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A large and ever-growing literature implicates male facial width-to-height
ratio (bizygomatic width divided by facial height) as a secondary sexual
trait linked to numerous physical and psychological perceptions. However,
this research is based entirely on the premise that bizygomatic width is
sexually dimorphic, which recent research has called into question. Unfortu-
nately, statisticians for the last 125 years have noted that morphological
ratio measurements may engender spurious correlations and biased effect-
size estimates. In the current study, we find that bizygomatic width is
highly sexually dimorphic (equivalent d = 1.39), even after adjusting for
92 allometric measurements, including multiple facial height and other
craniofacial measurements (equivalent d = 1.07) in a sample of 6068 men
and women. By contrast, facial width-to-height ratio (fWHR) measurements
demonstrated a statistical pattern consistent with the age-old argument that
morphological ratio measurements may engender spurious correlations and
biased effect-size estimates. Thus, when avoiding facial ratio measurements
and adjusting for allometry in craniofacial measures, we found strong sup-
port for a key premise in the human evolutionary and behavioural
sciences that bizygomatic width exhibits male-biased sexual dimorphism.
1. Introduction
Faces epitomize complex phenotypes and communicate a myriad of social
and emotional characteristics. Inspired by research among non-human animals,
studies of human facial morphology propose sexual selection has shaped
men’s faces to communicate mate qualities, social dominance and physical
formidability [1–3]. Among the multitude of facial metrics employed in face
perception research, facial width-to-height ratio (fWHR) has emerged as arguably
themost popular over the last 15 years [1]. fWHR ismeasured by dividing the dis-
tance from the left and right zygon by the distance between the upper lip and
brow, putatively providing an index of mid-face robustness that is sexually
dimorphic, being larger in men, on average, than women [4]. Men with larger
fWHRs (i.e. wider faces) are perceived as more masculine, socially dominant
and physically aggressive, but not more attractive, than men with smaller
fWHRs, suggesting intra-sexual selection as the principle driving force behind
sex differences in fWHR [1,2]. These perceptions reveal a kernel of truth, as
larger fWHRs are positively associated with men’s social status, financial success,
physical formidability, number of short-term relationships and mating success
[1,2].
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While male fWHR is often accepted to be an androgen-
dependent secondary sexual trait [1,2], meta-analyses reveal
sex differences in fWHR are small (d = 0.11 [1]), differ depend-
ing on how fWHR was measured [2] or are absent [3]. Male
fWHR is not associated with androgens during fetal develop-
ment [5] or puberty [6], and polymorphisms in the androgen
receptor genes in adulthood [7]. Moreover, neither baseline
testosterone, nor changes in testosterone following compe-
tition, are associated with male fWHR [8]. Reconciling
whether fWHR is a target of sexual selection is challenging
when extant evidence does not to conform to the criteria for
a sexually dimorphic secondary sexual characteristic [9].

Facial morphology is defined by complex interactions
among suites of correlated traits [4]. This scaling relationship
between the size of a morphological feature and overall body
size is termed allometry, routinely captured using principal
components analyses (PCAs) [10–25]. The resultant com-
ponents of major morphological variation represent
allometry, often simply termed size [10–25] and recent research
has recommended that these size measurements should be
modelled as covariates to adjust for allometry rather than
using a ratio method [26]. It is important to account for
allometric effects in facial morphology research because it
otherwise remains unknown whether the morphological
feature is merely a by-product of an overarching develop-
mental system responsible for the combined growth of all
morphological features [9]. Unfortunately, ratio measures
such as fWHR likely capture only a small portion of allo-
metric variation, potentially conflating positive allometric
relationships among correlated traits [7,9].

While using ratios has the advantage of experimental
simplicity, statisticians, including foundational theorists like
Pearson,Neyman andTanner, have for over a century criticized
their use for producing spurious correlations, biased effect-size
estimates [27,28], and even reducing scientific reproducibility
[26]. Indeed, Karl Pearson coined the term spurious correlation
to describe the bizarre statistics that may result from ratio
measures [27], which given the lack of evidence that fWHR
represents a secondary sexual characteristic suggests some
reconsideration of its importance in understanding how
sexual selection may have shaped men’s facial morphology.
While not all ratio measurements (in the broadest sense) are
in themselves problematic, anatomical ratio measurements
have been considered a less appropriate method of allometric
scaling and may engender spurious correlations and biased
effect-size estimates [26,28].

