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Abstraet: The finding that women are attracted to men older than themselves whereas men are attracted to relatively younger women
has been explained by social psychologists in terms of economic exchange rooted in traditional sex-role norms. An alternative
evolutionary model suggests that males and females follow different reproductive strategies, and predicts a more complex
relationship between gender and age preferences. In particular, males’ preferences for relatively younger females should be minimal
during early mating ycars, but should become more pronounced as the male gets older. Young females are expected to prefer
somewhat older males during their early years and to change less as they age. We briefly review relevant theory and present results of
six studlies testing this prediction. Study 1 finds support for this gender-dilferentiated prediction in age preferences expressed in
personal advertisements. Study 2 supports the prediction with marriage statistics from two U.S, cities. Study 3 examines the eross-
generational robustness of the phenomenon, and finds the same pattern in marriage statistics from 1923. Study 4 replieates Study 1
nsing matrimonial advertisements (rom Lwo European countries, and from India. Study 5 finds a consistent pattern in marriages
recorded from 1913 through 1939 on & small island in the Philippines. Study 6 reveals the same pattern in singles advertisements
placed by financially successful American women and men. We consider the limitations of previous normative and evolulionary
explanations of age preferences and discuss the advantages of expanding previous models to include the life history perspective.

Keywords: attraction; ethological theory; evolution; gender differences; life history strategies; mate selection; sexual selection;

similarity; social exchange

1. Introduction

[n his 1908 Social psychology, William McDougall ex-
plained human heterosexual altraction in Darwinian
terms.  In  adopting an  evelutionary perspective,
MeDougall followed William  James (1890), whom
MeDougall replaced at Harvard, The evolutionary per-
peetive adopted by these early functionalists was re-
weted by psychologists who entered the field after the
1920s. Recent research, however, indicates that evolu-
tionary models might be quite uselu] for explaining cer-
tain aspects of human social hehavior (e.g., Buss 1989,
Daly & Wilson 1988a). The ultimate perspective of evolu-
tionary theory may he particularly pertinent to reproduee-
tive behavior, which is arguably the first line of evolution-
ary pressure (Barash 1082, Daly & Wilson 1983).
Differential reproductive suceess is, after all, at the heart
of natural selection,

Although social psychologists and evolutionary biolo-
sists have mutual interests in reproductive behavior,
they have, historically, shared little theory and research
with one another. This is unflortunate for several reasons.

" 1982 Cambridge University Press 0140-525X/92 $5.00+ .00

One reason is that social psychologists have generated a
number of empirical findings that could be par-
simoniously explained within an evolutionary framework.
Because social psychologists usually fail to consider the
role that evolutionary pressures might have played in
human heterosexual attraction, however, many of these
findings have been viewed as anomalies (Kenrick & Trost
1689). Another reason is that evolutionary biologists lose
a valuable source of data when they ignore the social
psychological literature, which has produced an abun-
cance of findings with implications for evolutionary mod-
els (Kenrick & Trost 1987). A combination of the two
literatures could lead to new hypotheses that would not
follow from either perspective in isolation.

In this target article, we consider a phenomenon that
has been addressed by both social psychologists and
evolutionary biologists, but which has not been {ully
explored by either. A number of social psychological
studies have indicated a sex dillerence in preferred age of

-mates. We argue here that this sex difference is nat well

explained by traditional social psychological models. An
alternative evolutionary explanation can encompass sev-
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era] findings and lead to new predictions. Evolutionary
theorists have not generated enough data to distinguish
between the social psychological and evolutionary expla-
nations of this phenomenon, however, nor have they
considered how age preferences interact with other fac-
tors that emerge from social psychological studies of
attraction. We present data collected with different
methods, across different generations, and from several
different cultures suggesting that human mate selection is
based, in part, on the partner’s reproductive potential
and, in part, on the partner’s similarity to the subject.

1.1, Soclal exchange and the preference
for similar mates

Prevailing social psychological models of mating prefer-
ence adopt a view of relationships as a form of economic
exchange (see, for example, Clark & Reis 1988; Huston &
Levinger 1978; and Walster et al. 1978). These economic
models see potential partners as seeking an equitable
bargain in a marketplace of mate competition. For exam-
ple, Cameron et al. (1977) observed that the singles’
advertisements they examined in their research sug-
gesteda “heterosexual stock market.” They also observed
that: “The ads in this paper read a little bit like the ask-bid
columns of the New York Stock Exchange. Potential
partners seek to strike bargains which maximize their
rewards in the exchange of assets.” (Cameron et al. 1977,
p. 28)

According to these models, a common mechanisim for
achieving equity in the exchange process is to choose a
partner who is similar to oneself. Social psychologists who
study relationships often quote Erving Goflman's state-
ment that: “A proposal of marriage in our society tends to
be a way in which a man sums up his social attributes and
suggests to a woman that hers are not so much better as to
preclude a merger or partnership in these matters.”
{Goffman 1852, p. 456)

To support these models, social psychological theorists
frequently point out that mates are matched on a great
variety of characteristics (Antill 1983; Byrne 1971, Critelli
& Waid 1980; Hendrick 1981). These include physical
attractiveness, wealth, religion, personality, political at-
titudes, degree of psychopathology, and even personal
habits. Social psychological theorists invoke economic
exchange to explain the similarity findings. Partners pre-
sumably attempt to match themselves with others who
have similar social value. Note that “economic exchange”
does not refer solely to the exchange of moncy; indi-
viduals’ economic value is assumed to be based on social,
physical, and intellectual assets, as well as their financial
status. In fact, a woman's social economic value may bear
only a slight relation to her wealth, as is discussed in more
detail below. '

The exceptions to the principle that “like prefers like”
are few and worthy of careful examination. One consis-
tent exception to the principle is the finding that females
are attracted to older males, whereas males are attracted
to younger fermales (Bolig et al, 1984; Cameron et al.
1977, Harrison & Saeed 1977). Economic models at-
tribute this age preference complementarity to gender
discrepancies in social value. Females presumably ex-
change youth and physical attractiveness for economic
security (Brehm 1985), But why are youth and physical
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attractiveness “overvalued” by males, and economic re-
sources “overvalued” by females?

Economic models generally explain mate selection in
terms of historically arbitrary normative pressures. As
one author puts it, “traditionally, in our society, males
have been valued for their economic success, and females
for their physical attractiveness” (Brehm, 1985, p. 76,
emphasis ours). Similarly, Cameron et al. (1977) explain
their finding that females prefer older, taller, high status
males as the result of “traditional sex-role specifica-
tions . . . frequently valued as sex appropriate in Ameri-
can society,” which specify that women should “look up
to” their male partners (p. 29, emphasis ours).

Along similar lines, Deutsch et al. (1986) speculated
about Sontag’s (1979) suggestion that there is a “double
standard of aging” in our sociely:

. with increasing age women's sexual desirability is
thought to decrease, and women's sexual desire and
interest are considered increasingly inappropri-
ate. . . . Even the standards of physical attractiveness
differ for men and women. . . . Those for men are less
stringent and less connected to youth, whereas for
women any sign of advancing age is an indication of
diminished attractiveness. . . . This equation of female
beauty with youthfulness may reflect the more general
ideal of femininity as a childlike state. (pp. 771-72)
Although social psychologists do not usually examine

cross-cultural data, the above quotes reveal a tacit as-
sumption that there are other societies in which gender
differences in mate preference are fundamentally differ-
ent from those found in our society. Along these lines,
Rosenblatt (1974, p. 87) advanced the following reason-
ing: “I suspect that female beauty is more important
where women have little control over whom they marry
and little power in the family, and that feminine attrac-
tiveness is not noticeably more important than male
attractiveness where women have as much say as men
about whom they marry and about what goes on in their
families.™

1.1.1. Problems for normatlve soclal exchange models, A
number of findings pose diflicultics for an explanation of
mate selection that is limited to the norms peculiar to our
society. We have reviewed several of these problems
elsewhere (Kenrick & Trost 1989); two are summarized
below:

1. Cross-cultural research indicates that males and
femnales in other cultures differ in ways that are consistent
with the gender differences found in our own society. For
instance, females in different cultures value social status
in males more than do males, and males in different
cultures value a potential mate's physical attractiveness
more than do females {e.g., Buss 1989; Syrmons 1979; sec
also multiple book review BBS 3(2) 1980). Given the great
variability of many human characteristics from culture to
culture, finding invariance across cultures is evidence
that supports a species-specific, rather than a culture-
specific, explanation (Plutchik 1980).

2. Comparisons across mammalian species reveal a
number of sex differences that parallel those found in
humans. For example, dominance is more important for
male than for female attractiveness in a number of other
primate species (Sadalla et al. 1987; Trivers 1985) and has
been linked to the hormone testosterone in humans and



other species (Bancroft 1978; Dabbs et al. 1987; Mazur &
Lamb 1980).2

We believe that female preference for dominance
across different mammalian species is closely related to
the preference of human females for wealth and social
status. Tvolutionary theorists assume that a man’s eco-
nomic resources would have been important to our
female ancestors for at least two reasons: (a) They could
have been used to make a direct contribution to offspring
success; (b) they would have suggested the possession of
characteristics that, if passed on to the offspring, would
make them more competitive in a social hierarchy. In
addition to the theoretical arguments for equating a
male’s status, wealth, and social dominance, empirical
data suggest that these factors have similar effects on
contemporary women's preferences (Kenrick et al, 1990).
This issue is discussed in more detail below.

These and other findings of parallel gender differences
across human cultures and across species conflict with
more complicated social psychological theories that ex-
plain gender differences in terms of norms peculiar to a
particular society. As we try to show below, these gender
differences can be parsimoniously explained in terms of
general biological principles.

1.2. The evolutionary perspective on
heterosexual relationships

Evolutionary medels agree in several respects with the
sacial psychological economic models. [See Caporael et
al.: “Selfishness Examined,” BBS 12(4) 1989.] For exam-
ple, both models assume the use of social strategies that
balance potential costs and benefits in the interest of
motivations that are, at some level, selfish (Cooper 1987,
Frank 1988; Kenrick & Trost 1989), They differ in several
important ways, however. Social psychological models
assume a more or less conscious weighting of rewards and
costs, emphasizing “perceptions,” “expectations,” and
“attributions” in the assessment of equity (Brehm 1985;
Walster et al. 1978). The value placed on any particular
reward or cost is presumably influenced by cultural
iorms {e. g., Deutsch otal. 1986). An evolutionary model,
on the other hand, bases the exchange process not on
arbitrary norms, but on the hard currency of biological
fitness and reproductive value. These processes are not
necessarily accessible to conscious caleulation but reflect
evolved adaptations that may operate below the level of
consciousness.

An evolutionary model can incorporate the social psy-
chological findings and can parsimoniously explain cross-
cultural similarities, cross-species similarities, and hor-
monal effects on gender-linked mating behaviors. In the
following sections, we briclly review several general
principles of the evolutionary approach that we use to
develop specific predictions about age and attractiveness.

.21, Life history, reproductive effort, and differential
parental investment, Evolutionary biologists assume that
each species has evolved a characteristic life history
aclapted to the particular ecological problems encoun-
tered by its ancestors (e.g., Alexander 1987, Partridge &
[arvey 1988; Stearns 1976). A life histary is a genetically
organized set of general strategies and specific tacties for
atlocating energy to survival, growth, and reproduction

(Crawford & Anderson 1989), In general, life histories can
be divided into somatic effort and reproductive effort
(Alexander 1987). Somatic effort directs energy to build-
ing the body and can be thought of as amassing resources,
Reproductive effort is the expenditure of those resources
in the interest of reproducing the animal’s genes, Alex-
ander (1987) further divides reproductive effort into mat-
ing, parental care, and extraparental nepotistic effort (or
the provision of resources for siblings).

There is a wide variety of life history patterns. For
example, small birds like chickadees breed in their first
spring and every year thereafter. Pacific salmon develop
over a three-year period and “breed in a single suicidal
burst as three-year-olds” (Partridge & Harvey 1988, p.
1449). Like salmon, red deer wait several years before
beginning to breed, but like chickadees, they continue to
breed for several years (Clutton-Brock et al. 1982). A
critical point of life history models is that reproduction
entails costs to the animal's individual survival. Some
costs are direct physiological ones, as animals sacrifice
their own bodily resources for their offspring. For exam-
ple, female elephant seals lose two kilograms for every
kilogram gained by their pups (Trivers 1985). Other costs
are indirect, as animals work for and protect their off-
spring. For example, male stickleback fish expose them-
selves to greater risks of predation when there are rela-
tively more eggs in the nests they are guarding (Pressley
1981}, As Partridge and Harvey (1988) note, there is an
“implicit trade-off between fecundity and mortality.”
Animals (like the salmon) that end their lives in the act of
reproduction demonstrate the trade-off most dramat-
ically. This pattern is called semelparity, colorfully de-
fined by Stearns (1976, p. 4) as: “The big bang reproduc-
tive pattern; giving birth only once and committing
suicide in the process. . . .” The pattern of giving hirth
several times in a lifetime is called iteroparity. Evidence
suggests that there is a trade-off between mating and
longevity even in iteroparous species (Daly & Wilson
1983). For example, lizards with high fecundity are less
likely to survive from one mating scason to the next
(Tinkle 1969); a similar relationship has been found in
studies of red deer (Clutton-Brock 1984). Drosophila that
are experimentally denied the opportunity to mate live
longer than those given access to mates, and this efloot
obtains for males as well as for females {(Maynard Smith
1958; Partridge & Farquhar 1981).

