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ABSTRACT 

 

The aim of the current study was to assess whether people‟s preference in face 

attractiveness could be influenced by exposure to either the opposite sex parent‟s face 

(Oedipal standard) or their own face (Narcissistic standard). We examined this issue through 

the use of computerized image manipulations of facial photographs of Self, mother and 

father. The original photographs were combined with the participants‟ opposite sex prototype 

face, creating morphs and hybrids so as to probe a sense of attractiveness that may be 

occurring below the level of consciousness. Participants‟ pupil responses were recorded 

during viewing of either single morphs or hybrids (showing blends of prototype faces with 

images of the face of Self, mother, father or just the prototype), and attractiveness ratings 

were obtained. Analysis of attractiveness ratings revealed a clear preference amongst the 

female participants towards Narcissism (i.e., images containing Self‟s face) in the morphed 

condition and a tendency towards preferring hybrids with the opposite sex parent face. 

Amongst the male participants there were no significant differences, though they also showed 

a general tendency towards Narcissism. Taken together these results suggests that people find 

self-resembling faces more attractive than faces resembling their opposite sex parent. 

Contrary to our predictions, analysis of pupil responses revealed no differences between 

viewing Self, mother, or father (family) or Self, mother, or father (other).  
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Introduction 

A glance at a face can be enough to evoke trust, aversion or sexual attraction. These 

rapid responses may seem irrational and what underlies these automatic feelings is not 

transparent. However, family resemblance and childhood attachment are placed at the core of 

these choices by both evolutionary and psychoanalytic accounts. That is, these accounts posit 

that mate choice processes are largely outside of awareness and adults‟ preferences in face 

attractiveness are influenced by exposure to specific faces during childhood (e.g., Fraley & 

Marks, 2010; Alexander, 1990). 

For both sexes, ratings of facial attractiveness have been found to be a better predictor 

than ratings on body images on general physical attractiveness (Currie & Little, 2009; Peters, 

Rhodes, & Simmons, 2007). This finding indicates that face attractiveness may be more 

important in mate choice decisions than for instance hip-to-waist ratio, which is often 

considered a key feature in physical attractiveness. Whether people could see themselves 

having a relationship with a stranger was also predicted by her/his face attractiveness (Currie 

& Little, 2009). These findings imply that face attractiveness is an important feature in 

human mate choice decisions and suggest that human faces may provide relevant signals of 

heritable quality (Tregenza & Wedell, 2000).  

 

Face Attractiveness: Universal Average or Idiosyncratic Preference?  

Developmental studies indicate that the ability to distinguish between different levels 

of facial attractiveness is already present from birth. In an early experiment (Fantz, 1961) 

infants focused attention upon “real” face stimuli over scrambled faces and control stimuli. In 

addition, infants also showed a preference for looking at attractive versus unattractive faces 

(Langlois et al., 1987). Faces that were previously rated as the most attractive amongst adults 

were also the same faces the infants looked at the most. From a general perspective, it seems 

that the more symmetrical or average faces are, the more attractive they are perceived to be 

(Adolphs, 2003). This may also be a consequence of evolutionary adaptation to mate choice 

(Rhodes, 2006). That is, these characteristics may be facial signs of “good genes” (Rhodes, 

2006), but the available studies may be inconclusive (e.g., Kalick, Zebrowitz, Langlois, & 

Johnson, 1998). General information-processing mechanisms are also thought to be a part of 

these preferences (Johnson, 2005), as a byproduct of the way brains process information. 
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Faces that are highly average are also low in distinctiveness. It‟s thereby suggested that 

infants may be born with an average face template or a “prototype” (Johnson, 2005) that may 

bias their preference for attractive faces. Prototypical templates might explain a universal 

preference for averageness and symmetry. A study by Quinn et al. (2008) showed that 

infants‟ preference for general attractiveness generalize across species. Infants also preferred 

attractive “faces” of cats and tigers over unattractive cats and tigers. Quinn et al. (2008) 

concluded that the average attractiveness of faces is not an adaptation of mate choice but 

rather reflects innate general processing mechanisms that modifies through experience. Thus, 

the early “template” may be influenced by exposure to faces throughout childhood and this 

may create a lasting impression on face processing mechanisms (Perrett et al., 2002). Thus, 

the facial variations a person is exposed to during a lifetime would subsequently generate 

differences in the facial prototypes obtained by different individuals. 

In line with current evolutionary thinking, a kin recognition process based on 

phenotype matching or familial imprinting is at the basis of who will be considered a 

potential sexual mate later in life (e.g., Fraley & Mark, 2010). This kin recognition process 

leads to a mechanism for incest avoidance (Lieberman, Tooby, & Cosmides, 2007) and the 

tendency to seek family resemblances. If genetic compatibility is more important for 

reproduction than good genes, this may lead people to find genetically-similar others 

attractive. Since facial characteristics are known to be heritable, these may be the best visual 

clue to genetic similarity. One possibility, which will be specifically explored in the present 

study, is that experiences of faces during childhood could be biased towards an Oedipal 

standard, featuring the facial characteristics of Self’s parents, or by Narcissistic standards 

towards the Self’s own face. In contrast, if there is an innate facial template then most people 

will be somewhat attracted to the average face (Halberstadt & Rhodes, 2000). A deviation 

from the average would then be an interestingly informative finding, supporting the idea that 

there can be individual differences in the sense of face aesthetics.   

 

The Psychoanalytic Concepts of the Oedipal Complex and Narcissism  

 

Historically, both Oedipal and Narcissistic preferences were part of psychoanalytic 

theories, defined as separate stages in Freud‟s psychosexual developmental theory. According 

to Freud, the experience of the Oedipus complex is comprised by loving plus hostile wishes 

that the child feel towards its parents, and has its peak between three and five years of age 
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(Laplanche & Pontalis, 1973). The Oedipal crisis is named after the ancient Greek story of 

Oedipus Rex, who, as an adult, unknowingly killed his father and then married his mother. 

The reason for this event could, in accordance with Freud‟s theory, be an effect of sexual 

attraction towards the opposite-sex parent together with antagonistic feelings towards the 

same sex parent. Thus, psychodynamic accounts posited that the incest taboo makes people 

avoid extreme inbreeding, while at the same time the influence of early attachment figures 

shapes sexual choice. During Freud‟s time it was generally believed that animals bred with 

their own kin and that the incest taboo was uniquely human. Later biological studies have 

suggested that a mechanism for incest avoidance exists amongst humans but also across a 

wide range of nonhuman species (Erickson, 1993; Jonas & Jonas, 1975). In line with Freud‟s 

Oedipal complex, facial similarity of partners could be ascribed to a preference for particular 

facial characteristics brought on by Oedipal influence of the opposite-sex parent. 