The use of ratio methods has been criticized in a related
area on waist-to-hip ratio [29–33]. Inconsistencies in waist-to-
hip ratio findings [33] and sexual dimorphism in fWHR [9]
may be the result of using discrete ratio measures and not
accounting for allometric relationships among interrelated
facial and bodily traits. Thus, multivariate approaches could
shed light on whether fWHR is sexually dimorphic and con-
firm its value as a craniofacial metric in human behavioural
research.

The current study examines whether fWHR is sexually
dimorphic using a uniquely population-representative dataset
(see Method) from 6068 United States (U.S.) military personnel
and reservists. This represents the largest andmost comprehen-
sive study to date examining sexual dimorphism in fWHR and
bizygomaticwidthwith allometric scaling (for comparison, see
the meta-analysis by Geniole et al. [1]). In line with the rec-
ommendations of recent research [26], we accounted for
allometric scaling by using bizygomatic width and controlling
for 92 anatomical measurements, including facial height
measurements, represented by principal components (for
more detailed discussion of PCAs in allometry, see [10–25]).
We then sought to confirm whether fWHR exhibits male-
biased sexual dimorphism (i.e. an anatomical sex difference
in which males are larger) and positive allometry. The present
study represents the most comprehensive attempt to date to
demonstrate whether bizygomatic width, a widely used yet
controversial target of sexual selection in human males,
exhibits sexual dimorphism.
2. Materials and methods
(a) Data
Data were drawn from the ANSUR II dataset [34]. It includes
93 anatomical measurements (see electronic supplementary
material) for 6068 adult U.S. army personnel (4082 men, M
age = 30.16 ± 8.81; 1986 women, M age = 28.94 ± 8.33), including
facial height measurements (e.g. menton–sellion length, tragion
to top-of-head; figure 1) and more general facial measurements
(e.g. jaw size, chin size and head breadth). Detailed anthropo-
metric descriptions are included in Paquette et al. [34, p. 8–
11], and interested readers can visit https://www.openlab.
psu.edu/ansur2/ for more information. Anthropometric
measurements are drawn from both military personnel and
reservists from 285 unique specialties, from musicians and
public affairs specialists to dental specialists and chaplain assist-
ants, enabling the data to be close to the U.S. population [34].
For example, men’s (M = 142.62 ± 6.22) and women’s (M =
133.77 ± 5.56) bizygomatic width in this sample is close to the
U.S. population average (average U.S. male: 140.67 ± 6.02; aver-
age U.S. female: 131.81 ± 5.09; [35]). The average sex difference
was 8.85 mm in the current dataset and 8.86 mm in the U.S.
population sample. Like most U.S.-based samples in facial
measurements, we should note that these samples can be ethni-
cally mixed.

Bizygomatic width was measured using spreading calipers
placed on the left and right zygion landmarks, with the distance
between measured in millimetres (for visual depictions of the
process, see Paquette et al. [34, p. 32]). This is similar to placing
virtual landmarks on the left and right zygion landmarks in
two-dimensional photographs. All measurements in the current
work were measured using callipers, tape measurements and
scales (for visual depictions of each anatomical feature’s
measurement, see Paquette et al. [34]); three-dimensional body
scans were also collected, but are not publicly available. We
divided bizygomatic width by menton–sellion length and tra-
gion to top-of-head to create two fWHR measurements,
respectively: fWHRmenton and fWHRtragion (figure 1). We
should be clear that these are new measures of fWHR, especially
for fWHRtragion, with fWHRmenton most closely resembling
facial width-to-lower face height (see [6,36–38]. Data are publicly
available on the Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/
yckrd/) [39].
(b) Methods
All statistical symbols, methods and models are described in
detail in the electronic supplementary material. Briefly, our
models explicitly follow the recommendations of Nakagawa
et al. [26]. In line with previous guidelines [10–25], size measure-
ments were calculated using PCAs, with these major sources of
allometric variation (represented by PCs) being modelled as fol-
lows: (i) as an interaction term with sex to estimate the allometric
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Figure 1. Facial measurements used in the present work.
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scaling component [26]; (ii) covariates in regression models to
estimate size-adjusted sexual dimorphism [26]. We direct inter-
ested readers to the electronic supplementary material where
we conduct and perform additional analytical considerations,
as discussed in [26], which exhibit the same pattern of results.
3. Results
(a) Bivariate associations between sex and bizygomatic

