**

Iva and Ivb -0.19*** -0.09 -0.08   -0.17** -0.09 -0.09

V and VI -0.16** -0.03 -0.04   -0.14* -0.01 -0.02

VIIa and VIIb -0.34*** -0.15** -0.17***   -0.34*** -0.19*** -0.21***

Ivc -0.31*** -0.11 -0.11   -0.17* -0.04 -0.04

Ncegp egp -0.31*** -0.13* -0.16**   -0.28*** -0.13 -0.17*

Age

30 to 39 (ref.)  

40-50 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05   -0.05 -0.04 -0.05

Social class of origin (for interactions)

Service class (ref.)  

middle class -0.20   -0.21

working class -0.35**   -0.36*

others: -0.45**   -0.47*

middle class*attractive 0.17   0.16

working class*attractive 0.29   0.32

others*attractive 0.43   0.46

middle class*normal 0.08   0.12

working class*normal 0.26   0.23

others*normal 0.34*   0.36

Ed. lvl*attractive

Primary and Lower Second. (ref.)  

Higher Second. 0.19*   0.13

Univ. 0.36***   0.31**

Higher Second.*attractive -0.14   -0.01

Univ*attractive -0.09   -0.12

Higher Second.*normal -0.01   0.03

Univ*normal 0.13 0.11

_cons 0.26*** 0.58*** 0.51*** 0.69*** 0.89*** 0.26*** 0.20*** 0.49*** 0.44*** 0.61*** 0.81*** 0.25**

sigma_u   0.37 0.31 0.37 0.33 0.32 0.33

sigma_e   0.48 0.44 0.47 0.44 0.44 0.44

rho   0.37 0.33 0.39 0.35 0.34 0.36

F test (Prob >F)   0.04 0.5 0.04 0.45 0.56 0.48

n 698 698 698 698 698 698 698 698 698 698 698 698

Source: Developed by the author based on micro data from CIS survey number 2975.
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TABLE 3. Males (30-50 years old): Probability of living with a partner who has a higher level of education

Linear Probability Model Multilevel FE model

Variable M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

Attractive

very attractive 0.27*** 0.29*** 0.28*** 0.29*** -0.29 0.15 0.31** 0.34*** 0.29** 0.32** -0.11 0.31

normal 0.18*** 0.21*** 0.17*** 0.20*** -0.07 0.10 0.18* 0.22** 0.16* 0.20** -0.14 0.13

unattractive (ref.)  

Education Level

Primary 0.21*** 0.23*** 0.24*** 0.11 0.26*** 0.26** 0.29** 0.17

Lower Secondary 0.05 0.07 0.07 -0.07 0.05 0.05 0.07 -0.01

Higher secondary (ref.)  

Social class of origin

I and II (ref.)  

III. -0.12 -0.17 -0.16   -0.13 -0.17 -0.17

Iva and Ivb -0.10 -0.13 -0.13   -0.24* -0.23* -0.24*

V and VI 0.09 0.05 0.04   0.03 0.00 -0.01

VIIa and VIIb -0.11 -0.16 -0.16   -0.23* -0.26** -0.27**

Ivc -0.10 -0.14 -0.14   -0.15 -0.17 -0.17

Ncegp egp -0.04 -0.11 -0.11   -0.12 -0.18 -0.19

Age

30 to 39 (ref.)  

40-50 -0.00 -0.02 -0.00   0.00 0.01 0.00

Social class of origin (for interactions)

service class (ref.)  

middle class -0.39   -0.49

working class -0.42   -0.51

others: -0.61*   -0.89*

middle class*attractive 0.54   0.41

working class*attractive 0.61*   0.41

others*attractive 0.81*   0.75

middle class*normal 0.23   0.29

working class*normal 0.29   0.32

others*normal 0.51   0.78*

Education*attractive

Primary*attractive 0.13   -0.02

Secondary *attractive 0.20   0.03

Primary*normal 0.15   0.14

Lower secondary*normal 0.14   0.08

_cons 0.32*** 0.25*** 0.39*** 0.35*** 0.65** 0.44*** 0.31*** 0.22** 0.49*** 0.42*** 0.74** 0.47**

sigma_u   0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38

sigma_e   0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

rho   0.36 0.36 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37

F test (Prob >F)   0.72 0.69 0.64 0.65 0.71 0.69

n 438 438 438 438 438 438 438 438 438 438 438 438

Source: Developed by the author based on micro data from the CIS Spanish General Social Survey (ESGE) (survey no. 2975).
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TABLE 4.  Females 30-50 years: Probability of living with a partner            