Just as reproductive strategics differ across species, so
do they differ within species (Darwin 1859; Trivers 19885).
For example, males in some species of fish may develop
into more than one adult form, depending on hoth genet-
ic differences between males and ecological conditions
confronted during development. Male bluegill sunfish, to
take one example, may develop into either large parental
males, or smaller males who attempt to cuckold the larger
males. The parental males mature at a later age, court
females, and guard the eggs in their nest. The smaller
males attempt sneak copulations, darting in to release
sperm after a female has laid her eggs, but before the
larger male has fertilized them (Gross 1984),

The most important division of reproductive strategy
within a species is often related to gender. One species of
fly (Johannseniella nitida) provides a vivid example (Par-
ker 1970). After copulating with a female, the male
deposits his genitalia as a plug to prevent other males
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from mating with the same female. The female then
consumes the remainder of the male’s body. Although
this fly is an unusual example, evolutionary models as-
sume that males and females will generally use somewhat
different reproductive strategies. In one marsupial (Ante-
chinus stuartii), the male is semelparous {expending all
his bodily resources during mating competition and copu-
fation, and then dying), whereas the female may be
iteraparous {surviving to mate in more than one season).

1.2.2. Differential parental investment. The concept of
differential parental investment is important in under-
standing sex differences in reproductive strategy (Trivers
1972). The sex investing more in the offspring will gener-
ally be more selective in choosing a mate. In most animal
species (but not all), fernales have a higher initial invest-
ment in each potential offspring than males do. Consider,
in particular, the mammalian reproductive pattern,
Female mammals, compared to males, heavily invest
their own bodily resources in each offspring (through
pregnancy and lactation). Thesc costs limit any given
female to mothering fewer offspring than a male is poten-
tially capable of fathering. For this reason, mammalian
females tend to be more selective about mates, and
mammalian males tend to compete amongst themselves
for mating opportunities (Hinde 1983; Symons 1979,
Trivers 1972; Williams 1975).

This general mammalian model must be qualified in its
application to humans. Because human males invest
heavily in their offspring, they will also be selective about
choosing a mating partner (Buss 1989; Daly & Wilson
1983; Kenrick et al. 1990; Symons 1979), Humans are
among a minority of species in which males invest very
heavily in their offspring. It is a gencral rule that as males
invest more heavily in potential offspring, they become
more selective about the characteristics of acceptable
female mates (Trivers 1985),

Because human males and females both invest heavily
in their offspring, they are both expected to be selective
about their partner’s characteristics. Nevertheless, males
and females invest different resources and should he
expected to value different characteristics in a mate.
Males invest relatively more indirect resources (food,
money, protection, and security), and females invest
relatively more direet physiological resources (contribut-
ing their own bodily nutrients to the fetus and nursing
child). For this reason, females who are choosing mates
arc assumed Lo pay particular attention to a male’s ability
to provide indirect resources, and males are assumed to
pay special attention to signs of a female’s apparent health
and reproductive potential.

A number of rescarchers have found support for the
assumption that women value men who show charac-
teristics related to resource acquisition. For example,
Sadalla et al. (1987) manipulated a target individual's
social cominance several ways across several cexperi-
ments. In cach case, dominance enhanced a man's attrac-
tiveness to women, but had no influence on a woman's
attractiveness to men. Similarly, Buss (1989) found that a
potential mate’s social status was more important to
women than to men across 37 different cultures (see also
I1il] 1984; Mealey 1985). Likewise, Kenrick et al. {1990)
found that characteristics related to dominance were
more central criteria in a woman’s than in a man’s choice
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of dates, sexual partners, and long-term mates. On the
other hand, both Buss and Barnes (1986) and Kenrick et
al. (1990) found that males valued a potential partner’s
physical attractiveness more highly than did f{emales.
Several authors have suggested that physical attrac-
tiveness might be important to males as an in direct means
to assess age and physical condition {e.g., Buss & Barnes
1986; Symons 1979). There is some indirect evidence
supporting this reasoning; cues for youthful appearance
are related to ratings of a woman's physical attractiveness
(Cunningham 1986), Mathes et al. (1885} asked subjects
of different ages to judge the physical attractiveness of
photographs of nales and females of different ages. Com-
pared with younger women, older women were judged
less physically attractive by judges of hoth sexes and all
ages. Photographs of older men were not judged as less
attractive than those of younger men.

1.2.3. Sex ditferences in human life history strategies.
Human males and females differ in the way they divide
their lifetime energy resources between somatic eflort
and the various compenents of reproductive effort. Males
mature more slowly, grow to a larger size, and invest
more energy in attracting mates (Alexander 1987; Daly &
Wilson 1983). As just noted, females invest more of their
somatic resources in parental care. After approximately
age 50, human females go through menopause, and cease
the direct production of young (Menken & Larsen 1986).
Note that menopause is not necessarily the end of re-
productive elfort, however. Reproductive effort includes
not only mating and the production of offspring, but also
the care of those olfspring. Alexander (1987) speculates
that female menopause might have evolved because a
woman’s reproductive success depends on tending the
offspring she has produced. Naturalistic studies of other
animal species have demonstrated that, beyond a certain
age, females and their offspring suller increasingly high
mortality (¢.g., Clutton-Brock 1084). Maternal age in
humans has been connected to increasing health prob-
lems for the pregnant and nursing mother, as well as
offspring genetic defects and perinatal mortality (Resnik
1986). During most of human evolutionary history, a
worman who reached age 50 was likely to have had several
oflspring, some of whom might still be directly depen-
dent on her for survival, and some of whom might have
offspring of their own that could profitfrom grandparental
care. Under those circumstances, the costs involved in
further production of infants were likely to have out-
weighed the benefits of caring for existing oflspring and
grandchildren.

Males do uwot undergo the physiological changes of
menopause. Although males do physically decline with
age, and in fact die earlier than females, they do not in
general lose the ability to reproduce. A recent report
concluded:

A review of the available studies on testicular funetion

in old age provides neither biochemical nor mor-

phological evidence for a physiological process in men

that could be compared to the [emale elimacterie. . . .

All Investigators agree that the alterations in testicular

and pituitary function observed in senéscence oceur

over long periods of time and remain subtle compared
to the sudden and profound changes in gonadal func-
tion during female menopause. . . . While women lose



their reproductive capacities during the menopause,
sustained androgen and sperm production indicate that
impotence and infertility are not a corollary of advanc-
ing age in men. {Nieschlag & Michel 1986, p. 69)

Because our male ancestors did not contribute their

own bodily resources to offspring, the costs of reproduc- -

tion for older males did not outweigh the benefits. In fact,
the indirect resources that a male contributed, such as
skills in hunting or toolmaking, might well have con-
tinued to accrue with his age. Because the majority of
human societies have been somewhat polygynous (Daly
& Wilson 1983), older males with resources sometimes
had the opportunity to acquire additional younger wives
(Mealey 1985). Thus, the benefits of reproduction during
a male’s later years might well have continued to out-
weigh the costs.

2. A prediction: Age preferences change
over the lifespan

A consideration of lifespan changes in residual reproduc-
tive value (Fisher 1930} leads to a prediction that would
not follow from the social exchange models. Several
evolutionary theorists have discussed male age prefer-
ence in mates and emphasized the reproductive advan-
tages in male's preference for youth. Williams (1975)
recognized the importance for males of the fact of female
age-dependence in fertility,. He suggested that, “the
value of copulation for the male would be described by
the age-distribution of female fertility.” While recogniz-
ing the lack of data on the point, he predicted a universal
male attraction to sexually mature but youthful women as
the most important standard of beauty (p. 128). Symons
(1979) in turn speculated on the age at which females
should be most attractive to males, predicting 23-28 + 2,
“. .. il males have been designed by selection to “evalu-
ate’ fernales primarily as sex partners,” and 17-22 # 2 if
“, .. designed by selection to ‘evaluate’ females pri-
marily as wives.” (p. 189)

Although evolutionary theorists have touched on the
velationship of female age to attractiveness, they have not
fully articulated the differences between men and women
over the lifespan, nor have they considered how age
preferences would interact with other factors known to
influence mate choice (e.g., similarity). In addition, evo-
lutionary theorists have not generated data that would
distinguish evolutionary from sociocultural explanations.
We consider below how the different reproductive life
histories of males and females lead to predictions of
gender differences in age preferences that change aeross
the lifespan.

2.1. Male cholice

We hypothesize that males will weigh at least two consid-
erations in the choice of a female partner — similarity and
reproductive potential. Our expectation that similarity
will be important was derived from the overwhelming
empirical evidence for the similarity/attraction phe-
nomenon in the social psychological literature (e.g.,
Byrne 1971}, including findings of age similarity in friends
(Rushton 1989). Byrne has shown that interactions be-
tween people who are relatively similar to cach other are

L e T
experienced as more rewarding than interactions with
dissimilar individuals, A history of positive interactions
will generalize to similar individuals in new situations.
When we are looking for new partners, past positive
associations with family members, playmates, and others
who have been positive toward us in the past, including
age mates, will have conditioned us to favor similar
individuals (Byrne 1971).

Our prediction for a preference for similarity was
generated from the strong empirical support for such a
phenomenon in social psychology. The notion of attrac-
tion for genetic similarity (Rushton 1989) has difficulty
accounting for a preference for similar age, because
similar age is no indication of genetic similarity, The
preference for similar age in a male, however, is not
incompatible with a more general evolutionary perspec-
tive. It is important to consider that “reproductive effort”
means more than simply effort involved in mating; it also
includes parental effort. The evidence suggests that the
most common pattern of parental effort throughout
human history has been one in which men and women
bond together in the care of the offspring (Daly & Wilson
1983). To the extent that common habits and common
cohort history facilitates cooperative and friendly rela-
tions between parents the same way that they do between
friends and dating partners (Byrne 1971), age similarity
carries some reproductive advantage. We return to the
issue of similarity preference later. The eritical point we
make now is that despite the advantages of similarity
between parents a strong countervailing pressure oper-
ates to prevent relying on a striet similarity criterion.

Because a female’s reproductive potential declines
more rapidly, the preferred age of a male's partner should
change as he ages. For a teenage male, the differences in
remaining reproductive years between women his age
and those a few years older are not great, and slightly
older females have the advantage of higher fertility. Thus,
a teenage male would be expected to show little or no
discrimination against women a few years older than he.
For a male in his 40s, however, a woman's remaining
reproductive years should become a more important
consideration that acts against using similarity as a sole
criterion. Whereas aging males should prefer progres-
sively older women (because of similarity), they should
also prefer women progressively younger than them-
selves (to maximize reproductive opportunities).

2.2, Female cholce

The evolutionary model does not offer as clear a predie-
tHon for females. Males mature later than lemales, which
may reflect the past pressures of intrasexual sclection
mediated by male competition for females (Ghiselin
1989). During our ancestral past, a young teenage male
was therefore less physically ready to compete with larger
males a few years older. As a carollary, very young males
may have been unable to provide physical protection or
resources for females their own age. Whatever the ulti-
mate genesis, earlier maturation in females suggests a
history in which females mated with older males, and we
would expect young females to prefer relatively older
males. Once a male reaches full maturity, he continues to
acerue economic rvesources for several decades (e.g.,
Tencks 1979), and he also accumulates such indireet
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resources as social status that females value in a mate
(Buss 1989; Kenrick et al. 1990; Sadalla ct al, 1987). He
loses physical resources in the form of health and virility,
however, and his economic position may also begin to
drop as he ages (e.g., Jencks 1978). Older males decrease
their rate of copulation, and a lowered rate of copulation s
in turn related to lessened probability of insemination
(James 1974). As we noted above, however, testosterone
and sperm counts in older males remain adequate for
fertilization.

Leonard (1989) discusses a factor that would incline
females against choosing males who are much older than
they are:

Females . . . should show a preference for males who

have achieved full maturity and high rank, which will

typically mean older males, but perhaps males still
young enough to retain effectiveness as providers until
the females last reproductive efforts have reached

adulthood. If one assumes (conservatively) that a

fernale marries at age 20 and ean expect to bear her last

child no later than age 40, and that that child will
require some degree of parental care until age 20, then
if pair bonds are long-lasting, she should prefer a male
who is currently a good provider and likely to remain so
for 40 years. This would mean a male older than she is,

but not much more than 10 years older (p. 26).

Leonard's reasoning could be extended to older
females choosing a mate. Compared with a 20-year-old, a
30-year-old female would have 10 fewer years of expected
remaining parental care, and could “afford” to marry a
slightly older man, with fewer remaining productive
years, but more present resources.

In summary, males are hypothesized to begin with a
preference for females around their own age, but, as they
grow older, to develop a preference for women who,
although not absolutely younger, are progressively
younger than themselves, We hypothesize that females
will begin with a preference for older males, and com-
pared to males, show less variation in that preference
over their lifespan. This gender and age-diflerentiated
prediction was tested in six studies.