width, fWHRmenton and fWHRtragion
There was a significant, positive bivariate association between
sex and bizygomatic width (β = 0.57, t = 53.85, p < 0.001),
indicating male-biased sexual dimorphism in bizygomatic
width (equivalent d = 1.39). For the fWHR measurements,
there were conflicting results. There was a significant, nega-
tive bivariate association between sex and fWHRmenton
(β =−0.13, t =−9.95, p < 0.001, equivalent d =−0.26), whereas
a significant, positive association between sex and fWHRtra-
gion (β = 0.21, t = 17.24, p < 0.001, equivalent d = 0.43),
indicating female-biased and male-biased sexual dimorphism,
respectively.
(b) Allometric scaling and bizygomatic width,
fWHRmenton and fWHRtragion

Bizygomatic width exhibited positive allometry, being posi-
tively associated with 91 of the 92 anatomical measurements
in men (see electronic supplementary material, table S3) with
similar results for women (see electronic supplementary
material, table S4). The fWHRmenton and fWHRtragion
measurements demonstrated less consistent associations,
as shown by its assortment of positive significant, negative
significant and non-significant associations with other
anatomical measurements (electronic supplementary material,
tables S3 and S4).
(c) Principal components analysis
In line with previous guidelines for calculating allometry, a
PCA was run on the 92 features, excluding bizygomatic
width (see electronic supplementary material). For the fWHR
measurements, we also ran PCAs on the 91 features (excluding
bizygomatic width and the respective facial height measure-
ment) for inclusion in the fWHR analyses. PCAs revealed
three components should be retained; PC1 represented a
length-based allometric component (e.g. height and acromial
height)whereas PC2 (e.g. hip breadth and thigh circumference)
and PC3 (e.g. forearm circumference, shoulder circumference
and jaw size) represented size-based allometric components
(e.g. see electronic supplementary material for more details
on PCAs) which arguably represent female-biased and
male-biased sexual dimorphism, respectively.

We then examinedwhether the three PCsmoderated sexual
dimorphism in bizygomatic width (figure 2; darker and lighter
shades represent a greater and lesser concentration of partici-
pants, respectively), fWHRmenton (electronic supplementary
material, figure S1) and fWHRtragion (electronic supplemen-
tary material, figure S2). We entered the interaction between
sex and each PC (as well as their main effects) in multiple
regression models. There were negative interactions between
length-based allometry and sex on bizygomatic width and
fWHR and positive interactions between size-based allometry
on bizygomatic width and fWHR, indicating that allometry
affects the sexual dimorphism of bizygomatic width and
fWHR. Models involving bizygomatic width as the outcome
variable of interest weremore accurate;models explaining bizy-
gomatic were up to 15 times more accurate than models
explaining fWHR (e.g. for the interaction between sex and
PC2 on bizygomaticwidth,R-squared = 0.45; for the interaction
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between sex and PC2 on fWHRmenton, R-squared = 0.03, see
electronic supplementary material, figure S1).

(d) Multiple regression analyses
Given that allometry affects the sexual dimorphism of bizy-
gomatic width and fWHR, in line with previous guidelines
[26], we modelled the three allometric PCs as covariates in
multiple regressions with sex as a predictor of bizygomatic
width, fWHRmenton and fWHRtragion. This revealed pro-
nounced male-biased sexual dimorphism in bizygomatic
width, β = 0.47, t6063 = 27.63, p < 0.001, equivalent d = 1.07,
but inconsistent results with fWHR. There were contradictory
associations with small effect sizes between sex and
fWHRmenton, β =−0.12, t6063 =−5.26, p < 0.001, equivalent
d =−0.24, and fWHRtragion, β = 0.08, t6063 = 3.88, p < 0.001,
equivalent d = 0.16.
4. Discussion
fWHR has been arguably themost popular metric in the last 15
years of face perception research, putatively predicting male
assertiveness, dominance and aggressiveness [1]. Yet conflict-
ing evidence across studies has challenged the long-accepted
view that mid-face robustness is sexually dimorphic [9]. We
used the largest dataset to date on facial and bodily mor-
phology to uncover whether sex differences in fWHR are
robust when controlling for allometry. After controlling for
92 correlated anatomical measurements, including multiple
facial height measurements, we found mixed statistically
significant evidence for sex differences in fWHR. Instead,
we found pronounced sexual dimorphism in bizygomatic
width (d = 1.39) that remained after controlling for allometry
(d = 1.07). We suggest that mixed findings regarding
sexual dimorphism in fWHR likely occurred due to relying
on discrete ratios [26–28] and not employing multivariate
measures to expose facial sexual dimorphisms from among
suites of correlated bodily indices [33].