Linear Probability Model (survey 2975) Multilevel FE model (survey 2975)

Variable M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

Attractive

very attractive 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.06 -0.14** -0.02 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.20** -0.04

normal 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.06 -0.11** -0.06 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.03 -0.14 -0.05

unattractive (ref.)    

Education Level

Primary 0.07 0.07 0.08 -0.03   0.04 0.04 0.05 -0.05

Lower  Secondary 0.04 0.04 0.04 -0.11   0.05 0.05 0.05 -0.09

Higher Secondary -0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.14   0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.01

Univ. (ref.)    

Social class of origin

IandII (ref.)    

III. -0.07 -0.08 -0.08   -0.08 -0.08 -0.08

Iva and Ivb -0.05 -0.05 -0.06   -0.05 -0.05 -0.06

V and VI -0.04 -0.04 -0.04   -0.02 -0.02 -0.02

VIIa and VIIb -0.02 -0.03 -0.04   -0.03 -0.04 -0.05

Ivc -0.01 -0.03 -0.03   -0.02 -0.04 -0.04

Ncegp egp -0.05 -0.06 -0.07   -0.03 -0.05 -0.05

Age

30 to 39 (ref.)    

40-50 0.03 0.04 0.03   0.04 0.05 0.04

6    

service and middle classes (ref.)

working class -0.25***   -0.23**  

others: -0.36**   -0.30**  

working class*attractive 0.33***   0.35**  

others*attractive 0.30*   0.30  

working class*normal 0.24***   0.22*  

others*normal 0.36**   0.32**  

Education*attractive

Primary*attractive 0.16   0.27

Lower Second.*attractive 0.15   0.20

Higher Second..*attractive 0.05   -0.12

Primary*normal 0.11   0.06

Lower Second.*normal 0.18   0.16

Higher Second.*normal 0.19   0.06

_cons 0.73*** 0.71*** 0.77*** 0.73*** 0.86*** 0.83*** 0.77*** 0.74*** 0.80*** 0.75*** 0.88*** 0.82***

sigma_u   0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.27

sigma_e   0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42

rho   0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.29

F test (Prob >F)   0.40 0.42 0.42 0.40 0.44 0.37

n 1,009 1,009 1,009 1,009 1,009 1,009 1,009 1,009 1,009 1,009 1,009 1,009
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TABLE 4.  Females 30-50 years: Probability of living with a partner (continue)    

Linear Probability Model (survey 3004) Multilevel FE model (survey 3004)

Variable M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

Attractive

very attractive -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.13 0.08 0.09 0.09* 0.13** 0.12 0.25**

normal  0.01 0.03 0.02 0.04 -0.06 0.02 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.08** 0.02 0.11

unattractive (ref.)  

Education Level

Primary 0.07* 0.04 0.05 0.12 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.10

Lower  Secondary 0.07** 0.05 0.05* 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.08

Higher Secondary 0.04 0.03 0.04 -0.02 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04

Univ. (ref.)  

Social class of origin

IandII (ref.)  

III. 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07

Iva and Ivb 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.01

V and VI 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05

VIIa and VIIb 0.09** 0.06 0.08* 0.07* 0.06 0.07*

Ivc 0.01 -0.02 -0.00 -0.03 -0.06 -0.04

Ncegp egp 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.08

Age

30 to 39 (ref.)  