3. Study 1: Age preferences in mate
advertisements

Several social psychologists have looked to classified .

newspaper advertisements as an unobtrusive measure of
economic exchange in the mating process (e.g., Harrison
& Saced 1977). “Lonely hearts” advertisements allow for
the nonreactive naturalistic examination of mating prefer-
ences, and social psychologists have regarded them as
particularly well suited for cxamining what are usually
tacit economic exchange considerations, Because earlier
researchers considered only the general “norm” that
females mate with older males and found support for that
expectation, they did not further partition the preference
data, A test of the present hypothesis calls not only for

separating male and female advertisers, but also for

dividing them by the advertiser’s age.

We analyzed a sample of 218 personal advertisements
from three issues of a “singles” newspaper (the Arizona
Solo). We used only advertisements that specified the age
of the advertiser, and that indicated a minimum and/or
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Figure 1. Age differences preferred in mate advertisements,
plotted as minimum and maximum differences from advertiser's
age.

maximum desired age for a partner. When these data
were broken down by the advertiser’s gender and decade
of age, they yielded the pattern shown in Figure 1.

As can be seen in the figure, female specifications
remained fairly constant throughout the age range.
Females were interested in partners who, on average,
ranged from 0 to 5 years younger, and from 8 to 11 years
older than themselves. Males, on the other hand,
changed their preferences in a systematic fashion as their
own age increased. Males in their 20s were equally
attracted to women above and below their own age,
specifying partners ranging, on average, from 5 years
younger to 5 years older. As males got older, however,
their preferences increasingly diverged from those of
females in the same age group. Among males in their 505
and 60s, the maximum acceptable age was several years
below their own age, and the minimum specified was
alinost a generation discrepant from their own age. Analy-
ses of variance indicated a significant sex x decade interac-
tion for both minimum (F, 4, 190 = 3.81, p < .01}, and
maximum age differences (FF, 4,190 = 2,97, p < .02),
Analyzed separately by sex, male advertisers showed
significant decade changes for both minimum (F, 4, 126 =
18.56, p < .001} and maximum preferences (F, 4, 126 =
13,96, p < .001). There was a significant, but smaller,
decade difference for female advertisers’ minimum pref-
crences (F, 4, 63 = 4.34, p < .01} The variations in
females’ maxtmum preferences were not significant (F, 4,
63 = 1.05, p > .39).

When age preferences from mating advertisements are
examined more carcfully, they yield results that were not
predicted by social economic models. Ifthere is a "norm”
for men to prefer younger women it should show up most
markedly in younger men, who tend to be more con-
cerned with behaving in a stereotypically sex-typed man-
ner. A number of studies have found that men become
less concerned with gender-specific norms as they age
(c.g., Deutsch et al, 1986). The interesting feature of
younger men's preferences, however, is that they ex-
tended equally above and below their own ages. Thus,
these data provide no evidence that a preference for
younger women is a consistent feature of the normatively
defined role for males.

The results do fit well with an evolutionary model, The



data from Study 1 are inherently limited, however. For
one thing, preferences expressed in singles advertise-
ments may not reflect preferences in the larger popula-
tion. For another, such preferences may not transfer into
actual reproductive behaviors because they may be lim-
ited by a number of constraints. Although older males
might be interested in females 15 or more years younger
than themselves, for example, they must still deal with
female preferences. The choice of a marriage partner is,
after all, mutual, rather than unilateral; people may not
get what they want, In addition, other factors, including
physical attractiveness, personality, and preferences for
similarity on other dimensions could all act to weaken the
importance of initial age preferences in actual mate
selection.

4. Study 2: Marriage age statistics

Because of the inherent limitations on advertised prefer-
ences, we examined age differences in actual mate
choice, as reflected in marriage statistics. Qur first sample
included all the marriages {n = 753) for the month of
January 1986 in a large city in the western United States
{Seattle, WA). We firstanalyzed the data using the male’s
age as the predictor, and his partner’s age as the depen-
dent variable. We next analyzed the same data using
female's age as predictor, The results are depicted in
Figure 2.

Those results are consistent with the evolutionary
model, and they fall eleanly within the preference ranges
found in Study 1. Using age of male as predictor variable,
the change over the decades yields an F (5,752) = 41,90, p
< .001. A comparable analysis using female age also
yields a significant F, bui it is much smaller in magnitude
(3.42).

To guard against the possibility that spurious factors
might have influenced the data for the month of January
1986 in Seattic, WA, we also collected data for the same
month, and [rom May 1986 from another large western
U.S. eity (Phoenix, AZ). The overall Phoenix population
of cases was larger, and we randomly sampled 436 mar-
riages [rom the two months. Because preliminary analysis
revealed that the two months did not differ from one
another, they are collapsed for presentation in Figure 3.
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Figure 2. Actual age differences in marriages for Seattle, WA,
January 18886, plotted according to husband’s and wife's ages.
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Figure 3.  Actual age differences in marriages in Phoenix, AZ
{nggregated for January and May 1986}, plotted according to
husband’s and wife's ages.

Once again, the same sex difference obtains. As pre-
dicted by our evolutionary model, the age of a man's wife
significantly decreased in relation to his own age as he got
older (F, 5, 435 = 30.81, p» < .001). An analysis using
female's age as predictor again produced a statistically
significant, but much smaller F value (F, 5, 435 = 2.25, p
< .08). As examination of the figure indicates, women
usually married men who were just alittle older than they
were. As men grew older, they tended to marry women
who were younger and younger relative to their own age.

Insummary, datafrom two distinct geographical regions
of the United States suggest that the age preferences
expressed in singles advertisements reflect general popu-
lation preferences that translate into reproductive behav-
ior. Marriage patterns from the two cities fall squarely
within the preference limits specified in Study 1.

5. Study 3: Cross-generational analysis

From an evolutionary perspective, human mate prefer-
ences reflect selection pressures that have occurred over
several million years. If the sex differences described in
the above studies reflect past evolutionary constraints,
they should be relatively impervious to changing norms,
such as those that have affected sex roles in the United
States during the latter half of this century. This is a
relatively conservative prediction because evolutionary
theorists assume that behaviors influenced by human
genetic predispositions are modifiable by features of the
physical and cultural environment (Lumsden & Wilson
1981). In fact, natural selection can result in variable
behavior patterns for several reasons. If an animal’s an-
cestors encountered a variable environment, that could
select for a fucultative strategy in which certain environ-
ments lead to certain behavioral strategies, and other
environments lead to different such sirategics (see
Crawford & Anderson, 1989, for a more extensive discus-
sion). Environmental factors that might lead to facultative
variations in the magnitude of age discrepancies are
discussed below, We would expect the general sex dif-
ference in age preference to be a robust effect, however,
because the selection pressure on males to prefer in-
creasingly younger females is likely to have been consis-
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Figurc 4. Actual age differences in marriages in Phoenix, AZ,
1923, plotted according to husband’s and wife's ages.

tent over our evolutionary history. The persisting dit-
ferences in the reproductive life histories of males and
females would serve to anchor the age discrepancies in
mate preferences against short-term variations in the
cultural milieu.

Assuming a historically unidirectional selection pres-
sure on males to prefer females of reproductive age, we
would predict a similar age-discrepant pattern in mating
ages during our grandparents’ generation. To test this
prediction, we analyzed a sample of 100 marriages re-
corded in Phoenix, AZ, for 1923 (the carliest year for
whicl well-organized records were available). The results
are depicted in Figure 4.

These data conform reasonably well to the pattern of
the data from the 1980s. Once again, the age of a man’s
partner decreases directly with his age (F, 5, 99 = 807, p
< .001). The changes in women's age preferences were
not significantiy different across decades (F < 1),

Thus, the sex differences in age choices have shown
consistency ncross generations despite changes in sex-
role norms during the intervening historical period.

6. Study 4: Mating advertisements in
different cultures

An evolutionary model would also lead us to predict that
these sex differences in the preferred age of a partner
would be consistent across cultures, As we noted earlier,
facultative mechanisms could have evolved to vary the
size of the sex discrepancy Lo [it varying ecological condi-
tions. Several of these factors arc discussed in a later
section, but again note that the consistent evolutionary
pressures for age-related changes in male preference
should lead to some consistency in the pattern ol sex
discrepancies across cultures.

We analyzed personal advertisements from Germany
and Holland and found that the pattern in both countries
is essentially the same as the pattern in American adver-
tisements (see Figures 5 and 6).3

It could be argued that European countries are not the
hest test of the cross-cultural robustness of this phe-
nomenon, because American society is deeply rooted in
European culture. Matrimonial advertisements in Indian
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Figure5. Age preferences stated in German singles advertise-
ments, plotted as minimum and maximum differences from
target's age.

newspapers provide a somewhat more distinet source.
Although Indian culture also has connections to Iuro-
pean culture, Indian marital advertisements indicate
very different cultural criteria from those seen in Ameri-
can advertisements. Most advertisements include strict
limitations by caste and religion, and they commonly
request horoscope information. For instance:

Wanted: a non-Bharadwaj smart good-looking preferably em-
ployed Kerala lyer girl below 25 for a Kerala lyer boy 29.
Chemicat engineer. Contact with horoscope,

(Times of India, Bombay, Sunday, Jan. 29, 1989)

As earlier, we selected advertisements that included
the advertiser’s age, and that stipulated a minimum
and/or a maximum age for preferred partners. Unfortu-
nately, we found no advertisements for women above age
40 in our sample. As an Indian informant explained to us,
Indian women who de not marry by their 40s are not
considered marriageable. Nevertheless, the gender dif-
ferences in the pattern of the data are similar to those
found in the American sample (Figure 7).

These advertisements indicate that, as they age, males
prefer increasingly younger females, whereas females
continue to prefer males slightly older than themselves.
The analysis for a gender X decade interaction yieldsan F
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Figure 7. Age preferénces stated in Indian matrimonial
advertisements.

(4, 106) = 8.03, p < .00 for the minimum age prefer-
ences, and an F (4, 176) = 2.51, p < .08 for the maximum
age preferences. Analyzed separately by gender, males’
preferences changed significantly across decades for both
minimum (F, 3, 57 = 28.89, p < .001) and maximum age
preferences (F, 3, 96 = 12.65, p < .001). Females' age
preferences did not differ significantly across decades for
cither minimum (F, 2, 46 = 2.36, p > .10} or maximum
age preferences (I, 2, 83 = 0.24, p > .78).

7. Study 5: Marriage ages on a smali Philippine
island, 1913-1938

As an additional test of the cross-cultural and cross-
‘historical robustness of the age discrepancies in mate
choice, we examined marriage ages on the island of Poro
between the years 1913 (the earliest year for which
records were available) and 1939, Poro is a small isolated
island in the Visayas region {approximately 500 kilo-
meters southeast of Manila), with its own distinet dialect.
The natives of Poro had little contact with Europeans or
Americans during the years studied. The economy was
based on fishing and agriculture. Because of the relatively
small size of the communily, we were able to examine the
total sample of marriages during these years (n = 1511).
As in Studies 2 and 3, we analyzed the data using male age
as the independent variable and the discrepancy between
liis age and his wife’s age as the dependent variable. We
then analyzed the data using the wife’s age as the inde-
pendent variable. Results are depicted in Figure 8.

When analyzed using male age as the dependent vari-
able, the pattern was consistent with that found in the
studies discussed above - a consistent increase in age
discrepancy as the male aged (F, 5, 1510 = 124.76, p <
.001). Once again, the youngest males married women
close to their own age (0.69 years discrepancy [or teens),
whereas the oldest males married women much younger
than them (20,75 years discrepancy for men in their 60s).
Women's preferences also showed changes over the life-
span {F, 5, 1510 = 13.94, p < .001), but women at all ages
married men slightly older, and the changes across de-
eades did not manifest the consistent downward trend
shown in the male data,

0 - 0 —
E 10— @ —
% 7 “0\0\0/\\0
é 0 .
g 10 - 0
-20 20 1 I 1 ] 1 1
103 04 W oy B 10 0n k- o 500 [5]
MALE'S AGE FEMALE'S AGE
Figure 8. Actual age differences in 1,511 marriages on the

island of Poro (1913-1939), plotted according to hushand’s and
wile's ages, respectively.

We also separately analyzed the 278 marriages re-
corded between 1913 and 1920, to provide the most
historically distant test. The pattern was exactly the same
for that earliest sample. As men aged, they showed a
consistent increase in the tendency to marry relatively
younger women (F, 5, 278 = 35.91, p < .001). Women
married slightly clder men at all ages (3.37 years, on
average), and there was no significant effect of the wom-
an’s decade of age (F, 5, 278 = 1.47, p > .20). These data
argue strongly against the sociological explanation of age
discrepancies that attributes them to norms based in
modern “cultural images” of “an advertising culture”
{Neal, cited in Winegar 1989).

8. Gender differences in economic resources

As we noted earlier, social psychological models some-
times attribute the gender difference in emphasis on
youth and attractiveness to culturally bound differences
in economic resources. As Margolin and White (1987)
note:

One social norm clearly related to this asymmetry is the

long-standing tradition for beautiful women to trade

their looks for cconomic status in cross-gender rela-
tionships. . . . For eenturies wormen have relied on the
commodity value of physical appearance to achieve
upward mobility because, in comparison to men, they

have had little else to bavgain with (p. 22).