Uncovering the morphological features that share allo-
metric relationships with targets of sexual selection are vital
for establishing how competition may have shaped human
secondary sexual traits [9,33]. Here, bizygomatic width
showed positive allometry with multiple bodily indices,
with the strongest associations occurring between bizygo-
matic width and shoulder breadth, bicep circumference,
forearm circumference, chest circumference, neck circumfer-
ence and body size. These associations between bizygomatic
width and surrounding bodily features provide the most com-
pelling support to date for the argument that faces are evolved
reliable indicators of body size and formidability [40–44].

To advance the state of this important research area, we
echo the recommendations of recent critiques of anatomical
ratio measures [26]. While there may be statistical problems
with anatomical ratio measurements [26–28], there may also
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be theoretical problems (see [9]). The original intention
behind fWHR was to adjust for allometry [4] but ratio
approaches do not adjust for allometry [26,28] and instead
create new and specific measurements with unusual proper-
ties that may be prone to spurious correlations [28].
Nakagawa et al. [26] advised that researchers avoid anatom-
ical ratio measurements for both statistical and theoretical
reasons and that, instead of dividing two measurements to
adjust for allometry, ‘raw measurements or their direct trans-
formations should be used to control for confounding effects’
[26]. Future research might wish to use univariate measures
such as body size and height or, more preferably,
multivariate approaches [10–25,43–47]. This includes shape
analyses, which often adjust for allometry by scaling units
to their centroid size [43–47]. These analyses indeed appear
to indicate male-biased sexual dimorphism in facial width
[45].

The simple approaches taken in studies of sexual selection
among human populations contrasts with those typically
employed by evolutionary biologists studying non-human
species, where researchers routinely use multivariate frame-
works to understand the evolution of suites of correlated
traits [4,26].While a large bodyof empirical research implicates
men’s fWHR in dozens of physiological and psychological out-
comes [1], the reliance on ratio measurements fails to capture
the complex multivariate relationships between measures
that define sexually selected traits [2,4,26]. Unfortunately,
such approaches may lead to spurious correlations and
biased effect-size estimates [26–28], with detrimental effects
on the reproducibility of behavioural research. Our findings
point to the importance of correct modelling practices and
employing multivariate allometric scaling when testing
whether human facial morphology is sexually dimorphic,
with important implications for studying whether sexual
selection has shaped the human face.
Data accessibility. Data are publicly available on the Open Science
Framework (https://osf.io/yckrd/). It contains all 93 anatomical
measurements present in the paper, sex (0: female, 1: male), birth
locations, log transformed, within-group centred and Z-standardized
measurements, as well as the principal components and ratio
measures used in the analyses.
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[48].

Authors’ contributions. N.R.C.: conceptualization, data curation, formal
analysis, investigation, methodology, project administration, visualiza-
tion, writing—original draft and writing—review and editing;
B.J.W.D.: conceptualization, investigation, project administration,
supervision, writing—original draft and writing—review and editing.

All authors gave final approval for publication and agreed to be
held accountable for the work performed therein.

Conflict of interest declaration. We declare we have no competing interests.

Funding. We received no funding for this study.
References
1. Geniole SN, Denson TF, Dixson BJ, Carré JM,
McCormick CM. 2015 Evidence from meta-analyses
of the facial width-to-height ratio as an evolved cue
of threat. PLoS ONE 10, e0132726. (doi:10.1371/
journal.pone.0132726)

2. Haselhuhn MP, Ormiston ME, Wong EM. 2015 Men’s
facial width-to-height ratio predicts aggression: a
meta-analysis. PLoS ONE 10, e0122637. (doi:10.
1371/journal.pone.0122637)

3. Hodges-Simeon CR, Albert G, Richardson GB,
McHale TS, Weinberg SM, Gurven M, Gaulin SJ.
2021 Was facial width-to-height ratio subject to
sexual selection pressures? A life course approach.
PLoS ONE 16, e0240284. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.
0240284)

4. Weston EM, Friday AE, Johnstone RA, Schrenk F.
2004 Wide faces or large canines? The attractive
versus the aggressive primate. Proc. R. Soc. Lond.
Ser. B 271(Suppl. 6), S416–S419. (doi:10.1098/rsbl.
2004.0203)