Narcissism can be defined as love or attraction towards the image of oneself and, 

according to Freud, it “begins by taking himself, his own body, as his love-object” 

(Laplanche & Pontalis, 1973). Within psychoanalysis, Jacques Lacan has identified the first 

moment of the formation of self with a fundamentally narcissistic experience that he called 

the mirror stage (Lacan, 1968). This becomes a process of identification of the internal self 

with the external Ideal-I.  The mirror stage represents the infant‟s first encounter with 

subjectivity and spatial relations, an external sense of coherence, and with a sense of "I" and 

"You.” The mirror provides coherence, of what makes the world and our place as complete 

subjects in it, make sense. Thus, the Narcissism hypothesis claims that people unconsciously 

look for a mirror image of themselves in others, seeking criteria of beauty or reproductive 

fitness in the context of self-reference (Alvarez, & Jaffe, 2004).  

In some psychodynamic models, the Oedipus complex still has an essential role in 

forming personality and the course of human desire (e.g., Bergmann, 2010;…). It has been 

claimed that a possible Oedipus complex would be difficult to investigate empirically (Daly 

&Wilson, 1988) and attempts to separate an Oedipal criterion from a Narcissistic have to our 

knowledge never been done. However, there exist studies that probed separately these 

hypotheses. For example, Fraley and Marks (2010) tested if people found strangers who 

resembled kin as more sexually appealing. They used morphs - images that have been 

digitally manipulated to be composites of two different faces (e.g., DeBruine, Jones, Little, & 

Perrett, 2008), of Self and strangers. The morphs ranged from 0 % to 45 % of the participants‟ 

own faces and the participants were asked to rate the faces sexual attractiveness. Increased 



9 

 

 

 

 

attraction was found towards unfamiliar faces when the Self had been morphed into these 

faces. Fraley and Marks (2010) also found a greater level of attraction towards unfamiliar 

faces after subliminal viewing of the opposite sex parent. We propose that new image 

manipulation techniques, like morphs and also hybrid facial stimuli - where information from 

two original images is carried by different spatial frequencies - should be able to tease apart 

an Oedipal versus a Narcissistic standard of face attractiveness.   

 

Oedipal versus Narcissistic imprinting 

Married couples are often said to resemble one another, and interestingly, there is also 

some scientific evidence to this claim. That people tend to marry individuals who are similar 

to themselves has been widely documented regarding a variety of physical attributes (e.g., 

Alvarez & Jaffe, 2004; Bereczkei, Gyuris, Koves, & Bernath, 2002; Zajonc, Adelmann, 

Murphy, & Niedenthal, 1987). For example, when participants have been asked to sort and 

pair pictures of unknown individuals of both sexes, photos of the actual partners were paired 

above chance (Zajonc et al., 1987). Alvarez and Jaffe (2004) found no difference between the 

matching of the ones most likely to be siblings and the ones most likely to be married, which 

indicates the existence of a high degree of similarity between partners. In addition, self-

perception seems to modulate mate preference (Buston, & Emlen, 2003) which is consistent 

with the hypothesis that human‟s criterion for beauty is rooted on an image of Self. These 

findings support the existence of a detection mechanism of similarity to the Self that is 

operational in face attraction.  

Importantly, positive assortative mating, which is the mating of individuals that are 

phenotypically similar, is the most common mating pattern found among animals (Thiessen 

& Gregg, 1980). The concept has been applied to humans as well. In evolutionary terms the 

use of genetic similarity cues in sexual choice would seem strategic, since studies indicate 

that genetic similarity increase both reproductive success (Helgason, Pálsson, Guðbjartsson, 

Kristjánsson, & Stefánsson, 2008) and genetic compatibility (Tregenza & Wedell, 2000).  

Recent evidence shows a clear relation in both animals (Sherman et al., 2008) and humans 

(Helgason et al., 2008) between fertility, genetic relatedness and increased genetic 

compatibility (Tregenza & Wedell, 2000). For example, genealogical records of the whole 

population of Iceland (between 1800 and 1965) show a positive association between kinship 

and fertility (Helgason et al., 2008). Couples where spouses were mildly related had the 
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greatest reproductive success and also the highest number of children who further 

reproduced. Reproduction increased with relatedness and peaked at the level of third and 

fourth cousins, to gradually decrease towards the lowest levels for distantly-related couples. 

Helgason and colleagues‟ study clearly indicates that low reproductive success can be the 

result of extreme genetic similarity between spouses but that moderate genetic similarity is in 

fact beneficial.  

From an evolutionary standpoint, the "self-seeking-like" mechanism may enhance 

reproduction between genetically similar mates (Alvarez & Jaffe, 2004). This might be 

selected through facial characteristics, which are known to be inherited. Faces can then be 

seen as a reliable visual cue to genetic similarity and compatibility. If this is the case, one 

would expect people to find genetically close individuals (whose traits they share) more 

attractive than unrelated individuals. Mechanisms of inbreeding avoidance should 

consequently limited extreme assortative mating among humans (van den Berghe, 1983) and 

humans should prefer an optimal balance between outbreeding and inbreeding.  

On the contrary, mating between consanguineous relatives (i.e., blood relatives) is not 

uncommon in human societies (Bittles, 1998). For instance, uncle-niece marriage and first-

cousin unions are custom in South India and contemporary Yemen (Jurdi & Saxena, 2003). 

Marriage between cousins is the preferred type of union in many cultures (Bittles, 1998) and 

seems to be generally accepted, since no European countries prohibit it. Studies also indicate 

that the risk for these infants does not differ much from those of genetically distant couples 

(Bennett et al., 2002; Bittles & Neel, 1994). In addition, spouses with no genetic relationship 

have less reproductive success than second cousins (Helgason et al., 2008). Biologists state 

that, in order to prevent co-adapted gene complexes from breaking up, selection against 

extreme outbreeding could be adaptive (Edmands, 2007). Co-adapted gene complexes are 

groups of genetic traits that have low fitness if they occur separately, but have high fitness 

when they appear together (Tregenza & Wedell, 2000). In other words, too similar genomes 

in mates may cause reduced fitness in offspring, whereas too much variance between 

genomes could deprive genome compatibility. Seeking mates that are similar to either Self‟s 

kin or the Self‟s phenotype could be an efficient protective strategy, since mate choices are 

largely based on external visible cues.  

According to Bateson (1983), a universal biological mechanism has been proposed to 

account for both kin recognition and mating preferences. “Lorenzian imprinting” for visible 

traits of family members appears early in development and is also based on exposure to other 
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con-specifics. The child‟s attachment to the mother figure and early exposure to the mother‟s 

face is essential in humans (Bowlby, 1969; Belsky et al., 1991). Similarly, a corresponding 

imprinting process has been described by ethologists for other animals, including primates 

(Fujita, 1993; Yamazaki et al., 1988; Bereczkei, 2007). Likewise, imprinting to the father‟s 

face has been shown to be relevant for the daughter‟s facial preference (e.g., Wilson & 

Barrett, 1987; Little et al., 2003; Wiszewska et al., 2007). However, in if influence occurs in 

early life and results in considerable idiosyncrasy in adults‟ preference, and then the 

Lorenzian imprinting process may just as well be termed Oedipal as Lorenzian. In addition, 

Lorenzian imprinting does not exclude that Self‟s face may have an impact on the formation 

of the kin template. In fact, humans learn to recognize themselves from a very early age 

through self-inspection with mirrors. Thus, the most familiar face to all people is probably 

one‟s own face (Mita, Dermer, & Knight 1977).  