As we noted earlier, Rosenblatt {1974} speculated that
such gender differences would be less pronounced in
societies in which women had more wealth and power, It
is also consistent with an evolutionary perspeelive that
wealth might influence age preferences in a mate, As we
noted above, wealth can allect an individual's ability to
make indirect contributions to offspring survival. As dis-
cussed below, it might also have an indirect influence on
the aging process itself. Nevertheless, other research has
indicated that traditional sex differences in mate prefer-
ence persist even with increases in social status and
wealth (Townsend 1989). That is, high status men con-
tinue to weight physical attractiveness more highly than
do high status women, and high status wormnen continue to
weight status and wealth relatively more highly than do
high status men. Thus, high status American women and
men continue to demonstrate the same differences that

T anan ey 1a e
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Buss (1989) found across numerous cultures. We would
therefore not cxpect social status fo erase the pattern of
sex differences found in the other data sets reported
above.

Actually, some segments of modern American society
may provide a reasonable test of these speculations.
Compared to women in hunter-gatherer and agrarian
societies, contemporary urban professional women are
much more equivalent to men in wealth and status.
Although this increase in power has not occurred for all
women in our society, it is possible to examine women
whose personal socioeconomic status exceeds not only
the status of most males in other cultures and historical
epochs, but also that of the average American man.
Certain newspapers and magazines, like the New York
Review of Books and Washingtonian regularly include
personal advertisements from women of higher sociceco-
nomic status. Consider the following advertisement:

Wealthy attractive DWT 49, brown-eyed brunctte, 5'4” 120
Ibs., wants tall handsome blue-eyed monogamous unmarried
gentleman, no dependents, 50-65 for long term relationship.

(Washingtonian, June 1989)

We analyzed advertisements in Washingtonian maga-
zine that indicated a minimum and/or a maximum age
preferred in a partner and that specified the age of the
advertiser. In addition, we coded the ads in terms of
information related to the advertiser’s wealth and social
status (hereafter SES). The analysis divided advertisers
into those who specified that: (1) they were wealthy or had
a professional occupation (physician, lawyer, ete.), or (2)
no information or specific mention that they were not
wealthy or in a relatively low-paying occupation (e.g.,
clerical or secretary). Relatively more males than females
listed themselves as wealthy or professional, Out of 182
men, 129 reported themselves as high SES, versus 84 out
of 184 women. Results including this variable are de-
picted in Figure 9.

As indicated in this figure, the basic sex difference
found in the earlier studies also obtained in this study.
Specifically, there was the predicted gender X decade
interaction for both maximum (I, 3, 365 = 18,42, p <
.001) and minimum age dilferences (F, 4, 368 = 12.07, p
< ,001). There was also a two-way interaction of wealth
and decade (F, 3, 365 = 3.083, p < .05). This interaction
indicated that the two SES groups showed an increasing
discrepancy as they aged. This is consistent with the idea
that wealthier people indicate more interest in relative
youth as they grow older. A three-way interaction would
have indicated that the sex X decade interaction was
different for high SES versus low/no info subjects. There
was no three-way interaction for either maximum or
minimum age differences preferred (both Fs < 1.30, ps >
.25). For exploratory purposes, we nevertheless exam-
ined the data separately by gender and social class.
Neither women nor men showed a significant interaction
of wealth and decade for either the high or low preferred
difference. Consistent with the two-way interaction re-
ported above, however, there was a similar marginal
tendency toward a decade by wealth interaction for both
men (F, 4, 170 = 2.10, p < .09) and women (F, 3,191 =
2.39, p < .08) on the lowest age preferred. The analogous
F's for the high differences were both less than 1, suggest-
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Figure9. Age preferences stated in Washingtonian magazine,
with separate plotting for those specifying high SES.

ing no differences between the social class groups for the
highest age preferred.®

Tn summary, the interaction between gender and age
persists even among those at the highest levels of income.
Wealth does have a weak effect on preferences for youth.
That effect is independent of gender, so that the differen-
tial gender pattern remains among wealthy individuals.
Unlike older men, wealthy older women are still in-
terested in men their own age and older, butas they grow
older, wealthy people of both sexes show a relatively
lower “floor” in the ages in which they are interested.

9. Discusslion

The data we have presented indicate that age preferences
are more complex than earlier social psychological mod-
els led us to expect. Earlier studies suggested a simple
relationship: Males seek younger females and females
seek older males. Our results are consistent with half of
that generalization; females tend to seek males who are
slightly older than they are. For males, however, the
preference for younger females is weak or nonexistent
during early years, but becomes increasingly pronounced
with age.

Previous authors, although failing to note the develop-
mental variations in the gender discrepancy in age prefer-
ence, observed that the basic age discrepaney seemed
somewhat irrational economically, As Cameron et al.
(1977} note, “since the average age of the women adver-
tisers was over 9 years older than that desired by male
advertisers, a serious problem of matching is evident.”
Bolig et al. (1984} likewise note, “The men who placed
profiles in this magazine were not looking for the women
who placed profiles {nor were the women looking for
these men).” The preferences of older females indicate an
interest in males who are themselves interested in much
younger women. Given the general tendency for males to
prefer younger females, however, the older females may
be following a somewhat “rational” strategy. On the other
hand, if the goal of these advertisements is simply to
maximize the probability of acquiring a partner, males
would fare better by expressing an interest in females in
their own age range, as well as in younger females. Given



that females in his own range arc likely to be more
interested in him than are females 15 years younger, the
older male would find rewards more readily available ifhe
did not exclude women of his own generation from his
range of interest. In short, older males are seeking nei-
ther the most similar nor the most available partners, and
they are pushing the limits of the female age preferences
(which have a ceiling 8 to 10 years above the female’s own
age). Male preferences thus appear irrational from the
simple economic exchange model. An evolutionary
model, which predicts that males attempt to maximize
their reproductive possibilities, makes sense of these
data, however. One of the major commodities that males
are seeking is reproductive potential.

In general, these data demonstrate little support for
the assumption that gender differences in age preference
are the result of normative pressures of “American soci-
ety” (Cameron et al. 1977). Two features of these data
pose problems for that normative explanantion. First, the
same pattern is found in all of the cultures we examined,
despite wide variation in other features of mate choice
across those societies. Second, young males express pref-
erences for, and often marry,women older than them-
selves. Implicit in the notion of normative control of
behavior are the assumptions that: (1) norms are shared
by the members of a culture; (2} norms are backed by
social sanctions (Schaffer 1983). Ifthe norm in question is,
“Men should be attracted to and marry younger women,”
neither of those asswmptions seems to match these young
men's choices. As we discuss below, we believe that
normative pressures can contribute to age preferences in
mate selection, but our data are not consistent with the
assumption that such pressures explain the overall dif-
ferences batween the sexes.®

These data are more compatible with evolutionary
models of mate selection. In particular, the changes in
male preferences across the lifespan are a relatively
straightforward derivation from the assumption that
males will be interested in a female’s fertility or general
reproductive value. As we noted, however, the lifespan
changes that result from that preference have generally
not been spelled out {e.g., Buss 1989; Symons 1979).
Iarlier evolutionary treatments have also tended to ig-
nore the issue of female preferences over the lifespan.
Our data fit reasonably well with Leonard’s (1989} spec-
ulation that females will prefer men who are older, but
whose expected remaining productive lifespan is yoked to
the female’s remaining years of expected reproductive
effort. As discussed below, differential lifespan changes
have important implications for the differential availabili-
ty of mates for the two sexes.

More important, evolutionary theorists have tended to
ignore the issue of prelerence for similarity in age. Al-
though Rushton (1989) does mention assortative mating
for age he does so in the context of a discussion of a
preference for genetic similarity (to which, as we noted
earlier, age similarity does not apply well). Sloman and
Sloman (1988) offer another evolutionary explanation of
preferences for similarity. They suggest that it is a by-
product of the association between physical attrac-
tiveness and position in status hierarchies, arguing that
individuals choose partners as attractive as they can get,
which results in matching. This model does not apply

smoothly to age preferences, although it may bear indi-
rectly on changes in the ratios of men and women getting
married at different ages (see discussion section 9.6

below).

9.1. Simifarity and long-term reproductive effort

We believe the life history model provides a strong
theoretical perspective from which to consider the pref-
erence for similar-aged mates, This model leads us to
consider reproductive effort as the sum of independent
efforts toward mating and the care of siblings and off-
spring, We are thus led to focus not only on the produc-
tion of new offspring but also on the long-term investment
in those offspring. During much of human evolutionary
history, offspring survival would have been a chancy
business. As nomadic hunter-gatherers, females appear
to have provided the bulk of child care and contributed
substantial calories to the diet, while men hunted and
provided crucial protein as well as protection. The long
developmenta) period of human children would probably
have coevolved with cooperative tendencies in parents of
both sexes. In comparison with other mammals, human
males contribute a greater amount of care to their olf-
spring. Although a preference for novel and young sexual
partners would have contributed to a male’s mating
effort, any preference that led to bonding and cooperation
with 2 mate would have contributed to parenting effort
and increased fitness through the increased survival of
offspring. Extended interactions over long periods be-
rween mates would have heen casier if the partners had
similar expectations, values, activity levels, and hahits. A
preference for similarity in age, all else heing equal,
would have made the long-term cooperation of mates
more feasible and thus adaptive. As indicated in the social
psychological literature discussed earlier, similarity of all
kinds leads to increased bonding and cooperation. Thus,
humans may have evolved with a preference for similar
mates, including similarly aged mates, because of the
advantage to parenting effort this would have contrib-
uted. To the extent that humans engage in grandparental
investment, preference for similar (and potentially more
compatible) partners would have potential benefits even
for older males, as we discuss below. In summary, some
weighting of similarity makes evolutionary sense for both
sexes when one considers that human reproductive eflort
has involved a great deal more than producing offspring;
it also involved cooperative care lor those offspring and
for their offspring.

9.2. Differential sex ratlos as an alternative explanation

One interesting potential explanation of these results
considers the differing ratios of males and females that are
available as potential mates over the lifespan. In a
thought-provoking analysis, Guttentag and Secord (1983)
have noted historical variations in several social trends as
a function of sex ratios. For example, there was a dramatic
increase in the ratio of women to men from 1960 to 1970,
and a concomitant increase in sexual permissiveness.
Guttentag and Secord (1983) note a number of other
parallel historical examples of the same pattern, as in
ancient Athens and Sparta, where differences in sex ratio



covaried with differences in sexual mores. They argue
that when the sex ratio is low (few men to women) men are
required to make less commitment to individual part-
ners, and females are less able to make demands for such
commitment. On the other hand, when the sex ratio is
high, societies tend toward more traditiona) mores, mar-
riages are more stable, and sexual restraint and fidelity
are more honored. Although these authors explain the
underlying motivation toward relative male per-
missiveness in terms of social norms, a simpler argument
could be made from an evolutionary viewpoint, and the
same result would be expected.

Guttentag and Secord also note that “women typically
marry men who, on the average, are 2 or J years older”
and speculate that “this situation prevails because there
are fewer men in the higher than in the lower
age . . . brackets.” Although these authors do not con-
sider the age-related changes in marital age preferences
across the lifespan, a BBS reviewer of a previous draft of
the present paper suggested the interesting possibility
thata sex ratio analysis could be extended to explain those
changes (Lippa, personal communication).

Although differential sex ratios might explain some
variation in age preferences, they do not seem sufficient
to drive the pattern we have observed here. Assume for
the moment that both sexes placed a premium on youth.
Because there are fewer available men than women in the
older categories, men are in a “buyer’s market” and are
thus in a position to demand more youth than females.
That explanation fails to explain other features of our data,
however. For example, there are usually more available
men than women in their 20s {partly because more
women marry in their teens, and partly because more
women in their 20s marry older men). If women did
indeed prefer youth, women in their 20s (now in the
buyer’s market) should show the least inclination toward
marrying older men. And yet, across all of our data sets,
there is a slight tendency for women in their 20s to show
the most interest in ofder men.

Similar problems ensue if one adopts a sex ratio expla-
nation in combination with the assumption that everyone
begins wanting older (and presumably more resource
rich) partners. Why then would older men rule out older
partners? The prediction that all people would prefer
similar-aged partners likewise fails to explain the older
male’s data. For the sex ratio argument to begin to explain
the pattern of age prefevences, one has to add the assump-
tion that when men are in the more powerful bargaining
position, they will prefer youth, but when women arc in
the more powerlul bargaining position they will prefer
maturity and the resources thataccompany it. That brings
one back to the question: Why do men (and not women)
prefer relative youth in the first place? And why does the
pattern of age changes persist across different cultures
and time-periods (and presumably variations in sex ratios
as well)? Guttentag and Secord argue that women do not
act directly on their bargaining power because males
control the resources of all societies, and thus when
women have the superior bargaining position, men react
by requiring women to chserve a more familial morality.
A simpler explanation might be that both men and wom-
en do take advantage of their bargaining position, but
men and women do not have the same priorities where
youth and resource availability are concerned.

Guttentag and Secord present substantial data showing
that sex ratios vary substantially over time, and have,
during this century, been related to substantial changes
in marriage, divorce, and fidelity. For example, during
the 1990s the sex ratio in the United States was at its most
positive — that is, there were relatively more men than
women. By the 1980s that pattern had reversed to its
most negative — with more available women than men,
That reversal also occurred in Phoenix, AZ (Department
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 1930; 1084). 1f
differential sex ratios were driving the phenomenon we
have observed, the pattern we found in Phoenix during
the 1980s should have been very different in the 1920s. As
a comparison of the results of Studies 2 and 3 shows, that
was not the case.