5. Whitehouse AJ et al. 2015 Prenatal testosterone
exposure is related to sexually dimorphic facial
morphology in adulthood. Proc. R. Soc. B 282,
20151351. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2015.1351)

6. Hodges-Simeon CR, Hanson Sobraske KN, Samore T,
Gurven M, Gaulin SJ. 2016 Facial width-to-height
ratio (fWHR) is not associated with adolescent
testosterone levels. PLoS ONE 11, e0153083. (doi:10.
1371/journal.pone.0153083)

7. Eisenbruch AB, Lukaszewski AW, Simmons ZL, Arai
S, Roney JR. 2018 Why the wide face? Androgen
receptor gene polymorphism does not predict men’s
facial width-to-height ratio. Adapt. Hum. Behav.
Physiol. 4, 138–151. (doi:10.1007/s40750-017-
0084-x)

8. Bird BM, Jofré VSC, Geniole SN, Welker KM, Zilioli S,
Maestripieri D, Arnocky S, Carre JM. 2016 Does the
facial width-to-height ratio map onto variability in
men’s testosterone concentrations? Evol. Hum.
Behav. 37, 392–398. (doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.
2016.03.004)

9. Dixson BJ. 2018 Is male facial width-to-height ratio
the target of sexual selection? Arch. Sex. Behav. 47,
827–828. (doi:10.1007/s10508-018-1184-9)

10. Bookstein FL. 1991 Morphometric tools for landmark
data: geometry and biology. New York, NY:
Cambridge University Press.

11. Jolicoeur P. 1963 193. Note: the multivariate
generalization of the allometry equation. Biometrics
19, 497–499.

12. Humphries JM, Bookstein FL, Chernoff B, Smith GR,
Elder RL, Poss SG. 1981 Multivariate discrimination
by shape in relation to size. Syst. Biol. 30, 291–308.
(doi:10.1093/sysbio/30.3.291)

13. Somers KM. 1986 Multivariate allometry and
removal of size with principal components analysis.
Syst. Biol. 35, 359–368. (doi:10.1093/sysbio/
35.3.359)

14. Rising JD, Somers KM. 1989 The measurement of
overall body size in birds. Auk 106, 666–674.
(doi:10.1093/auk/106.4.666)

15. Somers KM. 1989 Allometry, isometry and shape in
principal components analysis. Syst. Zool. 38,
169–173. (doi:10.2307/2992386)
16. Fox MC, Konigsberg LW, Hsiao-Wecksler ET,
Whitcome KK, Polk JD. 2021 Scaling of linear
anthropometric dimensions in living humans.
Am. J. Phys. Anthropol. 176, 134–143. (doi:10.
1002/ajpa.24275)

17. Heaton JL et al. 2019 The long limb bones of the
StW 573 Australopithecus skeleton from Sterkfontein
Member 2: descriptions and proportions. J. Hum.
Evol. 133, 167–197. (doi:10.1016/j.jhevol.2019.05.
015)

18. O’Keefe FR, Meachen J, Fet EV, Brannick A. 2013
Ecological determinants of clinal morphological
variation in the cranium of the North American gray
wolf. J. Mammal. 94, 1223–1236. (doi:10.1644/13-
MAMM-A-069)

19. Feiner N, Jackson IS, Van der Cruyssen E, Uller T.
2021 A highly conserved ontogenetic limb
allometry and its evolutionary significance in the
adaptive radiation of Anolis lizards. Proc. R. Soc. B
288, 20210226. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2021.0226)

20. Salamanca-Carreño A, Jordana-Vidal J, Crosby-
Granados RA, Arias-Landazábal JN, Parés-Casanova
PM. 2020 Sexual allometric monomorphism in
Araucan pig from Colombia: preliminary results.
Animals 10, 1763. (doi:10.3390/ani10101763)

21. Klingenberg CP. 2016 Size, shape, and form:
concepts of allometry in geometric morphometrics.
Dev. Genes Evol. 226, 113–137. (doi:10.1007/
s00427-016-0539-2)

22. Law CJ, Venkatram V, Mehta RS. 2016 Sexual
dimorphism in craniomandibular morphology of
southern sea otters (Enhydra lutris nereis).