40-50 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.09*** 0.09*** 0.09***

6  

service and middle classes (ref.)

working class -0.08   -0.04

others: 0.01   0.17

working class*attractive 0.02   0.01

others*attractive -0.16   -0.32

working class*normal 0.15*   0.11

others*normal 0.04   -0.11

Education*attractive

Primary*attractive -0.15 -0.20

Lower Second.*attractive -0.16 -0.20

Higher Second..*attractive -0.13 -0.16

Primary*normal -0.08 -0.06

Lower Second.*normal 0.02 -0.04

Higher Second.*normal 0.10 0.04

_cons 0.83*** 0.79*** 0.78*** 0.71*** 0.80*** 0.69*** 0.78*** 0.75*** 0.74*** 0.66*** 0.72*** 0.61***

sigma_u   0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.18

sigma_e   0.37 0.37 0.37 0.36 0.36 0.36

rho   0.19 0.19 0.19 0.2 0.21 0.2

F test (Prob >F)   0.69 0.76 0.70 0.66 0.70 0.73

n 1,126 1,126 1,126 1,126 1,126 1,126 1,126 1,126 1,126 1,126 1,126 1,126

Source: Developed by the author based on micro data from the CIS Spanish General Social Survey (known as ‘ESGE’ by its abbreviated 
form in Spanish), (survey no. 2975) and CIS survey no. 3004.
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TABLE 5. Females 30-50 years: Probability of living with a partner who is a graduate

Linear Probability Model Multilevel FE model

Variable M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

Attractive

very attractive 0.11 -0.03 0.07 -0.03 -0.02 -0.05 0,11 0,02 0,09 0,03 0,08 -0,01

normal -0.01 -0.08 -0.02 -0.08 -0.07 -0.13* -0,04 -0,07 -0,04 -0,07 -0,02 -0,05

unattractive (ref.)

Education Level

Primary -0.60*** -0.57*** -0.58***   -0,48*** -0,45*** -0,46***

Lower Secondary -0.45*** -0.42*** -0.44***   -0,36*** -0,34*** -0,35***

Higher Secondary -0.31*** -0.30*** -0.31***   -0,30*** -0,28*** -0,29***

Univ. (ref.)

Social class of origin

I and II (ref.)

III. -0.19** -0.09 -0.10   -0,11 -0,05 -0,05

Iva and Ivb -0.23*** -0.14** -0.13**   -0,14** -0,09 -0,09

V and VI -0.22*** -0.10 -0.10   -0,22*** -0,13* -0,13*

VIIa and VIIb -0.32*** -0.14** -0.14**   -0,25*** -0,13** -0,14**

Ivc -0.31*** -0.15* -0.15**   -0,20** -0,09 -0,1

ncegp egp -0.34*** -0.14** -0.14**   -0,24*** -0,10 -0,09

Age

30 to 39 (ref.)

40-50 0.02 0.02 0.01   0,04 0,05 0,04

Social class of origin (for interactions)

service and middle classes (ref.)

working class 0.01   0,02

others: -0.14   -0,06

working class*attractive -0.01   0,08

others*attractive 0.02   -0,13

working class*normal -0.05   -0,10

others*normal 0.11   0,03

Education*attractive

Primary and Lower Second. (ref.)

Higher secondary 0.18   0,20

University 0.34***   0,34**

Higher Second.*attractive 0.03   0,02

Univ.*attractive 0.07   0,05

Higher Second.*normal -0.03   -0,16

Univ*normal 0.15   0,02

_cons 0.38*** 0.68*** 0.64*** 0.77*** 0.67*** 0.35*** 0,40***0,62*** 0,58*** 0,68*** 0,58*** 0,31***

sigma_u   0,33 0,28 0,33 0,28 0,28 0,28

sigma_e   0,48 0,45 0,47 0,45 0,45 0,45

rho   0,33 0,28 0,32 0,28 0,29 0,28

F test (Prob >;F)   0,07 0,92 0,20 0,94 0,90 0,93

n 783 783 783 783 783 783 783 783 783 783 783 783

Source: Developed by the author based on micro data from CIS Spanish General Social Survey (ESGE) (survey no. 2975).
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TABLE 6. Females 30-50 years: Probability of living with a partner with a higher level of education

Linear Probability Model Multilevel FE model

Variable M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

Attractive

very attractive 0.01 0.03 -0.00 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0,12 0,18 0,12 0,19 0,14 0,15

normal -0.08 -0.06 -0.09 -0.06 -0.06 -0.17 0,01 0,07 -0,01 0,07 0,00 -0,2

unattractive (ref.)  