Thus, it is not apparent how a sex ratio argument could
explain the data we have presented. Nevertheless, weare
not ready to rule that out as a factor contributing to sex
differences in age preference. Perhaps further analysis
will reveal that sex ratios interact with other relevant
factors in this domain, or perhaps a more complex ap-
plication of this medel could be developed.

9.3. Facultative varfations In age preference?

Figure 10 compares the patterns from the two data sets
that were the most similar culturally — advertisements
and marriages in Phoenix in the 1980s. Figure 11 com-
pares the data from the two most diverse data sets
culturally — Washingtonian advertisements from the
1980s and Philippine marriages from the first part of the
century. It is apparent that the overall pattern is a robust
one. There do seem to be some differences, however. In
particular, note that marriages for the Philippine men are
at the most extreme end of choices for wealthy American
males. Research examining differences across different
groups, as well as individual differences within groups,
could provide some insights into the underlying mecha-
nisms for, and limiting conditions of, the gender dif-
ferences we have reported here. In the following sections
we consider this issue in detail.

In our earlier discussion of life bistory strategies, we
noted that the same-sexed members of a given specics
will often alter their reproductive life histories in kecping
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Figure 10. A comparison of marriages and personal advertise-
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with ecological variations (Crawford & Anderson 1989). It
may be that age preferences within a sex vary systemat-
ically with cultural and individual factors (Symons 1979;
Williams 1975). Although the data from India and the
Philippines are generally consistent with the pattern we
obtained in the United States (and the one observed in
two European countries), they are not identical. We
would expect a more extensive cross-cultural data collec-
tion to reveal interesting interactions with cultural fac-
tors. In areanalysis of Buss’s (L989) cross-cultural data, for
example, Glenn (1989) found that age differences in
mates were more pronounced in less developed coun-
tries. Buss's data were not broken down by the subject’s
age, but the data we obtained from India and the Philip-
pines are consistent with Glenn's point. As shown in
Figure 5, matrimonial advertisements for Indian males
showed the same general changes with age as the other
samples. Even advertisements for young males specified
velatively younger females, however. Similarly, Philip-
pine marriage data do not show the tendency in modern
American marriage data for leenage males to marry
slightly older women, but instead show a slight prefer-
ence for younger women (even among teenage males).
And as Philippine men aged, the discrepancies between
their ages and those of their wives increased more dra-
matically than in the modern American data. It s in-
teresting to note that the Philippine data are more consis-
tent with the American data from the 1920s.

These variations suggest several factors that might be
examined in [uture research. In a society in which men
would expect marriage to last for a lifetime, a female’s ve-
mainingreproductive years might be weighted more heav-
ily than immediate fertility (see Thornhill, 1989, for a re-
lated discussion). In a society in which relationships were
often short-lived, on the other hand, fertility might be
weighted more heavily. The former circumstance would
jead to maximum valuing of teenage women; the latter
would lead to maximum valuing of women in their 20s,
Another relevant factor might be infant mortality. Ifinfant
mortality were low, then the value of remaining reproduce-
tive years would diminish relative to fertility. Similarly
Nur(1989) notes that differences in age preferencesshould

R L L S S A U L POREPPRI S SR 1Y S8 S
[ o St sl it

vary with the age of peak fertility and peak reproductive
value across societies, and Symons (1989) points out that
societal differences in the age at which a woman typically
bears her first children will be related to male’s age
preferences. [See also BBS multiple book review of “The
Evolution of Human Sexuality” BBS 3(2) 1980.]

Sex differences in age preferences might also be ex-
pected to vary with the expected length of a particular
relationship. Other research indicates that gender dif-
ferences in mate preferences are generally most pro-
nounced for casual relationships (Kenrick et al. 1990). For
example, compared with their criteria for a date, males
indicate lower criteria for acceptable intelligence in a
sexual partner, particularly when the relationship is spec-
ified as a one-night encounter in which the partners will
never see one another again (Kenrick et al, 1990).
Females, on the other hand, demand more intelligence
for a sexual partner than for a date. The same pattern (sex
differences most pronounced in considering criteria fora
sexual partner) obtains for a number of characteristics
besides intelligence. Following this line of reasoning,
males of all ages might be expected to be less choosy
about a female’s youthfulness in a low-investment, casual
sexual relationship. Although females are usually more
choosy about a sexual partner, a different pattern might
he expected for age preferences. If a woman expects little
or no resource investment from a male partner, then his
age should be relatively less important, in contrast to
other features that would be expected to correlate with
qualities that would enhance offspring fitness (see
Leonard 1988).

9.4, The Interaction of the organism, the environment
and cognition

1t should be clear from the preceding discussion that we
do not consider age preferences in males and females to
be based only on some simple “hard-wired” mechanism.
Indeed, although evolutionary hypotheses often focus on
genetic explanations, modern theorists assume that or-
ganismic predispositions unfold only in interaction with
the environment. [Sce also Johnston: “Contrasting Ap-
proaches to a Theory of Learning” BBS 4(1) 1981 and
“Developmental Explanation and the Ontogeny of Bird-
song” BBS 11(4} 1988.] Evolved mechanisms require en-
vironmental inpuls to develop and environmental inputs
to trigger them, and they may be enhanced or
inhibited by other relevant factors in the immediate or
the developmental environment. In addition, these
evolved mechanisms interact with cognitive factors, in-
cluding attention, expectation, schema activation, and
goal orientation.

We have clsewhere discussed an interactionist ap-
proach to other psychological processes, including de-
pression and aggressiveness (Kenrick 1987; Kenrick etal.
1985). Briefly, a biological predisposition may be one
factor in a multiplicative equation that also includes
environmental events and cognitive interpretation. For
example, a predisposition to depression may arise from
certain genetically based biochemical thresholds, but it
will not be activated without inputs from the environ-
ment {e.g., repeated failures, loss of resources, disease,
certain weather conditions) and it can be enhanced or
inhibited by cognitive factors (e.g., maladaptive in-



terpretations of social feedback, rumination on perceived
environmental threats). [See also Anisman & Zacharko:
“Depression” BBS 5(1) 1982.]

In this target article we have focused on a possible
evolved mechanism for age preferences in mate selec-
tion. We assume that such a mechanism, like depression
or aggression, does not operate in a vacuum, but interacts
with features of the environment and with such cognitive
processes as attention and interpretation. We sometimes
forget an important fact about the aggregated data pre-
sented in most behavioral studies — the general patterns
rarely if ever describe every individual subject in a
sample. In a nomothetic sense, the phenomenon we have
been describing is, for social behavior, a very robust one -
it replicates quite reliably across a wide range of condi-
tions, Individual subjects showed wide variation in their
preferences, however, and in their choice of marriage
partners. There were older men who sought, and others
who married, women their own age. And there were
older women who sought, and others who married, men
younger than themselves. Like most other preferences,
the gender difference in age preference is not expressed
in an automatic and rigid fashion. In Table 1 we have
suggested some of the factors that would interact in
determining such preferences.

An interesting direction for future research would be
an investigation of individual differences in age matching.
What are the characteristics of those individuals who
marry against the pattern (such as older women who seek
or marry younger men)? What are the characteristics of
those individuals who show an exaggerated preference

{such as older men who seek or marry women several
decades younger than themselves)? According to the
framework in Table 1, for example, we would expect that
individuals who have themselves withstood the aging
process very well, or who have accumulated substantial
resources, would be exposed to more alternatives. Such
individuals would probably have received correspon-
dingly positive feedback from the opposite sex. Con-
versely, individuals in whom the aging process has been
accelerated because of deteriorated health have less to
offer and would be expected to have less stringent de-
mands in a mate. Thus, we would predict that males in
their 30s who marry older females would be generally less
attractive than their peers who marry women slightly
younger, whereas women in their 40s who marry younger
males might be expected to have more attractive features,
and to show fewer signs of physical aging, than those who
marry older males.

9.4.1. Constraints on males’ preferences for youth. A
consideration of the interaction between personal charac-
teristics and environmental pressures might help address
another question. Why are males above 50 not interested
in even younger woren than we found here? Older men’s
preferences often include women who are at an age past
or nearly past childbearing years. How can this be said to
be the result of an evolutionary history of maximizing
reproduction? We have argued that reproductive success
depends, in part, on direet contributions to reproduction.
This should have the effect of attracting males to signs of
remaining reproductive years in females. Another contri-

Table L. Examples of factors that could interact to affect age criteria in o mate.

Individual’s traits Environment

Cognition

Sex ratio

Degree of Aging

fertility

Characteristics contributing to status
and resource acquisition
nonverbal dominance

size Social norms

social intelligence

1Jivorce rates

parlners
Other characteristics contributing to
physical attractiveness
facial symmetry
musele tone and coordination Infant mortality

Hormonal factors Resource availability

Present attachments

avaijlability of opposite sex
Sex competitors of same sex

Lacal age of maturity and peak

rules specifying age of appropriate

Existence of living offspring

Perceptions of sell:

perceived attractiveness

perceived social status
Perceptions of available alternatives
Attention to and awareness of relevant norms

Attentlon to competitors

Expected length of particular relationship

Note: The influence of any single factor is presumed to depend on the level of other factors. Such environmental factors as social
norms or available partners will not have an effect unless they are attended to. Individuals' self-perceptions of attractiveness will

depend in part on their actual physical condition and appearance,

as well as on feedback from the social environment {which will in

turn vary with sex ratio). The list here is not meant to be exhaustive, but simply to provide a rough outline for considering the '

complex interactions that could influence age eriteria.
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bution to reproductive success is indirect, however,
through parental investment. This may be improved by
finding partners who are relatively similar to us, and with
whom we can more easily bond. There is no reason to
expect that older males will stop looking lor mates, or will

stop using the heuristic “look for a relatively younger

woman,” But as a male ages, his reproductive success
may be increasingly influenced by his ability to support
his existing children and grandchildren. A woman who is
relatively younger, but similar enough to stay bonded
with him, is in a better position to provide motherly or
grandmotherly care for him and his existing progeny. He
himself will be likely to survive longer {and thus contrib-
ute more to existing children and grandchildren) if he has
a partner (Cohen & Wills 1985; House et al. 1982), From
an evolutionary perspective, the older male loses nothing
by continuing with the previous heuristie to prefer rela-
tive youth, and he may continue to gain from a tendency
to prefer similarity in a mate.

Two other environmental factors might act to buffer
older males' interest in women substantially younger
than themselves. First, they would have to compete with
younger males who may be in better condition and who
may also be more willing to engage in aggressive com-
petitive strategies. In an interesting analysis of homicide
data, Daly and Wilson (1988b) have demonstrated that
males in their late teens and early 20s are most likely to
engage in fatal competition with other males, They also
found that sexual jealousy was a common cause of hami-
cides among males. Such potential dangers may exert an
inhibiting influence on an established man in his 50s or
G0s. Men’s perceptions of women’s preferences may exert
another inhibiting influence, Most men in their 60s are
simply not in a position to demand women who are
several decades younger. According to the reasoning
above, women in their 20s and 30s want a man who is not
much more than 10 years older, hecause that optimizes
resources and matehes the male's remaining years of life
to the female's remaining years of child-care. A man 30
years older simply would not be in a position to provide
care for the woman during the period when he will be
most needed. Also, a man’s economic resources may peak
during his 40s, and begin to reverse after the mid-50s
(Jencks et al. 1979). Because younger women are al their
peak reproductive value, they are in a position to demand
men anly a hit older than themselves.

To summarize this section, a number of interesting
(uestions are raised by a consideration of interactions of
organismic, ecological, and cognitive factors that might
influence age preference in mates.

8.5, Psychological mechanisms

We have just discussed the possibility that cognitive
factors might interact with an evolved age preference
mechanism. The mechanism itself must, in some sense,
involve cognition. To make age discriminations, an indi-
vidual must attend to and organize some combination of
features in potential mates. Further research in this area
might consider several questions about the perceptual
mechanisms involved. For example, what are the rele-
vant features for age judgments? Are those features ana-
lyzed at a conscious or a nonconscious level? In line with
the above discussion, it seems reasonable that visual coes
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for apparent youth (such as skin texture, hair qualities,
and muscle tone), rather than verbal statements about
age, might provide the proximal stimulus to which older
males respond. We suspect that age preferences are
based more on nonconscious responses to proximal cues
than on consciously calculated strategies. That is, we do
not envision a male saying to himself: “Tam interested ina
young woman so that I can have more offspring,” Just as
people use the rules of grammar without necessarily
having any ability to describe those rules, people proba-
bly respond to cucs for attractiveness without any neces-
sary awareness of the ultimate foundations for those
preferences. For the same reason, we would assume that
men who have had vasectomies would show the same
general pattern of attraction as other men.

Although we do not see conscious cognitive factors as
necessary to explaining the effects we report here, we do
believe, in line with the interactionist model we just
discussed, that such factors could play a role under
certain circumstances. For example, if an older man had
the conscious desire to have children, he might be ex-
pected to value youth more highly than would a man who
had a conscious desire to find a woman who would make a
good grandmother for the children of his existing off-
spring. We would hypothesize that both men would still
respond similarly to the proximal cues for attractiveness.
The man interested in reproducing, however, would
avoid opportunities to make attachments with any women
who were not considerably younger and might pass up
several dating opportunities that would lead the other
man into a relationship.