https://osf.io/yckrd/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0132726
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0132726
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0122637
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0122637
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240284
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2004.0203
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2004.0203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.1351
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0153083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0153083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40750-017-0084-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40750-017-0084-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2016.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2016.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-018-1184-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/30.3.291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/35.3.359
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/35.3.359
https://doi.org/10.1093/auk/106.4.666
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2992386
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.24275
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.24275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhevol.2019.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhevol.2019.05.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1644/13-MAMM-A-069
http://dx.doi.org/10.1644/13-MAMM-A-069
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2021.0226
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani10101763
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00427-016-0539-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00427-016-0539-2


6

royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsbl
Biol.Lett.18:20220211
J. Mammal. 97, 1764–1773. (doi:10.1093/
jmammal/gyw148)

23. Arantes ÍDC, Vasconcellos MM, Boas TC, Veludo LB,
Colli GR. 2015 Sexual dimorphism, growth, and
longevity of two toad species (Anura, Bufonidae) in
a Neotropical savanna. Copeia 103, 329–342.
(doi:10.1643/CH-14-092)

24. Flores DA, Abdala F, Giannini NP. 2013 Post-
weaning cranial ontogeny in two bandicoots
(Mammalia, Peramelomorphia, Peramelidae)
and comparison with carnivorous marsupials.
Zoology 116, 372–384. (doi:10.1016/j.zool.2013.
07.003)

25. Ilić BS, Mitić BM, Makarov SE. 2017 Sexual
dimorphism in Apfelbeckia insculpta (L. Koch, 1867)
(Myriapoda: Diplopoda: Callipodida). Arch. Biol. Sci.
69, 23–33. (doi:10.2298/ABS160229060I)

26. Nakagawa S, Kar F, O’Dea RE, Pick JL, Lagisz M.
2017 Divide and conquer? Size adjustment with
allometry and intermediate outcomes. BMC Biol.
15, 1–6. (doi:10.1186/s12915-017-0448-5)

27. Kronmal RA. 1993 Spurious correlation and the
fallacy of the ratio standard revisited. J. R. Stat. Soc.
156, 379–392. (doi:10.2307/2983064)

28. Jackson DA, Somers KM. 1991 The spectre of
‘spurious’ correlations. Oecologia 86, 147–151.
(doi:10.1007/BF00317404)

29. Singh D. 1993 Adaptive significance of female
physical attractiveness: role of waist-to-hip ratio.
J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 65, 293–307. (doi:10.1037//
0022-3514.65.2.293)

30. Dixson BJ, Grimshaw GM, Linklater WL, Dixson AF.
2011 Eye-tracking of men’s preferences for waist-to-
hip ratio and breast size of women. Arch. Sex.
Behav. 40, 43–50. (doi:10.1007/s10508-009-
9523-5)

31. Dixson BJ, Sagata K, Linklater WL, Dixson AF. 2010
Male preferences for female waist-to-hip ratio and
body mass index in the highlands of Papua New
Guinea. Am. J. Phys. Anthropol. 141, 620–625.
(doi:10.1002/ajpa.21181)
32. Dixson BJ, Li B, Dixson AF. 2010 Female waist-to-hip
ratio, body mass index and sexual attractiveness in
China. Cur. Zool. 56, 175–181. (doi:10.1093/czoolo/
56.2.175)

33. Brooks RC, Shelly JP, Jordan LA, Dixson BJ. 2015
The multivariate evolution of female body shape
in an artificial digital ecosystem. Evol. Hum. Behav.
36, 351–358. (doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.
02.001)

34. Paquette S, Gordon C, Bradtmiller B. 2009
Anthropometric survey (ANSUR) II pilot study:
methods and summary statistics. Technical report
NATICK/TR-09/014. Anthrotch, US Army Natick
Soldier Research, Development and Engineering
Center. See https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/pdfs/
ADA498172.pdf.

35. Young JW. 1993 Head and face anthropometry of
adult US civilians (no. DOT/FAA/AM-93/10). Civil
Aerospace Medical Institute. See https://www.faa.
gov/data_research/research/med_humanfacs/
oamtechreports/1990s/media/am93-10.pdf.