Lieberman, Tooby and Cosmides (2007) suggested that the human system of kin 

detection works through computing estimates of genetic relatedness between Self and other. 

This would be based on two ancestral cues: The duration of sibling co-residence and the 

familiar other‟s perinatal association with the individual‟s biological mother (i.e., sibling). 

Thus, this infantile learning process postulates the perceptual limit for incest avoidance. At 

the same time, the same process could shape the facial and bodily templates for later mate 

choice. Avoidance mechanisms of primary incest could easily be triggered towards stimuli 

that are too similar to Self, mother or father. Consequently, we expect effects of “Oedipal” 

and “Narcissistic” standards in physical attractiveness to be expressed towards face stimuli 

whose likeness is not evident enough to be consciously apprehended.  

At the basis of the present research is preliminary evidence that lovers - when given 

the opportunity - would prefer their partners to resemble themselves (Laeng & Vermeer, 

unpublished data). Specifically, a narcissistic Self morph was preferred over the morph of the 

partner‟s face morphed with its same-sex‟s prototype. Thus, when given the opportunity, 

partners will make aesthetic choices that reflect an active preference towards increased 

resemblance to Self. The preliminary results cannot distinguish between a Narcissistic 

mechanism and an Oedipal mechanism based on resemblance to figures of attachment. The 

current study attempts to provide an answer to this question. 
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The present study  

For the present study, we believe that an individual‟s standard of facial “beauty” is 

shaped by early exposure to kin or exposure to images of Self. Since the learning process of 

kin detection and imprinting may influence both a sexual and a non-sexual preference, the 

effects of family resemblance may be better captured by asking participants to rank images 

according to their “attractiveness”, without explicitly mentioning sexual attractiveness. 

Findings in earlier studies could reflect an Oedipal mechanism, a Narcissistic mechanism or a 

combination, since these mechanisms may derive from phenotype matching or imprinting 

processes that influence the kin template. Thus, the proposed study will attempt to tease apart 

the contribution of familial imprinting to phenotype matching to Self. In the present 

experiment we used computerized image manipulations, morphs and hybrids, of facial 

photographs of Self, and Self‟s biological mother and father in order to assess this dilemma.  

Morphs are a weighted average of every pixel in the two images, so that all aspects of 

the faces (shape and pigment) are moved towards an intermediate representation which is to 

all effect a novel face stimulus (e.g., DeBruine, Jones, Little, & Perret, 2008). In order to gain 

access to unconscious levels of attractiveness, we created morphs with 22% contribution of 

the original photographs combined with the participants‟ opposite sex prototype face. We 

used morphs with a blending of 22% because they have previously been shown to be 

perceived below consciousness, as opposed to morphs with larger contributions, e.g. 33 % 

(Laeng, & Vermeer, unpublished data). Specifically, Laeng and Vermeer found that 

attractiveness judgments on Self morphs combined with attractive strangers peaked at 22 %, 

relative to 11% or 33% morphs. This may indicate that 22% approximates the optimal 

amount of likeness in order to prevent avoidance mechanisms of primary incest. This effect 

was not seen if the strangers face was previously rated as unattractive, which may be due to 

other evolutionary “constraints” – like the asymmetry of faces (Laeng & Vermeer, 

unpublished data; Miller & Todd, 1998). Therefore, we used a prototype face which in this 

case is the morphed average of 200 people of the participants‟ age-cohort, to limit the effect 

of possible other evolutionary “constraints”. Specifically, our goal was to provide evidence 

that could selectively support one of the three hypotheses: 1) the Narcissistic hypothesis; 2) 

the “weak” Oedipal hypothesis; or 3) the “strong” Oedipal hypothesis. The predictions are 

quite straightforward: If the imprinting of the phenotype is strongly based on a Narcissistic 

process the Self morph should be preferred to all other morphs. In contrast, the Self morph 

should be ranked as less beautiful than the morphs based on kin‟s faces if Oedipal imprinting 
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plays an important role. According to the strong Oedipus hypothesis, the male participants 

should prefer the morphs depicting their mother, while the reverse should happen for the 

female participants, as the Freudian Oedipus/Electra complex carries both a positive and 

negative character. In a weak form of familial imprinting the kin-based morphs should not 

differ significantly from each other in rank and in relation to the Self morph, but all kin-based 

morphs should be preferred to the opposite-sex prototype.  

In addition to the morphs, we also used “hybrid” face stimuli. Such hybrid faces are 

the result of a novel perceptual technique, originally developed by Schyns and Oliva (see 

Olivia & Schyns, 1997; Olivia, Torralba, & Schyns, 2006; Schyns, 1998; Schyns & Olivia, 

1999). A hybrid facial stimulus contains information from two original faces, but the 

information is segregated to high and low bandwidths of the spatial frequency scale (Olivia, 

Torralba, & Schyns, 2006). A facial image at a coarse spatial scale is superimposed to a 

different facial image at the fine spatial scale. This creates a hybrid facial stimulus where 

different information is carried by the different spatial frequencies (Pourtois, Grandjean, 

Sander, & Vuilleumier, 2005). If a process of imprinting is already being established within 

the first year of life, hybrids containing low-passed images of a parent‟s face should be our 

best approximation to a visual stimulus corresponding to a face stimulus as it was 

experienced at its age of acquirement. Our hypothesis is that these hybrid images should 

constitute rather powerful stimuli in revealing unconscious effects of preference for family 

resemblances. This hypothesis is based on two assumptions: The immaturity of infants‟ 

visual system causes them to have lower contrast similarity than that of an adult (Atkinson, 

1995; Johnson, 2005). Studies indicate that processing of faces, including decisions of facial 

attractiveness, is “polished” during the first years of life (Quinn et al., 2008). In addition, 

fMRI research has shown that the amygdala only responds to the low range of the spatial 

frequency scale; < 6 cycles/image (Vuilleumier et al., 2003). It seems that infants might relay 

on the same automatic route as adults (Johnson, 1997; 2005), and therefor may be processing 

faces similar to low spatial frequency faces (Johnson, 1997; 2005).  