Education Level

Primary 0.19** 0.20** 0.20*** -0.14   0,31*** 0,30*** 0,31*** 0,01

Lower secondary 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.04   0,11 0,10 0,09 -0,13

Higher secondary (ref.)  

Social class of origin

I and II (ref.)  

III. -0.20 -0.21 -0.23*   -0,28 -0,26 -0,28

Iva and Ivb -0.05 -0.07 -0.08   -0,04 -0,05 -0,03

V and VI -0.14 -0.15 -0.17   -0,16 -0,17 -0,18

VIIa and VIIb -0.10 -0.14 -0.16   -0,09 -0,14 -0,14

Ivc -0.12 -0.16 -0.19   -0,16 -0,21 -0,24

ncegp egp -0.10 -0.13 -0.14   0,00 -0,03 -0,02

Age

30 to 39 (ref.)  

40-50 0.02 0.02 0.02   0,07 0,07 0,07

Social class of origin (for interactions)

service and middle classes (ref.)  

working class 0.02   -0,08

others: -0.34*   -0,28

working class*attractive -0.08   -0,03

others*attractive 0.44   0,57

working class*normal -0.09   0,02

others*normal 0.33   0,37

Education*attractive

Primary*attractive 0.17   -0,15

Secondary *attractive -0.08   -0,05

Primary*normal 0.45*   0,47

Lower Secondary*normal 0.05   0,31

_cons 0.40*** 0.33*** 0.51*** 0.46*** 0.36** 0.56*** 0,32*** 0,18 0,43*** 0,27 0,23 0,47**

sigma_u   0,37 0,38 0,38 0,39 0,39 0,40

sigma_e   0,49 0,48 0,49 0,48 0,48 0,48

rho   0,36 0,38 0,37 0,39 0,39 0,41

F test (Prob >;F)   0,86 0,77 0,82 0,70 0,76 0,65

n 411 411 411 411 411 411 411 411 411 411 411 411

Source: Developed by the author based on micro data from CIS survey number 2975.
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drawbacks. One of them relates to the 
interviewer’s own subjectivity. In fact, the 
beauty standard may vary from interviewer to 
interviewer, so ratings, not being objective, 
are not overly reliable. Contrary to what may 
seem at �rst sight, it is known that the stan-
dards of what is considered attractive are 
very uniform in a society at a given time (Ta-
ylor and Glenn, 1976; Hamermesh and Bidd-
le, 1994). It is also known that beauty canons 
change very slowly over time (Hat�eld and 
Specher, 1986). In this sense, Hakim pointed 
out that, despite cultural changes, beauty is 
a universal concept with fairly common stan-
dards, which makes it possible to measure 
attractiveness much more objectively than is 
believed. For facial beauty, the key factors 
are face conventionality and symmetry, and 
even skin tone (Hakim, 2010: 500). 

Swami and Furnham (2007) con�rmed this 
idea by pointing out that there was a broad 
consensus across cultures about what is and 
is not attractive: obesity generated the most 
negative ratings, and the body mass index 
mattered the most in assessing the attractive-
ness of women, rather than the relationship 
between waist and hip. Rather than assuming 
universal models of beauty, Moreno Pestaña 
(2016) spoke of a generalised or romanticised 
thinness, and an identi�cation of this with mo-
ral qualities by the elites and cultural avant-
gardes, �rst in France in the 19th Century, and 
later in the United States in the 20th Century. 
The exceptions to the described patterns 
come from ‘the primitive forest-dwelling cul-
tures in the Amazon basin. These isolated tri-
bes have had little contact with the rest of the 
world, appear to have distinctively different 
conceptions of what makes for a beautiful or 
handsome face’ (Hakim 2012: 34). Stability 
over time and uniformity in the assessments 
on attractiveness seem to have been con�r-
med by the few surveys in which interviewers 
have evaluated the attractiveness of respon-
dents (Hamermesh and Biddle, 1994). 