Once relationships have been initiated, it seems likely
that a different set of mechanisms begin to aperate, and
that proximal cues to youth and attractiveness become
less important for both sexes. It is therefore important to
distinguish mechanisms that affect initial attraction and
those that affect the maintenance of a relationship, Nu-
merous social psychological studies have indicated that
the two processes are not synonymous (cf, Kenrick &
Trost 1989). We suspect that proximal cues to a partner’s
age have the most impact on initial attraction. Onee a
bond is formed, however, partners probably pay less
attention to one another’s physical attractiveness, On the
other hand, similarity might become relatively more
important as relationships continue, particularly as it
affects compatibility of values and preferred activities.

9.5.1. Experimental studles of proximal mechanisms. The
present findings support a further lizison between social
psychology and evolutionary biology. The controlled
experimental techniques used to study other social psy-
chological phenomena (e.g., Cosmides & Tooby 1989,
Sadalla et al. 1987) could be used to examine the proxi-
mate mechanisms underlying these age preferences, Two
recent experimental studies are relevant in this regard.
Experimental research by Brewer and Lui (1989} indi-
cates that subjects making social judgments seem to be
preperceptually attentive to two features of target stimuli
— age and gender. Other work by Langlois and Roggman
(1990) has examined the mechanisms underlying physical
attractiveness judgments. The latter research combines
an evolutionary model with a cognitive prototype ap-
proach and finds evidence that attractive faces are those
that are close to the population average. Results of such
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studies suggest two things. First, experiments can help us
understand the proximate mechanisms underlying
evolved cognitive heuristics. Second, processing of age,
gender, and attractiveness seems to be made at a pre-
conscious level,

Experimental research that independently varied ver-
bal information about chrenological age and apparent
youthfulness of potential partners would be useful. Such
research could address whether cues associated with
apparent youthfulness in a female may be more important
than cognitive information about her age. In line with
Symons’s (1989) arguments in this regard, and with the
above discussion of interactions, we suspect that physical
appearance (which provides some indication of reproduc-
tive condition) is probably more important than chrono-
logical age. There are a number of competing predictions
that might be made about the particular attraction mecha-
nism that works overall, or which mechanism applies in
which social situations. Symons's (1989) reasoning sug-
gests that a possible sexual attraction mechanism in males
might take the form: “Look for a woman who is sexually
mature, but has not yet borne offspring.” Given the
evidence that people quickly process information about
age and attractiveness, such a cognitive mechanism
seems plausible. This line of reasoning suggests other
empirical questions. Are people’s judgments of a wom-
an's attractiveness influenced by whether she has borne
offspring? If so, what are the proximate cues that allow
such differentiations? How good are men at distinguish-
ing women who are sexually mature from those who are
not, and how are different proximate cues weighted in
making such decisions? How good are men at distinguish-
ing women who are postmenopausal, and again, what are
the proximate cues?

9.6. Implications of gender differences
in age preference

We noted earlier that the differential patterns of male and
female preferences demonstrated a failure of matching for
the two sexes. The graphs depicting male and female
marriage and preference Patterns seem to suggest a
related logical inconsistency. How can it be that [emales’
marriage ages match their unvarying preferences across
the life span, whereas male’s marriage ages match their
varying age preferences? The answer is that the ratios of
each sex marrying change across the decades. Among
tecnagers who get married, females outnumber males by
a considerable margin. The members come closer during
the 20s, and then begin to reverse themselves after the
30s. Figwre 12 depicts the changing age vatios for the
Seattle marriage sample.

A similar pattern appeared across all the marriage
samples. For example, on Poro between 1913 and 1939,
384 teenage males married, compared to 928 teenage
fermales. On the other hand, there were 66 marringes
involving men over 40, but only 30 marriages for women
over 40. Thus, these data help explain the commonly
noted discrepancy in remarriage rates in older men and
women,; they also suggest that the phenomenon is not
simply a Function of higher mortality in males. Other
researchers have noted that divoree and remarriage pat-
terns in older males fit with a fitness-maximizing strategy
(Lockard & Adams 1981; Mackey 1980}. This tendency no
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doubt relates to lower remarriage rates among older
women,

Table 2 shows that discrepancies in age ratios are not
limited to our samples but are found in diverse geograph-
ic locations. The table also demonstrates how the unbal-
anced marriage ratio for older females is mirrored by an
early marriage ratio unfavorable to younger males.

The data from Table 2 are taken from Table 24 of the
United Nations Demographic Yearbook (1989). Examina-
tion of siinilar statistics compiled there for other nations
reveals that the age-linked gender difference in marriage
ratio appears worldwide. It is interesting to note, how-
cver, that when UN demographers computed marriage
rates for each sex {in Table 25, following the one from

Table 2. Number of men/women marrying al ages helow 20,
and above 50, in diverse geographic regions (men are listed
first in gach column).

Age of marriage

Under 20
19/1227  (.04)
4685/20,957 (. 18)
457/4,304  {.10)
937484 (.16)
5381952 (.22)

Quer 50
550/188  (\75)
3962/1584 {.71)
240/6G2 (-80)
66/21 {. 76}
123/46 (.73}

Region:

Mauritius (Africa)
Cuba (N. America}
Singaporc {Asia)
Malta (Europe)
FFiji {Oceanta)

Note: Data are [rom the year 1975, as reported in the 1987
Demographic Yearook (United Nations 1983). We did not look
at the numbers before choosing a location, but simply included
places designed to be as geographically separate as possible,
with the only limitation being that marriages for 1975 were
reported by the United Nations.



which the figures above were calculated) they neverthe-
less based that rate on the number of marriageable
opposite sex individuals “in the same age group” (p. 133).
It would appear that, with the possible exception of
people in their 20s, this practice is misguided for most age
groups. The data we have presented indicate clearly that,
across sexes, the pool of marriageable partners is not
constituted by those of the same age.

In a related vein, Townsend (1989} found that, as wom-
en'’s status increased, they indicated a preference
for men with progressively higher incomes. Men did
not show a similar tendency; high status men still in-
cluded women with relatively lower incomes in their pref-
erences. Townsend noted that this results in a sex-
differentiated narrowing of the pool of eligible partners.
With increasing status, men have an expanded pool,
whereas women have a more limited pool. There is a par-
allel in our findings; increasing age results in a differential
shrinking of the pool of possible partners for women.

10. Conclusion

The findings reported here support the heuristic value of
a consideration of reproductive value and fertility in
making predictions about heterosexual attraction pro-
cesses; they also reinforce the value of integrating social
psychological and evolutionary approaches to mating be-
havior (Buss 1989; Cunningham 1981; Kenrick & Trost
1989; Symons 1989). As evolutionary theorists in-
creasingly emphasize facultative interactions, varying life
history strategies, and psychological mechanisms, it
should become clearer that an evolutionary approach is
not incompatible with the approaches typically taken by
psychologists (Crawford & Anderson 1989; Symons
1989).

As we have indicated in the above discussion, our
model raises a number of interesting empirical questions:

1. What are the cultural and ecological factors that
might interact with age preferences? The questions about
varfations in sex ratios nre particularly interesting.

2. What accounts for individual differences in mate
choices? In addition to the questions raised earlier, it
might be of some interest to examine homosexual age
preferences. Homosexual preferences raise several in-
lerpretative problems, because it is uncertain whether to
expect homosexuals to act in line with their own biological
sex, or with the sex of the targets they are interested in,
Homosexual choices could shed light on the sex ratio
question, however. For example, older homosexual
males do not face the same favorable sex ratio as do older
heterosexual males, so from a simple sex ratio perspec-
tive, one might not expect them to show as strong a
preference for relative youth.

3. What are the cognitive mechanisms that underlie
the gender differences in age preference, and what other
cognitive influences might moderate those preferences?

The findings presented in this paper also stimulate
additional guestions about differential life histories: Is the
age of menopause related to the existence of surviving
hildren and offspring? Is a woman's attractiveness di-
minished more by reproductive than by chronological
we? How are bodily changes associated with reproduc-
tion (puberty, menarche, and menopause) related to

ecological factors, like sex ratios or an individual’s posi-
tion in the local status hierarchy? Nyborg and Boeggild
(1689) present the interesting suggestion that many gen-
der differences in behavior, although rooted in the evolu-
tionary past, are influenced at the proximal level by
hormones like testosterone. Although we have focused
mainly on psychological mechanisms, it might be possible
to derive interesting hypotheses about how hormonal
variations across the lifespan are linked to variations in
mate preference. Thus, a consideration of life history
strategies raises questions that connect developmental
psychology, social psychology, psychobiology, and evolu-
tionary biology.
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NOTES

1, Correspondence may be addressed to Douglas T. Kenrick,
Department of Psychology, Arizona State University, Tempe,
A7Z 85287,

2. We are not aware of any mammalian species in which a
reversal occurs such that females are more dominant and subject
to selection by males [or that reason. Ralls (1976) reviewed the
instances in which female mammals are larger than males, and
concluded that there was no evidence of a reversed sexual
selection process at work. For instance, females in thesc species
did not tend to be especially dominant or to compete for high
investing males, Fowever, such a reversal sometimes oceurs in
other species (c.g., some fish and inseets). Such reversals oceur
when the male investment in the offspring is larger and they fit
with the general parental investment theory discussed below.

3. We thank Prof. Guus van Heck of the University of Tilburg
for providing us with the Dutch data, and Ute Hoffiman and
Kirstin Schaefer of the University of Bielefeldt for providing the
German data,

4. We thank Dr. Nenita Estrera and Nieves Estrera for
gathering the Poro data,

5. One could argue that both groups in this study might have
heen relatively high in resources, but a comparison of either of
these patterns with those of any of the other studies reveals the
same pattern of sex differences. Comparisons across the differ-
ent studies are discussed further below.

6. One roviewer of a previous draft of this paper suggested
that perhaps the norms are more complex, and that young males
are subject to normative pressures to seek older fomales, where-
as older males are subject to normative pressures to seck
vounger females, This explanation is iteresting, but it raises a
couple of questions. First, if such norms exist, why do the
normative theorists we cited not seem to be aware of them
{failing to even mention such variations)? Norms, after all, are
shared rules or social conventions. Second, why do the same
age-related changes operate across widely different cultures?
Normative explanations are not useful unless one can demon-
strate different cultures or subcultures that show variation in
behavior consistent with variations in norms.
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Perceived age, physical attractiveness and
sex differences in preferred mates’ ages

Thomas R. Alley
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Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) present a strong case for considering
the sex difference in the ages of preferred mates as an evoluticn-
ary resubt of divergent reproductive strategies. Their evolution-
ary framework is admirably broad, feads to interesting questions
that can be addressed by empirical studies, and is well sup-
ported by the empirical data presented with it. Their fine-tuned
sociobiological model ofage preferences is sufficiently precise to
allow it to be tested (successfully) against alternative social
exchange models, yet it is sufficiently open to environmental
influences to incorporate al least the majority of relevant find-
ings in social psychology. Finding little to dispute in their target
article, this commentary is devoted to & few points that supple-
ment their account.

The importance of percelved age. K & K {scct. 9.5) raise the
issue of the psychological mechanism underlying age prefer-
ence. As they note, within a sociobiological framework per-
cedved age, not chronological or even biological age, is likely to
be the key variable. The reasons for this, however, are not well
elucidated in their target article. The following eonsiderations
might be added to their suggestion that “nouconscious re-
sponses to proximal cues” are more likely to be involved than are
“consciously calculated strategics” such as inquiring about
chronological age.

First, there are numerous changes in physical appearance
that we can readily detect in principle and that would allow us to
judge the maturational status of others. Existing rescarel re-
veals that we are quite sensitive to some of these changes and
that they do permit us to make judgments of relative age (e.g.,
Alley 1983; Todd et al. 1980).

Second, chronological age is a poor index of biological age;
most often, perceived age will provide a better indication of
maturational status. Visually, for instance, we can casily detect
the presence of sccondary sexual characteristics marking the
attainment of sexual maturity, Visual information lor assessing
biological age may be present even when we are not able to use
physical appearance to judge chronological age accurately (Alley
1988).

Third, people can easily lie about their chronological age
whereas their {approximate) biological age will usually be clearly
evident in the morphological and surface qualities of their
bodies. Although people do attempt to deceive others about
their age by using cosmetics, wigs, and other devices to nlter
their physical appearance, it seems likely that their suceess is
heavily dependent on products and techniques not available in
our envirenment of evolutionary adaptedness.

Fourth, it seems likely that accurate records, including mem-
ories, of chronological age would seldom be available in our
environment of evolutionary adaptedness,

Gender, attractiveness and aging. Human females are more
paedomorphic (i.c., retain more infant-like physical charac-
teristics as adults} than males (Gould 1377), making a more
youthful appearance also more feminine. Consequently,
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youthful characteristics may act as signals lor femininity whereas
mature features may signal masculinity. Hence, part of the
reason males tend to prefer women with a relatively youthful
physieal appearance, and vice versa, may be that these age
preferences are directly tied to the preference for opposite sex
mates. Just as men's wide shoulders, women's breasts, and
other secondary sexual characteristics may function as hetero-
sexual attractors or “sexual releasers” (Eibl-Eibesfeldt 1989;
Horvath 1879), so too might age-related physical characteristics.
In other words, the sex difference in the ages of preferred mates
may also reflect our attraction to potential mates with sex-
typical, or even supranormal, physical traits (Alley 1988}.