Former studies have shown that females find facial stimuli that resembles their father 

more attractive, but only if they had a good relationship with their father during childhood 

(e.g., Wiszewska et al., 2007). Since this could have an impact on attractiveness ranks of 

parents‟ faces, we used the short form of the EMBU (Swedish acronym for “my memories of 

upbringing”, i.e., “egna minnen av barndomens üppfostran”; Arriendell, 1999); s-EMBU to 

assess positive versus negative attachment to the mother and the father figure.   
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We also used eye-tracking equipment in order to examine whether there would be 

differences in pupil response to Self, mother, father (family) versus Self, mother, father 

(other). As suggested by a study of amnesic patients (Laeng et al., 2007), pupil responses can 

occur automatically to stimuli that are not processed consciously. The patients‟ pupil 

dilations to new images were significantly larger than to previously viewed images, even 

though they could not tell which images they had previously seen and which images were 

new. Previous studies have also shown that the observer's level of sexual interest to a visual 

stimulus is known to have a proportional relation to pupil diameter that is dependent on the 

the hormonal state (Laeng & Falkenberg, 2007). These findings suggest the pupillometry 

methods capability of measuring motivational states. Therefore, it was predicted that 

pupillary changes reflecting automatic emotional reactions to the non-conscious face stimuli 

would act in response to attractiveness ranks.  
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Methods  

Participants 

 The study included 18 males and 18 females between the age of 18 and 33 with 

normal or corrected to normal vision (mean age = 25.50; SD = 4.24). The participants were 

recruited in the Oslo area, either at seminars at the Psychological Institute or by word of 

mouth. The participants were told that the study was an eye-tracking experiment on face 

perception, which would measure eye movements while viewing photos of faces. They were 

also informed that we would explore possible differences in eye movements when simply 

viewing faces when ranking them according to their attractiveness.  

Stimuli and Apparatus 

 Standardized frontal view photographs were taken of the faces of all the 36 

participants and their biological mothers and fathers. A total of 108 photographs, using a 

Panasonic Lumix DMC digital camera, were collected. When parents lived far away, high 

quality digital photographs were sent by e-mail. The photographs were taken from a distance 

of 1 meter, and participants and their parents were asked to display a neutral, emotionless 

facial expression. Facial hair was removed and deep creases, folds, and lines of the skin were 

retouched using Adobe Photoshop
©

. The photographs were manipulated using two different 

perceptual techniques: Morphs and hybrids. Both techniques show simultaneous information 

from two different faces; the hybrid images include the original faces at different continuums 

of the spatial scale (Oliva & Schyns, 1997; Pourtois, et al. 2005), while the morphs show 

faces averaged in pigment and shape (DeBruine, 2004). 

Morphs. Using image-morphing software (Morpheus Photo Morpher
©

), 22 % of the 

original photographs were blended in with the opposite sex prototype face of the participant‟s 

age cohort (made from 200 faces) to create narcissistic, paternal, and maternal morphs 

(Figure 1). On both images 71 points were placed on different features of the faces before 

morphing. The following morphs was used as stimuli: 1) the Self morph, created by blending 

in the face of the participant; 2) the maternal morph, by blending in the face of the 

participant‟s mother; 3) the paternal morph, by blending in the face of the participant‟s 

father; and 4) the opposite sex prototype morph, without any further manipulation. As in Lie, 

Rhodes and Simmons (2008) the color morphs were digitally fitted with an oval black mask 

to reduce any effects of clothing and hairstyle, leaving only the face and minimal hair visible. 
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The plain opposite sex prototype face were used for comparing increase or decrease in 

attractiveness ratings. 

 

Figure 1. The steps through which the final morphs images were created. From left to 

right: An original image, the opposite-sex prototype, the morphed image, and the final Self 

morph. 

Hybrids. For the hybrid method, the spatial frequency content of each of the original 

photographs were filtered (by use of MatLab
®
 software), and given a low pass cut-off of 6 

cycles/image to obtain images of low spatial frequency (1-6 cycles/image). The morphs of 

each sex prototype were given a high pass cut-off of 7 cycles to obtain the high-spatial 

frequency image (7-128 cycles/image). The high-pass images were then combined with each 

low-pass version of Self, mother and father, to obtain 3 final images from each family, as 

seen in Figure 2. The original images were adjusted to fit the prototypes by the use of Adobe 

Photoshop
© 

and the final grey-scale hybrids were set to 154 pixels in width and height in 

order to obtain a 6 
o
 visual angle, so that only the high frequency image would be visible to 

the viewer at 60 cm viewing difference (Laeng et al., 2010).   

 

 

 Figure 2. The steps through which the final hybrid images were created. From left to 

right: An original image, the opposite-sex prototype, and the final hybrid. 
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Pupillometry. Pupillary responses and eye movements were recorded from both the 

left and right eye with the use of the Remote Eye Tracking Device (RED), built by SMI 

SensoMotoric Instruments®. Data and measurements were collected with I-View Software
©

, 

which is also developed by SMI. The RED System recorded eye tracking data at a rate of 60 

Hz from a distance of .5-1 m, with a resolution better than .1 degree. The RED system can 

detect changes in pupillary size as small as 0.0044 mm (according to pupil size measurements 

from an artificial eye with a static pupil that SMI has performed to estimate the inherent 

system noise of the measurement equipment as a function of camera image noise, noise from 

algorithms, and noise and error from distance measurements). The RED II operates by 

determining the position of the pupil and the corneal reflection and is done so with an 

infrared-light-sensitive video camera that is unaffected by room lighting. The vertical and 

horizontal pupil diameters of each pupil were recorded in an ASCII file and these were later 

averaged to obtain a mean pupil diameter (in mm) for the left and the right eye and for each 

participant‟s responses to Self, mother and father (family) and Self, mother and father (other). 

Participants gave responses during the experiment via a keyboard, which was placed in front 

of the RED system. 

 

Procedure 

 The morphs (239 x 316 cm) and hybrids were first presented one by one in order to 

obtain pupil responses for each morph and hybrid and separately for “family” and “other”. In 

a subsequent phase the morphs and the hybrids of “family” and “other” were presented three 

at a time counterbalanced for positions, as seen in Figure 1 A and B. The participants were 

asked to rank them from the face that looked most attractive (i.e., 1
st
 place) to the one looking 

least attractive (i.e., 3
rd

 place). 
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A   
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B   

            

Figure 3 A. A test item of a hybrid image-set; A), B), and C) mother, Self, and father 

combined with the male prototype.  
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 3B. A test item of a morphed image-set; A) mother, and B) father morphed 

with the female prototype, and C) the plain female prototype.  

 

Using a within-subject design, participants were matched by age and each one was 

paired with another participant of the same sex. Thus, there were a total of 18 different 

experiments, with 74 trials in each experiment, differing in stimulus set. All trials were 

organized in 4 blocks arranged in ABAB order: Single morphs (7 trials), attractiveness 

ranking of morphs (48 trials), single hybrids (6 trials), and attractiveness ranking of hybrids 

(12 trials). The order of the images was pseudo randomized within each block. All the 

stimulus images were presented centered on the computer screen with a resolution of 1024 x 

768 pixels. The software “Experiment Center” by SensoMotoric Instruments
®
 (SMI, Teltow, 

Germany) was used to present the stimuli.  