The second disadvantage of using this 
method to measure attractiveness is that the 

interviewees’ scores are allocated after the 
event to be analysed has taken place. Ideally, 
this should be evaluated a little before or at 
the same time as the respondents found their 
partners. Several studies underscore this 
drawback. In a much-quoted analysis, Hat-
�eld and Spreecher (1986: 282-283) found 
that assessments of appearance correlate 
well between different evaluators and that, in 
addition, perceived beauty does not change 
as much over time as might be thought, as 
con�rmed by other studies (Hamermesh and 
Biddle, 1994; Harper, 2000). In this respect, 
Hakim (2012: 119-120) used the studies of 
Hat�eld and Sprecher (1986) and Zebrowitz, 
Olson and Hoffman (1993), and emphasised 
that those people who were attractive in re-
lation to their age group when they were 
young tended to continue to be so as they 
grew older.

In addition to these �ndings, which to 
some extent attenuate the drawbacks of this 
method of measuring attractiveness, this re-
search has adopted some strategies to at-
tempt to minimise them. The �rst was to limit 
the analysis to people between the ages of 
30 and 50, a solution similar to that employed 
by Taylor and Glenn (1976). In Spain, the ave-
rage emancipation age is 29 years old, so 
there are very few people living with a partner 
separately from their original families before 
that age (Eurostat, 2015). The upper limit is 
due to the fact that choosing older indivi-
duals might involve moving too far from the 
time when couples are formed.

In addition, two robustness checks were 
performed in order to discover if the results 
were consistent using different techniques. 
The key dependent variable, which will be 
explained later, was derived from the inter-
viewers’ scores on interviewees. Therefore, 
apart from the original analysis using a linear 
probability model, a multi-level analysis with 
�xed effects was performed to rule out the 
possible effect that the evaluation had been 
performed by about 200 interviewers. In par-
ticular, two levels were taken into account: 



Juan-Ignacio Martínez-Pastor 105

Reis. Rev.Esp.Investig.Sociol. ISSN-L: 0210-5233. Nº 159, July - September 2017, pp. 91-112

the interviewer who conducted each inter-
view and the individual interviewed.

It was fortunate that there was another 
CIS survey, number 3004, carried out a few 
months after the survey 2975, which was 
also used. Although the sampling procedu-
res were different, since the �rst survey was 
probabilistic (nominal) and the second was 
done by quotas, it is not customary to have 
two surveys so close in time and using sam-
ples that represent the same population, 
which makes it possible to check the results. 
Survey 3004 does not have information re-
garding the educational level of the couple, 
so this robustness check has been made 
only for the probability of living together as a 
couple. 

The analyses were performed separately 
for males and females, since the effect of 
physical attractiveness on �nding a partner 
may vary according to gender. In the analy-
sis, 3 dependent variables were considered. 
The �rst was living together as a couple. 
Both married and unmarried couples have 
been included, since there has been a spec-
tacular increase in the number of unmarried 
couples cohabitating in Spain over the last 
decade. In addition, these arrangements are 
increasingly viewed as a real alternative to 
marriage (Domínguez Folgueras, 2011, Do-
mínguez and Castro-Martín, 2013). 

The second dependent variable concer-
ned the mating quality in educational terms: 
living with a partner who had a university de-
gree. The third one referred to upward social 
mobility through the matrimonial market: to 
live with a partner whose educational stan-
dard is at least one level higher than that of 
the interviewee. For the latter variable, 4 ca-
tegories were constructed (primary or lower, 
initial secondary or equivalent, upper secon-
dary or equivalent, and university or equiva-
lent studies). In this last analysis university 
students were excluded, since by de�nition 
they cannot be partnered with someone with 
a higher educational level.