K & K cite the recent study of Langleis and Roggman (1990} as
an example of an experimental study elucidating the “proximate
meehanisms” that might underlie age preferences. In arguing
that attractive faces are only average, however, the model
advocated by Langlois and Roggman provides no clear role for
age-related changes In appearance. In fact, their perspective
appears incompatible with X & K's. IFaging effects were simply
incorporated into the averaging process, the most attractive
faces should have characteristics typical of an average age
person, whatever that might be. This mechanism would not
make youthful women more physically attractive, as the evolu-
tionary theories of K & X, Symons (1979), and others suggest.
Langlois and Roggman note, however, that “other elements
may also be important in influencing judgments ol attrac-
tiveness” (1990, p. 120). Using a sociobiological perspective as
in the target article, Alley and Cunningham (1991) have argued
that adaptive mate selection probably requires preferences for
some atypical physical characteristics, including a preference by
males for youthful female facial characteristies.

In addition to the two studies mentioned by K & K (sect.
1.2.2}, other studies have found evidence that female faces with
infantile or youthful characteristics are particularly attractive
(Alley 1988; Berry & Zebrowitz-MeArthur 1988; Fauss 1988).
There is alse more evidence than is presented by K & K to
support the related point that aging has a detrimental effect on
the physical attractiveness of women {reviewed in Alley 1988),
Morcover, it appears that this detrimental effect of aging may
not apply in late childhood and adolescence when the peak of
reproductive fitness has not yet been reached {Alley 1988), Ifso,
this would confirm another {(implicit) prediction of K & K’s
model, namely, that females’ physical attractiveness to adult
men should not simply decline with age, but should instead
change with age in a manner corresponding to their perecived
age relative to the age of maximum reproductive value.

On the separation of reproduction
from mating preferences

Belty M. Bayer

Depariment of Psychology, Wesfeyan University, Middletown, CT 08459
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Contrary to the recent move toward a view of human arrange-
ments as social and historical constructions (Gergen 1991; Scarr
1985), Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) seek to ground male and female
mating preferences in the transhistorical and fixed laws of
reproduction. Through a conceptual twinning of sex and eco-
nomics with reproduction and praduction, and extensive refer-
ence to cross-cultural and cross-generational data, K & K ex-
plain male and female mating preferences in terms of a
funetional exchange in the sexual market for reproductive gains.
Their data, however, serve a dual purpose. Not only are they
interpreted as supporting a sociobiological structure that deter-
mines mating preferences, but they are also used by K & K to
substantiate their claim that evolutionary theory ecan par-
simoniously subsume social psychology’s unsystematized find-



ings on mate preferences. As the tenability of either of these
elaims hinges on roproduction, or “reproductive strategies,” it
s doubly important to ask about the curious absence of any data
on reproduction,

Stating from the outset that "differential reproduetive success
is, after all, at the heart of natural selection,” K & K place
repraoduction at the center of their work on mating preferences.
The filure to report data concerning repreduction {e.g.,
number, survival, and care of offspring), although not peculiar
to K & K's research (see Gladue 1989), is a critical omission in
the light of their hypotheses, empirical assertions, and the-
orctical claims, Without data on reproduction, “reproduction”
must function in some symbolic way in this empirical test of
mating preferences.

Reproduction functions as “the {marked) board™ on which the
political contest between evolutionary and social theory is
played {Haraway 1990, p. 147). That is, reproduction when seen
as a “natural” imperative turns mating preferences into “natu-
ral” selections, produetive and reproductive ofa “natural” social
order, “Strategy,” in line with its etymological origins in mili-
tary cleverness, connotes for K & K staying in the reproductive
game. That is, secking a mate (social exchange) with whom to
reproduce {evolutionary intent). Absent from K & K's empirical
account, as either subject or object of mating preferences, is the
reproductive behavior of having and raising babics. Whether
distinguished as somatic or reproductive effort, or as reproduc-
tive potential or behavior, K & K provide no measures of any of
their various definitions of reproduction. If the stakes in this
game are not progeny (i.e., reproduction), might they have
more to do with the dominance of one explanatory model,
evolution — over another, social?

Criticisms of Darwin have illuminated his projection onto
nature of Malthusian economics and the workings of Victorian
society (Bleier 1984; Hubbard 1983). K & K do what other
proponents of evolutionary thought have done before. They
reflect back onto human behavior this early socially constructed
view of nature as nature being in and of itself a driving force of a
particular socigl order (Sayers 1982). They draw a fairly direct
comparison bebween contemporary social arrangements and
past nomacie hunter-gatherer ways of living wherein women
"provided the bulk of child care and . . . substantial ealorics to
the diet” while men “hunted and provided crucial protein.”
When they depict women as everyone’s mother {e.g., offspring
of their own marriage, men's “existing progeny,” grand-
children, or men themselves) and men as predominantly pro-
viders and protectors, K & K recapitulate the social and histor-
ical sexual division of labor as biologically and functionally
determined. This is but a partial view, however, a particular
cultural story of women as nurturers and men as providers {(sce
Janson-Smith 1980},

According to K & K, women exchange attractiveness and men
wealth and status to consummate this reproductive bargain.
Women's commodities are located in their bodies and men's in
the public world; women's commoditics are determined by
“nature” and therefore held passively and without volition,
men’s by “eulture” and therefore held actively and with volition;
women's reproductive fertility is limited, men’s unlimited. In
this market, women's soft currency of physical attributes wanes
over time while men’s hard curreney of wealth generally waxes,
Even women with wealth and status are shown to be no excep-
tion to nature’s rule of exchange {see K & K's Figure 9).
Reproduction is used in this scenario to render natural both the
commodities of exchange in female and male mating and the
cultural drama of dominance and competition amongst males for

the resource of lemale fertility (see Gross & Averill 1983;

Morawski & Steele 1881).

K & K further equate male attractiveness with dominanee,
manifest in wealth and status, and female attractiveness with
youth, representative of fertility. Judgments of attractiveness,
although entertained as a psychological mechanism interacting

with “an evolved age preference mechanism,” are characterized
as typically “nonconseions responses” to cues, except under
particular conditions. K & K speculate that even men who have
had vasectomies will show a preference for young, attractive,
fertile females, despite their conselous nonintention to re-
produce. Elsewhere they characterize the exchange process of
“biological fitness and reproductive value” as “reflect[ing]
ovolved adaptations that may operate below the level of con-
sciousness.” One interpretation of K & K's use of conscious and
unconscious processes is that it is a device that enables theorists
to position themselves in particular ways vis-2-vis others’ behav-
for to yield knowledge that others do not have {for additional
examples of this in gender research, sece Morawski 1985). If
these processes of attraction and exchange are unconscious,
then what is conscious? And who has it? For example, what is
reproductive responsibility, and who will assume it? Or is this
also caleulated outside of consciousness?

Without information about reproduction, K & K's evolution-
ary meshwork of mating preferences and reproductive strat-
cgies falters, as does their claim of its parsimonious explanatory
power over social psychology, despite the historical reliance of
both social and evolutionary discourses on the social exchange
metaphor of a political economy of nature (Gergen 1990, Even
when the findings of K & X are considered as mating preference
dataalone, they are not without problems. Personal ads selected
for their information on sex, age, and wealth are representative
of persons for whom this information is salient. Cross-cultural
data without reference to the positions of men and women in
those societies or to the number of times they marry tell us little
about their social arrangements of marriage. A framework of
competition and dominance in the social exchange of mating
preferences ignores alternative accounts that do not assume that
dominance is rooted in nature (.., Haraway 1991), as well as
those that go beyond a “minimax” strategy of intimate relations
(Gergen 1590). What some of K & K's {Indings do suggest,
however, is that our preferences are often more extreme than
our choices for marriage (see Figure 10), that sovial change is
indeed a slow process (e.g., compare Figures 3 and 4; Figure
11), and that males stay in the mating game longer than females
(see, for example, Figures 7 and 9 in which data for women in
their 50s and 60s is absent).

Inthe end, we might well ask what substantive information on
repreduction would add to K & K's essay. Is it possible that once
tecnage pregnancies, single, female-beaded families, and the
instability of fertility, along with the use of birth control and
reproductive technologics, (see Sandelowski 1990) are taken
into account, “natural” reproductive strategies will appear as
merely part of the variance rather than the main effect? Where
do technological Innovations in reproduction figure in these
invisible equations of cvolutionary psychology? And, finally,
will these reproductive practices not speak to our intimate
relations as the social construction of particular historical
moments?

Age preferences: The crucial studies
have yet to be done

Peter Borkenau

Department of Psychology, University of Bisleleld, W-4800 Bieleleld,
Germany
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Kenrick & Keefe (K & K} report new and highly interesting data
on the cross-cultural generality of sex-specific age preferences in
mates, arguing convincingly that their findings reflect sex dif-
ferences in reproductive strategies. So far, I perfectly agree with
them, but for two reasons, I cannot share their view that these
findings suggest an evolutionary explanation of mate selection



Commentary/Kenrick & Keefe: Age preferences in mates

criterin. more than social-psychologieal cconomic exchange
models: () Evolutionary and social-psychological models ex-
phain social phenomena at different levels, and (b) reproductive
capacity may itself be a resource that is desired by the opposite
sex. Points (a) and (b) are discussed in tumn.

Evolutionary models intend to explain current biological and
behavieral phenomena in terms of how these phenomena might
have increased the organisms’ inclusive fitness in the species’
evolutionary past. Among humans, the preference of older males
for younger females is easily explained this way, whereas the
preference for mates of a similar age is less easily explained. But
this does not at all affect the raison d'étre of social-psychological
models, which is to provide an account of the psychological
processes underlying current mate selection, for instance, the
feelings of males and females toward younger and older mem-
bers of the opposite sex, what males and females do to attract
members of the opposite sex, and how sexual arousal affects
mating behavior. The importance of both the evolutionary and
the psychological perspectives has become very clear in recent
years concerning the phenomenon of altrufsm. Whereas evolu-
tionary models are useful for explaining why humans help mainly
relatives (Hamilton 1964} and people they trust (Trivers 1971),
only psychological approaches are useful to clarify whether
benefactors intend to improve their own psychological condition
or the condition of the recipient (Batson 1987). {Seealso Caporacl
et al.: “Selfishness Examined” BES 12(4) 1989.]

Admittedly, the authors of the target article write that evolu-
tionary biology and social psychology should cooperate in re-
search on mate selection. But at other places they argue that
evolutionary models account for the data better than social-
psychological medels: “When age preferences from mating
advertisements are examined more carefully, they yield rosults
that were not predicted by social economic models. . . . The
results do fit well with an evolutionary model.” In my view, such
a debate is counterproductive. Obviously, many soeial psychol-
agists completely ignore the biological raots of human behavior
and therefore suggest unreasonable models that should be
replaced by more appropriate social-psychological ones. But
social-psychological models will never be successfully replaced
by evolutionary models, just as biochemical models of the
human immune system will never be successfully replaced by
evolutionary models. Science needs many levels of analysis.

My second point is that the target article distinguishes insufli-
ciently between evidence for reprocuctive strategics and evi-
dence for evolutionary models. Given that many couples who
marry consciously intend to have children, the reproductive
patential of a prospective spouse should be a highly desirable
commodity. Moreover, because most women cannot give birth
to children after their 40s, older males who marry and want
children have o look for younger females. This applies Lo all
cultures and generations. Thus K & K's findings are casily
explained by cconomic exchange models that inclucle reprodue-
tive capacity as a desired commedity. (That mest people intend
to reproduce may nevertheless be explained by evolutionary
models.) Such an exchange model may predict that the prefer-
cnee among older males for younger females is substantially
affected by their subjective intention to reproduce. To my
knowledge, this has not yet been investigated.

Evalutionary models, however, assume that the preference of
older males for younger females has a genetic basis and evolved
because genes that augmented this preference spread in the
population. This view is very reasonable and implics stronger
predictions than an economie exchange model. Evolutionary
‘models predict that males’ preference for younger femalos
should be quite unaffected by their subjective intention to
reproduce. Morcover, because there are individual differences
in the preferred age difference of a spouse, behavior-genetic
methods, suely as twin and adoption studies, should be applied.
Evolutionary madels prediet that, within twin pairs, age dil-
ferences of monozygotic twins and their spouses should be more
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similar than age differences of dizygotic twins and their spouses.
[See also Plomin & Baniels "Why Are Children in the Same
Family So Different From One Another?™ BBS 10(1) 1987.]

Although I share K & K's view that evolutionary models of age
preferences in mates are reasonable and worthy of being tested,
[ believe that the crucial studies have still to be done. The
reported cross-cultural universals in mating patterns may also
be explained by economic exchange models that consider the
universal biological differences in the reproductive eapacity of
males and females. And K & K also report differences among
cultures and generations! Whereas males in their 60s married
women who were 20 years younger than themselves on the
island of Poro {Figure 8), males in their 60s who married in
Phoenix in 1923 had wives 15 years younger than themsclves
(Figure 4), and males of the same age who married in the same
city in 1986 had wives about 10 years younger than themselves
(Figure 3). Thus there are cultural and cohort effects.