The s-EMBU retrospective attachment test (Arrindell et al., 1999; 2001) was used to 

control for perceived parental attachment in childhood. The s-EMBU is a 23-item inventory 

with 4-point Likert type scales, to be answered separately for mother and father (see 

Appendix). This test consists of three scales: Emotional Warmth, Rejection, and (Over) 

Protection each of which comprises eight items. Following Gyuris, Járai, Bereczkei (2010) 

only Emotional Warmth and Rejection was used to assess perceived positive and negative 

emotions towards parents during upbringing. 

Participants were treated according to the Helsinki guidelines. They were tested 

individually and informed about their rights as participants and asked to sign an informed 

consent. Participants were seated in front of a computer screen at a distance of 60 cm so that 

the size of the hybrids would correspond to a 6 
o
 visual angle (Laeng et al., 2010).  

A standard calibration procedure was used at the beginning of each session where eye 

positions were recorded at five standard calibration points, appearing as a red plus sign on a 

grey background. Each participant was told that the eye-tracker would measure their eye 

movements only (i.e., no mention was made of pupillary responses). Pupil diameters were 

recorded during viewing of single pictures and during the presentation of a fixation point 

between every picture, in order to provide a baseline for comparing pupil changes between 

familiar and unfamiliar faces. A blank screen was presented for 500 ms followed by a 

fixation cross presented for 1000 ms, and then the single pictures were presented for 4000 

ms. During the ranking procedures the participants viewed the image-set as long as it took to 

make a decision, and then pressed space on the keyboard to move on to the next image-set. 
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The experimenter manually recorded the attractiveness responses, and the experiment lasted 

approximately 30 minutes, followed by the short questionnaire. After the experiment all the 

participants were asked if they had recognized any of the faces. Only two participants, in the 

morphed condition, thought they had recognized their opposite-sex parent, and said they had 

consequently ranked these morphs in 3.place. The attractiveness rankings for these 

participants, on the other hand, suggested that they were not consequent in the ranking the 

opposite-sex parent. Then, the participants were debriefed and thanked for their participation. 

 

Results 

All data was analyzed using StatView
®
 statistical package. Descriptive statistics were 

first calculated for each participant, obtaining mean ratings and ranks for each combination of 

the variables. The participants were grouped by Sex in all the analysis, because the “strong” 

Oedipal hypothesis predicts opposing differences between parental sexes in attractiveness 

choices. 

Behavioral data 

Unpaired t-tests for independent samples were conducted on the s-EMBU to compare 

differences between sexes in perceived parental behavior. There were no significant 

differences in the ratings between females and males in any of the elements in the s-EMBU 

(as seen in Table 1). Thus, the s-EMBU was not used in further analyses. 

  

Table 1 

Mean ratings of the s-EMBU (No Rejection = 1, Always Emotional Warmth = 4)  

Stimuli 

Mean rating 

 t    p Female Male 

Mother Rejection 1.54 1.30 1.89 .0679 

Father Rejection 1.53 1.37 1.00 .3230 

Mother Emotional Warmth 3.39 3.32 .58 .5659 

Father Emotional Warmth 3.21 3.05 .86 .3983 

 

Since our tests do not provide parametric data, the attractiveness ranks were analyzed 

using the Friedman‟s Rank Test, which is the non-parametric alternative to the repeated-

measures ANOVA. Pair-wise comparisons were carried out with the non-parametric Paired 

Sign Test. The analysis of the female participants showed significant difference in ranking of 
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morphs: χ
2 

= 17.23, df = 3, p < .0005. The “Self morph” was ranked first and the “male 

prototype morph” was ranked second place (Table 2). Most importantly; the “Self morph” (p 

=. 0309) differed significantly from the „male prototype morph‟ (p < .0005), revealing a clear 

Narcissistic tendency. Analysis of male participants‟ morph ranks revealed no systematic 

preference, χ
2 

= 8,20, df = 3, p = .395.  As seen in Table 2, mean ranks suggest that the males 

slightly preferred the „female prototype morph‟ over the „Self morph‟ – but, importantly, 

there was no significant difference between the „female prototype morph‟ and the „Self 

morph‟. Thus, we conclude that Self was preferred equally to the prototype. Amongst both 

males and females the „maternal morph‟ was third and the „paternal morph‟ last. 

 

Table 2 

Mean ranks of morphs (1 = most attractive, P = Participants)  

 Mean ranks experimental P      Mean ranks control P  

Stimuli Female Male Female Male 

Self morph 1.53 2.33 1.93 2.50 

Prototype morph 2.36 1.89 2.15 1.50 

Mother morph 2.97 2.72 2.84 2.58 

Father morph 3.14 3.06 3.08 3.42 

 

The female control participants showed the same order of ranked attractiveness of 

morphs as the female experimental participants (Table 2); the effect was highly significant: χ
2 

= 29.52, df = 3, p < .0001. On the other hand, the difference between the Self morph and the 

male prototype morph failed to be significant (p = .212), supporting no specific preference for 

Self (other). The male control participants preferred the female prototype morph before the 

Self morph (other), χ
2 

= 19.95, df = 3, p < .0002. Importantly, the difference between the 

prototype morph and the Self morph was significant (p = .0013), suggesting a clear preference 

for the prototype over Self morph (other).  

Attractiveness ranks for hybrids amongst females revealed no systematic preference 

χ
2 

= 4.75, df = 2, p =. 087). As seen in Table 3, mean ranks showed that the father hybrid was 

preferred over Self and mother. However, no significant difference was found between 

females” “father family” and “father other”, which indicates that the father hybrids may have 

been preferred on the basis of the gender of the stimuli. Similarly, hybrid ranks for males 

showed no significant differences, χ
2 

= 3.25, df = 2, p = .1880, but mean ranks suggest a 

tendency towards Self preference, before father and mother (Table 3).  
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Table 3 

Mean ranks of hybrids (1 = most attractive, P = Participants)   

 Mean ranks experimental P      Mean ranks control P  

Stimuli Female Male Female Male 

Self  2.17 1.67 2.17 1.78 

Mother 2.25 2.25 2.84 2.22 

Father  1.58 2.08 1.69 2.00 

 

Pupillary Data 

Pupil responses were recorded and computed using SMI BeGaze™ 2.5 software for 

eye tracking data. Contrary to our predictions, a repeated-measures analysis of variance 

showed that there was no significant interaction effects between Group (experimental, 

control), Eye (left, right), Photos (Family, Other), and Sex (male, female) for morphs (Figure 

3).  

 

 

Figure 3. Mean for pupil diameter (in pixels), error bars show the Standard Error, for 

Morphs; Eye (left, right), Experimental group (experimental, control), Sex (male, female, 

grouped by Photo (father, Self, prototype, mother).  

 

 



24 

 

 

 

 

As with morphs, pupil responses in the hybrid condition displayed no significant 

interaction effects, but pupil responses tended to be greater for Self than mother and father, as 

seen in Figure 4.  