The key independent variable comes 
from the following question, which the inter-
viewer had to complete after an interview of 
approximately one hour: ‘On a scale from 0 
to 10, how beautiful or physically attractive 
would you say that the person interviewed is 
for their age? (0 = not attractive, 10 = very 
attractive)’. This variable was grouped into 3 
categories: being at least one standard de-
viation more attractive than the average; ha-
ving an average level of attractiveness (being 
in the average +/- 1 standard deviation); and 
being at least one standard deviation less 
attractive than the average. Taking into ac-
count the means and the standard devia-
tions, those who scored 8 points or more 
were in the ‘most attractive’ group; those 
who scored 5 and 7, were considered to have 
a normal level of attractiveness; and those 
who scored 4 points or less were placed in a 
group who had a low level of attractiveness. 

The remaining independent variables in-
cluded in the different models were age, edu-
cational level, social class of origin (based on 
the father’s occupation when the respondent 
was 16, according to the EGP class scheme 
in survey 2975; and based on the head of the 
household when the respondent was 16 
years old according to survey 3004), and two 
interactions between the attractiveness level 
and the social class of origin, and between 
attractiveness level and educational level. In 
the interactions, it was necessary to group 
some categories related to the social class of 
origin and educational levels due to the scar-
city of cases. 

RESULTS

Before discussing the results of the multiva-
riate analyses, it should be noted that the 
mean attractiveness score for the selected 
sample of males in survey 2975 was 5.77 and 
the standard deviation was 1.56. In survey 
3004, the mean attractiveness score was 
5.85 and the standard deviation was 1.50. 
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The mean attractiveness score for women in 
the survey 2975 was 6.11, with a standard 
deviation of 1.54. In survey 3004, the mean 
attractiveness score was 6.19 and the stan-
dard deviation was 1.45.

In survey 2975, for the sample selected, 
18% of men were placed in the unattractive 
group; 70% in the normal group, and 12% in 
the very attractive group. In the case of wo-
men, 13% were placed in the unattractive 
group, 70% in the normal group and 17% in 
the very attractive group. In survey 3004, the 
proportions were very similar: 15% of men 
were placed in the unattractive group; 73% 
in the normal group, and 12% in the very at-
tractive group. In the case of women, 10% 
were placed in the unattractive group, 74% 
in the normal group and 16% in the very at-
tractive group.

Likelihood of mating

Being unattractive reduced the probability of 
mating for males by between 15 and 17 
points, depending on the models used, when 
compared to the more attractive group, and 
10 points compared to those with an average 
attractiveness level (see Table 1). There was 
a statistically signi�cant difference between 
the most attractive group and the normal 
group in favour of the former in the more 
complete model, which included education 
level, age and social class of origin (model 4, 
Table 1). The robustness tests using the mul-
tilevel technique were along the same lines, 
although the differences between the groups 
were somewhat greater. In most models, 
about 30% of the total variance came from 
the level of interviewers. Anyway, the tests 
indicated that using the multilevel analysis 
was not more suitable than the one-level 
analysis.

The other robustness test, using survey 
3004, partially corroborated the �ndings of 
survey 2975. It indicated that there were signi-
�cant differences in terms of likelihood of ma-
ting among those with medium level attracti-

veness and the least attractive; but not among 
the most and the least attractive, except in the 
linear probability model, which included edu-
cational level, social origin and age (the diffe-
rences with respect to the least attractive were 
9 points for the most attractive, and 10 for 
those that were averagely attractive).

Among women, physical attractiveness 
did not matter when it came to mating (Table 
4). There were no statistically signi�cant di-
fferences between them in terms of their at-
tractiveness. Level of attractiveness did mat-
ter, however, depending on the social class 
of origin. This will be discussed later. In ge-
neral, these results corroborated the �rst 
hypothesis for males, but not for women. 
Less attractive males were less likely to �nd 
a partner than the rest; but these differences 
were not found among women.

Likelihood of �nding a partner 
who is a graduate

For males, being unattractive also decreased 
the probability of �nding a female partner 
who was a graduate (Table 2). This distance 
reached 30 points compared to someone 
who was very attractive, and 22 for someone 
of normal attractiveness levels. The differen-
ces remain signi�cant in the different models. 
When age, social class of origin and educa-
tional level were included, the differences 
were 20 and 17 percent, respectively. 