36. Robertson JM, Kingsley BE, Ford GC. 2017 Sexually
dimorphic faciometrics in humans from early
adulthood to late middle age: dynamic, declining,
and differentiated. Evol. Psychol. 15,
1474704917730640. (doi:10.1177/
1474704917730640)

37. Lefevre CE, Lewis GJ, Perrett DI, Penke L. 2013
Telling facial metrics: facial width is associated
with testosterone levels in men. Evol. Hum. Behav.
34, 273–279. (doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2013.
03.005)

38. Penton-Voak IS, Jones BC, Little AC, Baker S,
Tiddeman B, Burt DM, Perrett DI. 2001 Symmetry,
sexual dimorphism in facial proportions and male
facial attractiveness. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. Ser. B 268,
1617–1623. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2001.1703)

39. Caton NR, Dixson B. 2022 Beyond facial width-to-
height ratios: bizygomatic width is highly sexually
dimorphic when adjusting for allometry. PsyArXiv.
(doi:10.31234/osf.io/g5rwm)
40. Sell A, Cosmides L, Tooby J, Sznycer D, von Rueden
C, Gurven M. 2009 Human adaptations for the
visual assessment of strength and fighting ability
from the body and face. Proc. R. Soc. B 276,
575–584. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2008.1177)

41. Caton NR, Lewis DMG. 2021 Intrasexual selection for
upper limb length in Homo sapiens. (doi:10.31234/
osf.io/fw6s9)

42. Caton NR, Hannan J, Dixson BJW. 2022 Facial width-
to-height ratio predicts fighting success: a direct
replication and extension of Zilioli et al. (2014).
Aggress. Behav. 48, 449–465. (doi:10.1002/ab.
22027)

43. Caton NR, Pearson SG, Dixson BJW. 2022 Is facial
structure an honest cue to real-world dominance
and fighting ability? A pre-registered direct
replication of Třebický et al. (2013). Evol. Hum.
Behav 43, 314–324. (doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.
2022.04.002)

44. Caton NR, Zhao A, Lewis DMG, Dixson B. 2022 Facial
masculinity predicts men’s actual and perceived
aggressiveness. PsyArXiv. (doi:10.31234/osf.io/
qejga)

45. Matthews HS, Penington AJ, Hardiman R, Fan Y,
Clement JG, Kilpatrick NM, Claes PD. 2018
Modelling 3D craniofacial growth trajectories for
population comparison and classification illustrated
using sex-differences. Sci. Rep. 8, 1–11. (doi:10.
1038/s41598-018-22752-5)

46. White JD et al. 2021 Insights into the genetic
architecture of the human face. Nat. Genet. 53,
45–53. (doi:10.1038/s41588-020-00741-7)

47. Fan Y, Penington A, Kilpatrick N, Hardiman R,
Schneider P, Clement J, Claes P, Matthews H. 2019
Quantification of mandibular sexual dimorphism
during adolescence. J. Anat. 234, 709–717. (doi:10.
1111/joa.12949)

48. Caton NR, Dixson BJW. 2022 Beyond facial
width-to-height ratios: bizygomatic width is highly
sexually dimorphic when adjusting for allometry.
Figshare. (doi:10.6084/m9.figshare.c.6238152)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jmammal/gyw148
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jmammal/gyw148
https://doi.org/10.1643/CH-14-092
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.zool.2013.07.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.zool.2013.07.003
https://doi.org/10.2298/ABS160229060I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12915-017-0448-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2983064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00317404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.65.2.293
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.65.2.293
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-009-9523-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-009-9523-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.21181
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/czoolo/56.2.175
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/czoolo/56.2.175
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.02.001
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/pdfs/ADA498172.pdf
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/pdfs/ADA498172.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/data_research/research/med_humanfacs/oamtechreports/1990s/media/am93-10.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/data_research/research/med_humanfacs/oamtechreports/1990s/media/am93-10.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/data_research/research/med_humanfacs/oamtechreports/1990s/media/am93-10.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1474704917730640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1474704917730640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2013.03.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2013.03.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2001.1703
http://dx.doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/g5rwm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.1177
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/fw6s9
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/fw6s9
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.22027
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.22027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2022.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2022.04.002
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/qejga
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/qejga
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-22752-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-22752-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41588-020-00741-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joa.12949
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joa.12949
http://dx.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.6238152

	Beyond facial width-to-height ratios: bizygomatic width is highly sexually dimorphic when adjusting for allometry
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Data
	Methods

	Results
	Bivariate associations between sex and bizygomatic width, fWHRmenton and fWHRtragion
	Allometric scaling and bizygomatic width, fWHRmenton and fWHRtragion
	Principal components analysis
	Multiple regression analyses

	Discussion
	Data accessibility
	Authors' contributions
	Conflict of interest declaration
	Funding
	References