 

  

Figure 4. Mean pupil diameter for father, Self, and mother in the hybrid condition.  
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Discussion 

 

In line with several previous findings (e.g., Alvarez & Jaffe, 2004; Bereczkei et al., 

2002; Zajonc et al., 1987) the present results suggest that people may indeed possess a 

Narcissistic standard of face attractiveness. In the present study, such a Narcissistic standard 

was displayed by the female participants and, specifically, in the “morphs” condition. The 

male participants also showed a general tendency towards Narcissism, since the prototype did 

not differ significantly in attractiveness from the Self morph. These results suggest that 

imprinting of Self‟s own face may be more important for perceived attractiveness than 

imprinting of the parents‟ faces. Since people generally spend a lot of time looking at 

themselves in the mirror, and hence, know their own facial characteristics well, self-reflection 

may become the crucial criterion for beauty and mate choice. Specific mechanisms based on 

matching Self‟s phenotype to others may also have evolved through ancestral use of pools of 

still waters for self-inspection. Anecdotally, it is interesting to point out that the Chinese 

characters for mirrors, jian and jing, that are best translated as “a (large) tub filled with water” 

(Enoch, 2006), which indicate that the use of water to examine Self‟s faces may go back a 

long time in human history.  

 

Questioning Oedipus 

We found no clear evidence for the strong Oedipal hypothesis for male participants, 

since the Self morph or hybrid was chosen over the maternal and paternal morph or hybrid. 

Remarkably, we found no evidence for a weak Oedipal tendency either, as the opposite-sex 

prototype were chosen before all of the kin morphs. The females chose the „father hybrid‟ 

before Self in the hybrid condition, but the control group also displayed an equal preference 

for the father of Other. Thus, the females‟ choice may simply reflect the fact that the paternal 

hybrid was the only male hybrid. On the other hand, the result may reflect the intricacy of 

imprinting processes. Through childhood both parents‟ faces and Self‟s own face are objects 

of perception and both perception of Self and mother have been shown to share neurological 

basis (Vanderval et al., 2008). Interestingly, in the present study, both males and females 

chose the maternal morph over the paternal morph, which may support the idea that the 

mother has unique significance in early attachment. To our knowledge no studies have 

attempted to investigate perception of Self versus father. As the father‟s role in attachment 
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processes is important within the human species, there may be an overlap in neural 

underpinnings also between Self and father.  

Several studies have found indications for Oedipal imprinting (Wilson & Barrett, 

1987; Little et al., 2003; Wiszewska et al., 2007). Wiszewska et al. (2007) compared facial 

proportions of fathers‟ faces to the proportions of the facial stimuli chosen by females as the 

most attractive. They found that there was no concordance overall between fathers face and 

chosen stimuli, but if the women rated their fathers highly the proportions of the attractive 

stimuli was more similar to the fathers‟ faces. They did not, however, test for similarity 

between the daughters- and the fathers faces. There is a possibility that the females that rated 

their fathers most positively also were more facially like their fathers, so a Narcissistic 

preference may be a contributing factor. In the present study, there were no significant 

differences in ratings of perceived Emotional Warmth or Rejection from fathers or mothers 

during upbringing. All the participants had quite similar mean scores, as both parents were 

rated rather high on Emotional Warmth and low on Rejection. Despite the participants‟ 

seemingly good relationship to their parents, the self-resembling faces were chosen over the 

parents faces, suggesting that positive feelings towards parents do not indicate a greater 

Oedipal tendency in face attraction.  Similarly, studies have shown that daughters of older 

men tend to choose older husbands (Wilson, & Barrett, 1987), and prefer age cues in male 

faces compared to cues of youth (Perrett et al., 2002). This effect may be the result of an 

Oedipal tendency, but it could also simply be due to familiarity with older people. These 

studies did not check whether the chosen husbands and stimuli had any facial resemblance 

with the females‟ fathers. 

 

Idiosyncratic and Universal Preference 

The pupillary results did not reveal any significant interactions in neither condition; 

yet, pupils dilated slightly more in response to Self, than mother or father in the hybrid 

condition, even though the females chose the father hybrid as the most attractive. As pupils 

have been shown to dilate more in response to sexually attractive stimuli (Laeng & 

Falkenberg, 2007), this may indicate a Narcissistic preference. The lack of interaction effects 

may be a result of the present, rather limited, sample size. Also, Laeng and Falkenberg 

showed that females‟ pupil responses to motivational stimuli (i.e., actual sexual partner) are 

greatest during the fertile phase. This result was only true for women not using 
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contraceptives. In the present study, we did not control for fertile phase or the use of 

contraceptives amongst the females, but as the males‟ also lacked differential pupillary 

response to the various photos, this may suggest a lack of motivational stimuli. Some 

participants said it was difficult seeing the difference between the pictures. The greatest 

amount of information in the images was from the prototype, which may have reduced the 

actual difference in attractiveness contributed by the small dose of the “hidden” ingredient of 

Self, mother and father. These differences may have been too small for the pupil response to 

respond to in a sensitive manner. We also asked the participants to rank the most attractive 

faces, without differing between aesthetic and sexual attraction. Since perception of face 

attraction can be both aesthetic and motivational; the Narcissistic tendency seen in this study 

may reflect an aesthetic choice, without much impact on mate choice. However, several 

participants stated that the most attractive face “popped out” compared to the others in the 

morphed condition, suggesting they were in no doubt about their choice. We only used 

opposite-sex faces in the study, and judgments of opposite-sex faces are likely to include an 

evaluation of possible desirability as a sexual partner (DeBruine, 2004).  

DeBruine (2004) used digitally transformed facial images that were to resemble 

participants and, with a 50% transform, she found higher attraction towards same-sex 

transforms of Self‟s face than towards self-resembling opposite-sex transforms. She 

concluded that self-resembling faces are likely to be a cue of kinship that elicits positive 

responses in a non-sexual context. Considering that a 50% transform of a same-sex face is 

likely to enhance similarity to Self to a larger degree than a 50% opposite-sex face, the 

finding may be an effect of a Narcissistic tendency based on kin-recognition. The lower 

attraction in the opposite-sex condition may be caused by a mechanism for incest avoidance, 

as the similarity may have reached the threshold for consciousness. In the present study, we 

comprised a low percentage of the original faces in the morphs; in order to assure that facial 

resemblance was received below consciousness, as shown in previous studies (e.g., Laeng & 

Vermeer, unpublished data). As our results suggest a Narcissistic standard in face attraction 

towards opposite-sex faces when perceived without awareness, the 50% transform in 

DeBruine‟s (2004) study may have been too revealing to expose a Narcissistic tendency.  