However, the factor that most in�uenced 
�nding a partner who was a graduate was 
one’s own education level, which con�rmed 
the tendency for people to form a couple with 
the same educational level in Spain, especia-
lly at both ends of the educational structure 
(Martínez Pastor, 2006)2. The gap between 
someone with primary education and a gra-
duate to form a couple with a university gra-

2 Esteve, Cortina and Cabré (2009), Cortina, Esteve and 
Domingo (2008) and Sánchez et al. (2011) described 
other types of homogamy in Spain.
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duate was 60 percent. Robustness tests with 
multilevel analysis con�rmed this �nding.

The results for women indicate that attrac-
tiveness did not matter either, as was found in 
the �rst analysis (Table V). With regard to the 
other variables, the pattern was quite similar 
to that observed in males: educational level 
was very important and, in addition, there 
were statistically signi�cant differences bet-
ween the daughters of professionals and tho-
se from working-class backgrounds in favour 
of those from professional class backgrounds. 
Therefore, social origin continued to have 
weight even when controlling for their own 
education level (Table 5, model 4).

Hypothesis 2 was partially corroborated. 
Being unattractive lowered the likelihood of 
forming a couple with a university graduate; 
but there were no clear differences between 
those with normal attractiveness levels and 
those who were very attractive. In addition, 
this hypothesis was con�rmed only in the 
case of men, and not in the case of women. 

Probability of experiencing educational 
hypergamy

In line with previous results, being unattrac-
tive decreased the probability of social ad-
vancement through mating in males (Table 3). 
The difference between them and those that 
were very attractive was 29 percentage 
points. The difference for those with average 
attractiveness levels was 20 percentage 
points. Other models con�rmed that there 
were no signi�cant differences between the-
se last two groups, so the decisive gap in this 
case was also established between the less 
attractive and the rest. This gap was impor-
tant, greater than that between being the son 
of a professional and being the son of a wor-
ker. For women, this time, there were no sig-
ni�cant differences to experiencing educatio-
nal hypergamy according to the degree of 
physical attractiveness (Table 6).

As with the second hypothesis, the third 
was partially corroborated. Being unattracti-

ve lowered the likelihood of forming a couple 
with someone who had a higher educational 
level; but this hypothesis was con�rmed only 
in the case of men, not in the case of women. 

Interactions between attractiveness and 
the social class of origin, and between 
attractiveness and level of education

According to the exchange theory outlined in 
the section that contained theories and 
hypotheses, physical attractiveness may be 
more important for individuals who have less 
capital to offer in the marriage market. If this 
hypothesis was con�rmed, physical attracti-
veness should matter more to those from a 
working-class social background or who had 
a low level of education. 

The results indicate the following. Among 
males, being attractive mattered much more 
in �nding a partner for children from the ser-
vice class (the high and middle level profes-
sionals), than for the children of the middle 
and working classes. That is, there was a 
much greater distance between someone 
very attractive and unattractive in children 
from the professional class, than in their 
equivalents from the middle and working 
classes (Table 1, model 5). This runs against 
the hypothesis, although the results were not 
robust, since there were no signi�cant diffe-
rences in survey 3004.

With respect to the probability of �nding 
a partner who was a graduate, the interaction 
between being the son of a working-class 
family and being attractive was positive, 
which would agree with the hypothesis, 
although the coef�cient was not signi�cant 
(Table 2, model 5). Regarding the probability 
of forming a couple with a woman with a hig-
her education level, the data showed a signi-
�cant interaction between being attractive 
and being the son of a working-class family, 
which would favour the hypothesis that at-
tractiveness matters more to those with 
fewer resources relative to their family of ori-
gin (Table 3, model 5). A very similar pattern 
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was found among middle-class children. 
Although the interactions were not signi�-
cant, it should be noted that in these models 
the number of cases was small (n = 438).

In summary: for males and looking at so-
cial origin, the hypothesis was clearly con�r-
med only for upward social mobility through 
forming a couple with someone who had a 
higher educational level. With regard to the 
fact of forming a couple, the results refuted 
the hypothesis: being very attractive matte-
red more in �nding a partner among those 
who came from a higher social status.