Although a universal preference for the human average appearance or prototype is 

well-documented (e.g., Rhodes, 2006), such a preference could derive from an innate 

template or from Self‟s exposure to other non-related individuals. Thus, a key difference from 

Oedipal or Narcissistic imprinting and general prototype learning is that the latter may be 
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based on Self‟s exposure to non-related and mostly unknown individuals over a lifetime; 

whereas the former would be linked to early exposure to figures of attachment and Self. Thus, 

mate choice would seem to be a balance between several differing tendencies (e.g., 

inbreeding versus outbreeding) towards a universal preference (averageness) versus highly 

idiosyncratic “ideals” of beauty. The ideals of beauty may vary considerably between 

individuals since they are based on the appearances of the “family resemblance” to Self.  

 

Narcissism and Assortative mating 

Interestingly, the findings of higher reproductive success among related couples may 

be biologically based, considering Islanders fairly socioeconomic homogeneity (Helgason et 

al., 2008). This study suggests that through history, mating with phenotypically similar 

individuals may have been beneficial through increasing the number of children produced, 

and also through increasing the relatedness of grandparents, parents and offspring 

(Alexander, 1979; Bateson, 1983). This again, may have had a positive effect on inclusive 

fitness (Hamilton, 1964). Without an increase in reproductive investment, and with a reduced 

cost of altruism assortative mating may increase gene duplication (Theissen & Gregg, 1989). 

Thus, this may underpin the narcissistic hypothesis of mate selection through phenotypic 

cues. 

As earlier mentioned, Jurdi and Saxena (2003) show that 40% of all marriages in 

Yemen are consanguineous, and 85% of these are between first cousins. This high prevalence 

of consanguineous marriages in Yemen may not be due to an assortative mating preference, 

since women who have jobs prior to marriage are less likely to be in blood relationships 

(Jurdi & Saxena, 2003). Since these women are economically independent, they may be freer 

to choose their own husband. Also, the decrease in consanguineous marriages in the western 

world does not underpin the assortative mating hypothesis, and the possibility that people 

find genetically-similar individuals attractive. On the other hand, the incest taboo may have 

grown larger in these countries for reasons that are unrelated to biological predisposed 

preferences, so it‟s currently culturally “not allowed” to mate with blood relatives. Genetic 

dissimilarity between mates might be a contributing factor (amongst others) to the increased 

difficulty many couples have in the reproductive area.  

The above phenomena have contributed to the current increase in the frequency of 

adoptions and sperm donations at the same time as humans get increasingly mobile (i.e., the 
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world is getting “smaller”). An effect of this may be the cases of Genetic Sexual Attraction 

(GSA; www.geneticsexualattraction.com), which is sexual attraction between close relatives 

that meet for the first time as adults, a theme which is also common in much traditional 

literature and story-telling (e.g., India; Obeyesekere, 1990). The phenomenon is closer to the 

original myth of Oedipus Rex, than to the Oedipal complex, since these related individuals 

did not grow up together. If a Narcissistic standard have evolved through the benefits of 

genetic similarity and genetic compatibility, the incest avoidance mechanism may fail in 

these cases due to the absence of co-residence and perinatal connection with the individual‟s 

biological mother (e.g., Erickson, 1993; Lieberman, Tooby, & Cosmides, 2007). As Erickson 

pointed out, adaptive kin-directed behavior, including the mechanism for incest avoidance 

may also require secure familial bonding between relatives. In line with this, studies have 

shown that people that grow up together are rarely sexually involved with each other even 

though they are not related by blood (i.e., Kibbutz; Westermarck, 1921; Spain, 1987). 

Neuroimaging studies have implied the existence of a face processing network for 

discrimination of non-kin from kin (Platek & Kemp, 2009). If people grow up in adoptive 

families, this face-processing network will be tuned in to their adoptive relatives, not their 

biological family. Bereczkei, Gyuris, and Weisfeld (2004) showed that facial traits between 

adopted daughter‟s husband and her adoptive father were found to contain significant 

resemblance by independent judges. This effect was not found between the adopted 

daughters‟ husbands and the adoptive mother, but it may be harder to judge resemblance 

between opposite-sexes than between same-sexes.  

The present study does not allow us to draw any definite conclusions about possible 

underlying causes or mechanisms for the observed Narcissistic tendency in face attraction. 

The study of Oedipal and Narcissistic tendencies in face attractiveness is complex both 

because of the incest taboo and vast amount of photographs that need to be collected. A 

possible reason that we did not find any evidence of an Oedipal tendency may be that we did 

not use photos of parents when they were young. Although we did retouch deep creases, 

folds, and lines of the skin using Photoshop
©

 to reduce the effect of age, the age difference 

may be confounded in the images with possible effects of kinship, and it may have reduced 

the attractiveness of the parent-based photos. Clearly, the parents do not look the same today 

as they did when the participants were children. If an Oedipal imprinting process is 

established during the first years of life, individuals would be attracted to faces resembling 

what the opposite-sex parent looked like when the persons were children. There is clearly a 

http://www.geneticsexualattraction.com/
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practical problem with collecting photos of parents from they were young. These pictures 

would be of variable quality and, especially, viewpoint may vary to large degrees making 

morphing or other digital manipulations unlikely to succeed. People also have a tendency to 

smile to various degrees when being photographed, which could influence the attractiveness 

rankings. Thus, in the present set of images, the only young faces were those of Self (family) 

and Self (other) and the prototype. The Self morph was chosen as the most attractive by both 

female experimental participants and control participants, which may reflect an age 

preference. Yet, since the female experimental participants clearly preferred the Self morph 

over the prototype, while the control participants did not. In addition, almost the same pattern 

was displayed by males, as there was no difference between prototype and Self amongst the 

experimental participants, while the control participants showed the opposite pattern. This 

clearly point to a Narcissistic preference.  

 

Future directions  

It would be interesting to examine whether adding manipulated photos with partners 

and siblings of the opposite-sex would alter the results. This would increase both photos of 

faces from the participants‟ age group, and faces of the opposite-sex. In addition, if the 

Oedipal complex occur, photographs of the parents at the age they were when the participants 

were children should be an effective trigger. The same design as in the present study could 

also be combined with fMRI, in order to examine if there is differential activation between 

the different morphs and hybrids. Also, since GSA might become a bigger problem because 

of increased frequency of adoption (and also sperm donations) it would be interesting with 

serious research on the phenomena.  

Conclusion 

The present study suggests that people possess a Narcissistic standard of face 

attractiveness. The Oedipal complex may not be too central in human mate choice, as 

imprinting of Self‟s own face seems more important for perceived attractiveness than 

imprinting of the parents‟ faces. A preference for facial similarity to Self may have evolved 

through assortative mating because of a positive relation between genetic similarity, genetic 

compatibility, fertility and inclusive fitness.  
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APPENDIX 

The s-EMBU. My memories of childhood, instructions. Below are a number of 

questions concerning your childhood. Please read through the following instructions carefully 

before filling out the questionnaire. Even if it is difficult to recall exactly how our parents 

behaved towards us when we were very young each of us does have certain memories of 

what principles they used in our upbringing. When filling out this questionnaire it is essential 

that you try to remember your parents‟ behavior towards you as you yourself experienced it. 

You will find a number of questions to be answered according to different alternatives. For 

each question you must circle the alternative applicable to your own mother‟s and father‟s 

behavior towards you. Be careful not to leave any questions unanswered. We are aware that 

certain questions are impossible to answer if you do not have any sisters or brothers or if you 

have been raised by one parent only. In this case leave these questions unanswered. For each 

question please circle the responses applicable to your mother‟s and father‟s behavior 

towards you. Read through each question carefully and consider which one of the possible 

answers applies to you. Answer separately for your mother and your father. 

 

Item 

(0)  It happened that my parents were sour or angry with me without letting me know the 

cause 

(1)  My parents praised me 

(2)  It happened that I wished my parents would worry less about what I was doing 

(3)  It happened that my parents gave me more corporal punishment than I deserved 

(4) When I came home, I then had to account for what I had been doing to my parents 

(5)  I think that my parents tried to make my adolescence stimulating, interesting and 

instructive (for instance by giving me good books, arranging for me to go on camps, 

taking me to clubs) 

(6)  My parents criticized me and told me how lazy and useless I was in front of others 

(7) It happened that my parents forbade me to do things other children were allowed to do 

because they were afraid that something might happen to me 

(8)  My parents tried to spur me to become the best 

(9)  My parents would look sad or in some other way show that I had behaved badly so 

that I got real feelings of guilt 

(10)  I think that my parents‟ anxiety that something might happen to me was exaggerated 
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(11)  If things went badly for me, I then felt that my parents tried to comfort and encourage 

me 

(12)  I was treated as the “black sheep” or “scapegoat” of the family  

(13)  My parents showed with words and gestures that they liked me 

(14)  I felt that my parents liked my brothers and/or sisters more than they liked me 

(15)  My parents treated me in such a way that I felt ashamed 

(16)  I was allowed to go where I liked without my parents caring too much 

(17)  I felt that my parents interfered with everything I did 

(18)  I felt that warmth and tenderness existed between me and my parents 

(19) My parents put decisive limits for what I was and was not allowed to do, to which 

they then adhered rigorously 

(20) My parents would punish me hard, even for trifles (small offenses) 

(21) My parents wanted to decide how I should be dressed or how I should look 

(22) I felt that my parents were proud when I succeeded in something I had undertaken 

 

Coding answer alternatives for each item are: „No, never‟ = 1, „Yes, but seldom‟ = 2, 

„Yes, often‟ = 3, „Yes, most of the time‟ = 4.  
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Norsk oversettelse. Minner fra barndommen, instruksjon.                                    

 

Nedenfor er det noen spørsmål angående din barndom. Vennligst les nøye gjennom følgende 

instruksjoner før du fyller ut spørreskjemaet.  

 

Selv om det kan være vanskelig å huske nøyaktig hvordan våre foreldre oppførte seg overfor 

oss da vi var unge, har vi alle visse minner om hvilke prinsipper de fulgte i vår oppvekst. Når 

du fyller ut dette spørreskjemaet er det viktig at du prøver å huske dine foreldres atferd 

ovenfor deg slik du selv opplevde det.  

 

Du vil finne et antall spørsmål som skal besvares etter ulike alternativer. For hvert spørsmål 

skal du sette et kryss for det alternativet som best beskriver din mors og fars atferd overfor 

deg. Vennligst svar på alle spørsmålene.  

 

Vi er klar over at enkelte spørsmål er umulige å svare på dersom du ikke har noen søstre eller 

brødre, eller hvis du er oppdratt av kun en forelder. Du kan i så fall la spørsmål være 

ubesvarte.  

 

Vennligst kryss av for det svaret som passer best på dine foreldres atferd overfor deg for 

hvert spørsmål. Les nøye gjennom hvert spørsmål og tenk over hvilket av svaralternativene 

som gjelder for deg. Gi et svar for din mor og et for din far.  
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0 

 

 

Det hendte at foreldrene mine var sure eller 

sinte uten at jeg fikk vite hvorfor 

 

Mor     

Far     

1 

 

Foreldrene mine ga meg ros 

 

Mor     

Far     

2 

 

 

Jeg ønsket at foreldrene mine ville bekymre seg 

litt mindre over hva jeg gjorde 

 

Mor     

Far     

3 Det hendte at foreldrene mine straffet meg mer 

enn jeg fortjente 

 

Mor     

Far     

4 Når jeg kom hjem måtte jeg gjøre rede for hva 

jeg hadde gjort ovenfor foreldrene mine 

Mor     

Far     

5 Jeg syntes at foreldrene mine forsøkte å gjøre 

livet mitt interessant og lærerikt (for eksempel 

ved at de ga meg gode bøker, tok meg med på 

reiser, oppmuntret meg til å ha hobbyer) 

Mor     

Far     

6 Foreldrene mine kritiserte meg og sa jeg var 

håpløs og lat så andre hørte det 

Mor     

Far     
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7 Foreldrene mine var redde for at det skulle skje 

meg noe. Derfor fikk jeg ikke lov å gjøre ting 

andre ungdommer fikk lov til 

Mor     

Far     

8 Mine foreldre prøvde å oppmuntre meg til å bli 

best 

Mor     

Far     

9 Foreldrene mine så triste ut eller viste på andre 

måter at jeg hadde oppført meg dårlig, så jeg 

fikk virkelig skyldfølelse 

Mor     

Far     

10 Jeg syntes mine foreldres uro for at noe skulle 

hende meg var overdrevet 

 

Mor     

Far     

11 Hvis jeg opplevde motgang, følte jeg at mine 

foreldre forsøkte å trøste og oppmuntre meg 

Mor     

Far     

12 Jeg fikk alltid skylden for ting i familien vår Mor     

Far     

13 Mine foreldre viste med ord og handlinger at de 

likte meg 

Mor     

Far     

14 Jeg følte at foreldrene mine likte mine søsken 

bedre enn de likte meg 

Mor     

Far     
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15 Foreldrene mine behandlet meg på en slik måte 

at jeg følte meg skamfull 

Mor     

Far     

16 Jeg fikk lov til å gå hvor jeg ville uten at 

foreldrene mine brydde seg for mye 

Mor     

Far     

17 Jeg følte at foreldrene mine la seg opp i alt jeg 

gjorde 

Mor     

Far     

18 Jeg følte at varme og kjærlighet fantes mellom 

meg og mine foreldre 

Mor     

Far     

19 Foreldrene mine satte bestemte grenser for hva 

jeg fikk lov til og hva jeg ikke fikk lov til, og 

disse forholdt de seg strengt til 

Mor     

Far     

20 Mine foreldre straffet meg hardt, selv for 

småting 

Mor     

Far     

21 Mine foreldre ville bestemme hvordan jeg 

skulle kle meg og se ut 

Mor     

Far     

22 Jeg følte at foreldrene mine var stolte når jeg 

fikk til ting jeg holdt på med 

 

Mor     

Far     

 

 

 

 