With respect to women, the only consis-
tent effect of attractiveness on �nding a part-
ner was found in the interaction with the so-
cial class of origin (Table 4, model 5). Being 
unattractive penalised the likelihood of for-
ming a couple among women of working-
class origin, which was not the case for 
daughters of high-ranking professionals. 
Even in this case, the less attractive women 
had a greater likelihood of forming a couple. 
Moreover, there were no differential effects of 
attractiveness by social class of origin either 
for the likelihood of �nding a partner who 
was a university graduate or for the likelihood 
of upward mobility through �nding a partner 
(models 5 in Tables 5 and 6). However, this 
effect must be taken with caution. While ro-
bustness tests through the multi-level model 
with �xed effects con�rmed the �ndings re-
lated to these interactions, no differences 
were obtained using survey 3004. Finally, 
regarding whether there was a differential 
effect of attractiveness according to educa-
tional level, the results did not show any clear 
patterns that are consistent with the hypothe-
sis for either men or women (models 6 of all 
tables). 

CONCLUSIONS

This article has sought to verify whether one 
of the components of erotic capital, physical 
attractiveness, in�uences the probability of 

having a partner and the type of partner one 
has. The study highlighted some important 
facts. First, that physical attractiveness mat-
ters for males to �nd a partner and for the type 
of partner they �nd. The less attractive are 
less likely to �nd a partner who is a graduate, 
or someone with a higher education level. This 
phenomenon did not happen in women. They 
all formed partnerships equally. 

This �nding is somewhat counterintuitive. 
According to Hakim’s theory, women can ex-
ploit erotic capital more, so there should be 
differences between the more and the less 
attractive. The opposite happens with males: 
their physical attractiveness matters. If this 
�nding, discovered using different techni-
ques and two surveys, was con�rmed by 
other studies in other countries, it would be 
a revolutionary discovery and would disrupt 
some existing theories. In the specialised li-
terature, there is an indication that this might 
be so. The results were somewhat similar to 
those found by Harper (2000) in another area. 
Harper analysed the effects of attractiveness 
on income in the United Kingdom. His �n-
dings showed that, contrary to popular be-
lief, physical appearance was as important 
for males as for females and that, in addition, 
the penalty for being unattractive far excee-
ded the prize for being attractive. 

Although Hakim pointed out that erotic 
capital was more important for women, she 
also warned that in the twenty-�rst century 
this could change. The main reason is 
women’s entry into the labour market and 
the collapse of the male provider society:  
‘Women are getting richer through their ca-
reers, so they bring both economic and ero-
tic capital to mating markets’. Men now �nd 
it necessary to develop their erotic capital 
as well...’ (Hakim, 2012: 40). This study, in 
fact, analyses women born between the 
mid-1960s and the mid-1980s, and these 
cohorts are highly integrated into the labour 
market and in the world of double-income 
couples. 
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The �ndings suggest that women’s bar-
gaining power have increased in such a way 
that a dynamic believed to be well-establis-
hed (whereby women have relied more on 
their physique than males to �nd a partner) 
may have been reversed. Another possible 
alternative explanation to the main �nding of 
the article could be that in a society with 
greater sexual freedom, erotic capital might 
have less in�uence on �nding a partner. This 
fact could be veri�ed if there were similar 
data from previous surveys for cohorts older 
than those analysed.   

The absence of a differential premium in 
�nding a partner for attractive women has 
also been found in Spain for women with 
high educational level, who in this case marry 
less than those with lower educational levels 
(Martínez Pastor, 2008, 2009). This article 
can be considered as a point of departure for 
sociological theory to explain this gender di-
fference, found through two separate sur-
veys and using different techniques, regar-
ding the importance of the attractiveness for 
forming a couple.

In addition, it is worth highlighting another 
�nding: physical attractiveness matters for 
men; but the decisive gap is not between 
those who are very attractive and the rest, 
but between those who are unattractive and 
the others. That is, in order to form a couple, 
what matters most is not being unattractive, 
rather than being very attractive. Finally, the 
�ndings concerning interactions should be 
interpreted with caution, since some correla-
tions were only found in one of the two sur-
veys analysed, so further analysis will be 
necessary to corroborate them.
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