So what we need are data that distinguish more clearly
between different reasonable models, evolutionary models that
do not deny cultural factors, and soeial-psychological models
that consider biological factors. What we don't need is a debate
about whether evolutionary models or poor social-psychological
models are superior. Obviously, many of my statements can also
be found in the target article, But when they confrast the
evolutionary and social-psychological models, Kenrick & Keefe
scem to be defeating their major purpose, which is to fully
integrate the two approaches.

The May-September algorithm meets
the 20th century actuarial table

Gwen J. Broude

Department of Psychology, Vassar Collage, Poughkeepsia, NY 12601
Electronic mall: broude@@vassar.bitnaf

Aremenattracted to younger women, as the social psychologists
suggest? Or are male preferences complicated by the additional
preference for similarity of spouse, as Kenrick & Keefe (K & K)
propose in {his target article? I wish to demonstrate that the
social psychological predietion is consistent with the data, al-
though K & K are right that the basis for the preference is rooted
in selection pressures and not in arbitrary eultural norms.

K & K rest their ease on findings suggesting that differences in
agie hetween men and preferred or actual mates are not consis-
tent across the male lifespan, Does this observation in facl
undernmine the social psychological prediction or support the
argument that men seleet not only for age of mate but also for
similarity? Let me focus initially on the finding that young men
usually do not prefer or marry women who are younger than
themselves and sometimes even marry slightly older women, as
this is one of the trends scen by the authors as causing trouble for
the social psychologists, The trend is certainly not surprising,
and indeed what clse could we expect? One assumes that what
we are wilnessing here is a floor effect; the fact that a man ean sol
his sights only so low when it comes to yearnings alter a young
wile. Aay lower runs inlo barriers of eullural norms and, more to
the point, of biology. In addition, my own cross-cultural data
{(based on codes from Palfrey House, unpublished) suggest that,
in societies where the age of consent for females is younger than
is the typical marrying age for males, marriages between young
men and slightly older women disappear and, indeed, young
men tend te marry slightly younger women. Thus, on a world-
wide sample of 26 subsistence economy societies in which men
commonly marry at 19 years of age or younger, wives are an
average of 2.44 years younger than their husbands. This trend is
discrepant with the K & K data for Western samples but more
consistent with their own findings on more traditional cultures,
The cross-cultural data suggest that even the youngest men



marry women younger than themselves when this is culturally
posgible. Common sense and worldwide trends, then, suggest
that the smaller difference in age of men and their preferred
mate choices when men are in the youngest marringeable age
bracket is not a result of any psychological mechanism requiring
anew and more elaborate theory. Rather, at the lower end of the
age scale, the possibilities for acquiring a younger wife are going
to bottom owt.

What about the trends in preferred mate choice for older
men? My own data indicate that on a sample of 16 nonwestern
cultures where men most commonly marry in their 20s, the
husband is on average four years older than his wife, whereas in
the five traditional cultures in my sample where men marry
most commonly in their 305, wives are on average 11.9 years
younger than their spouses. These findings parallel the K & K
observations within this age range, so that the older the man the
more pronounced the age difference between spouses. Note,
however, that we can now invoke a single explanation to account
for the preferences of the younger men as well as these older
males. Thus, it seems that across the age range from the teens
through the 30s, men prefer a younger woman, This is consis-
tent with Symons’ (1980) predictions from evolutionary theory,
cited by K & K, that men should choose women hetween 17-22
years of age, plus or minus 2, if they are evaluating women as
wives, K & K believe that these trends are inconsistent with the
social psychological claims, citing as their reason that “the
preference for younger females is weak or nonexistent during
early years” for men, This begins to look like a semantic confu-
sion. K & K appear to be interpreting “younger” to mean
“younger than the man” whereas, in fact, both the social psycho-
logical and the sociobiological positions mean “younger” toreler
to “younger than other women.” If we go with the second,
correct definition of “younger,” then both the findings reported
in the target article and the expanded cross-cultural data pre-
sented here are entirely consistent with the social psychological
position.

The second trend in their data that induces K & K to claborate
the mate choice story beyond the simple social psychological
version has to do with the tendency of men past 50 to choose
males who are still younger than they are but who are not very
young. To aceount for these findings, the authors propose that
we have the effects here of a desire for similarity of mate
counterhatancing the elfeets of the desire for a younger woman,
Similarity of spouses is then seen as a way to consolidate bonds
between spouses, facilitating pair-bonding and biparental carc.
T have a number of problems with this claim. The fivst has to do
with the notion that close bonds between spouses are actually
neeessary for the kind of care of offspring that human young
require. 1 have rated a worldwide sample of 94 cultures on the
degree of intimacey demonstrated between spouses as measured
by the extent to which couples spend time and engage in shared
activities together (Broude 1987). Filty-seven societies were
characterized as rebatively intimate and 37 as relatively alool.
This alveady suggests that strong pair-bonding is by no means
universal in human marriages. Perhaps more interesting in the
present context, marital aloofness occurs predominantly in com-
munitics with some shared identity, particularly common kin
tics, shared political or religious affiliation, equivalent social or
economie status, and the like. This suggests that spouses tend to
forge strong pair-bonds only when the wider community offers
no concrete source of support. Most telling for the K & K
hypothesis, it is generally assumed that living arrangements in
our ancestral hunter-gatherer communities were kin-centered
and hemogenecous, that is, the kind of context with which aleof
marriages are associated. So it is unlikely that mechanisms
inclining peeple to form close pair-bonds were selected for in
the environment in which we evolved,

The notion that we choose spouses similar to us is bothersome
to me for other rensons when we loeate the elaim within an
evelutionary framework. [Sec alse Rushton: “Genetic Sim-
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ilarity” BBS 12(3) 1989.] How similar should spouses he? With
respect to what? Natural selection theory predicts that spouses
should not be too dissimilar; at the outer limits a couple would
risk failure in producing viable offspring. At the other extreme,
spouses should not be too similar, as this would risk inbreeding.
But between these two extremes we have a lot of room to work
with, and there is no spelling out of details in the target article
regarding degree of similarity. Along similar lines, with regard
to what traits should spouses be similar? A virtual overlap of
traits would mean that spouses were redundant, an inferior plan
from an evolutionary perspective. Indeed, a degree of dis-
similarity between spouses would probably better serve the
inclusive fitness of the interested parties. 1 am also unclear ns to
why age similarity is relevant to the particular traits on which
the social psychological literature says that couples in our
society do match. Are religious and political affiliations and so on
predicted by age? Finally, does what still represents a difference
of 15-20 years between spouses really signify similarity? Is the
30-35-year-old woman really on the same wavelength as the 50-
year-old man?

Why, then, would you get a decrease in disparity of age
between spouses once a male reaches 50 years ofage? Again, the
trend needs to be located within the environment in which we
evolved. What we wish to ask is what kind of Darwinian
algorithm (Cosmides & Tooby 1989) would we expect the
hunter-gatherer male to exploit in choosing a mate? The al-
gorithm that best fits the sociobiclogical predictions is the one
that advises a man to pick a wife as young as he can get her,
consistent with reproductive maturity, One assumes, however,
that the hunter-gatherer male had no strong cause to look
forward to a long life and peaceful retirement in old age, so the
algorithm can only be expeeted to work well within the average
lifespan of the hunter-gatherer. The data for males below 50
years of age are consistent with the proposed algarithm, And
although we have no actuarial tables for our remote male
ancestors, an averago life expectancy of 50 years or less is likely,
In short, the algorithm is not predicted to work fawlassly
beyond the May-September pairing, and this is reflected in the
age diflerence patterns for older men, Even if selective pres-
sures were eventually able to iron out the wrinkles in the
algorithm as it applies to older men, there has not been suffi-
cient time on the evolutionary time scale for this to happen. But
we may also be running into another problem that is pervasive in
the natural world. Interests conflict. As K & K point out, once
you are 50 or older, you are more likely to lose in the competi-
tion with younger but established males in the bid for very
young women. We don't always get what is likely to net us the
best fitness advantage; rather, we do the best we can.

S0 what shall we conclude? The social psychologists, I think,
are right in their parsimonious prediction. Where they make
their mistake is in their explanation of why men prefer younger
women, anc women older men. The preferences are grounded,
not in arbitrary cultural values, but in evolutionary imperatives.
Kenrick & Keefe see this, and take this as evidence of the
allractiveness of cross-fertilization of disciplines in research
interested in examining behavioral phenomena. My own read-
ing of the data diverges with the interpretations offered by the
authors, but I take their study to demonstrate that cross-
dliseiplinary research does pay off in its capacity to offer more
satisfying explanations for a body of data.
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An all-encompassing theoretical explanation of human behavior
provides a potentially satisfying intellectual experience, es-
pecially when a specific exemplar is lucidly explicated and then
buttressed by empirical data as in Kenrick & Keele's (K & K's)
target article. An inclusive framework is an impressive accom-
plishment whether it is based on theology, economic determin-
jsm, psychoanalytic concepts, conditioning, or reproductive
strategies, Before all behavioral seientists leap aboard the evolu-
tionary, sociobiological bandwagon, however, it might be useful
to consider four cautionary points (Kelley & Byrne 1592}
Initially, however, note that despite the emphasis on age as an
exception to the similarity effect, U.5. Bureaun of the Census
(1981) data indicate that the typical American bride and groom
are of approximately the same age, having birth dates within 24
months of one another.

{1) Explanation is not a satisfactory substitute for prediction.
All too often it appears that the application of evolutionary
principles to human behavior explains everything and predicts
nothing. Consider for a moment a seenario in which mythical
investigators were able to document the opposite mating rela-
tionships — that is, women prefer younger men while males
prefer somewhat older females, Could differential “reproduc-
tive strategies” account for such a pattern? It seems easy enough
to conjecture that in the history of our species, young males
would have been highly suitable mates because they produce
mare viable sperm with fewer cumulative physical defects than
doaging males (Blakeslee 1991; Harman 1991) and beeause they
possess the strength and vigor best able to protect a mate {rom
predators. As a result, a preference for such men would be a
successful reproductive strategy for women. In contrast, males
would encounter sexual and reproductive success with older,
sexually experienced [emales because they would be more
receptive to coital advances than would their younger counter-
parts and more likely to be demonstrably fertile in having
producex previous offspring. The more general point is simply
that a series of1oosely assembled prineiples can be stretched and
bent to accommodate almost any empirical finding. In the words
of an old Jewish saying, "For instance isn't proof.”

In addition, the argument that female fertility comes to an
end is not an especially cogent evolutionary factor beeause of the
limited life expectancies during the early millennia of human
existence, It is easy to generalize from today's experience with
an aging population living into their 70s, 80s, and beyond while
overlooking the fact that in the United States as recently as 1900,
the mean espectancy was just under age 50. If we examine data
for time periods more relevant to an argument based on genetic
selection (Paleclithic, Mesolithic, and Neolithic), we find life
expectancies at birth ranging from 19.9 years of age to 31.4
{Swedlund & Armelagos 1976). Thus, it seems improbable that
the climacteric was a major issue in the brief reproductive lives
of the earliest women and men.

{(2) Additional difficulties arise with anomalies. There are
numerous well-publicized instances of older women who attract
and are attracted to younger men (e.g., Mary Tyler Moore,
Debra Winger, Olivia Newton-John, and Cher). Do these
couples represent mutant individuals who were fortunate
enough to discover one another? Socictal changes in such
patterns create an especially vexing dilemma because so-
ciobiological explanations are most convincing when they sup-
portand justify the status quo (Gould 1981). When, for example,
we learn from the National Center for Health Statistics that the
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number of pairings between older women and younger men in
the United States increased from 16% of all marriages in 1970 to
29% in the 1980s (Toufexis 1987), must we conclude that a
mutational epidemic is rapidly erasing the genetic wisdom
based on maximally efficient reproductive strategies?

More parsimoniously, economic factors can be posited as the
underlying explanation. That is, economically superior men in
the K & K samples, economically superior women who are
successful In show business, and increasingly independent
women in a variety of occupations account for the findings
reported in the article and for the anomalies. Those with
sufficient economic resources are able to acquire the most
desirable products, including mates.

{3) Cther human preferences based on youth versus age are
ignored, quite possibly because they are not easily explained by
such concepts as reproductive strategy. Humans often favor that
which is young or immature (e.g., baby veal, the newest audio
technology, puppies). In other instances, the preference is for
the aged and mature (e.g., some alcoholic beverages, vintage
cars, antique furniture), Such examples, along with mate prefer-
ences, may be a matter of aesthetics, scareity, culturally deter-
mined values, or actual superiority on specific dimensions.

(4) The usual bulwark of sociobiology — examples provided by
other species — does not receive much direct attention in
discussions of age preferences. Though K & K point out the role
of dominance across species, it seems somewhat questionable Lo
equate this with age, as professional athletes can testify. It
seems to be an even more improbable conceptual leap [rom
genetic selection based on prehistoric male strength and power
to modern cues such as bank accounts, social status, and political
clout; the omniscient genes responsible for females using these
selection cues must be amazingly and speedily adaptive.

Nevertheless, there are animal data directly relevant to age
preference in mating. Among chimpanzees, when mature males
have a choice between two equally distant females with equally
swollen genitals, they overwhelmingly sclect the older mating
partner (Tutin 1979). Of equal relevance, old male rhesus
monkeys do not demonstrate differential mating preferences for
ald versus young females {Chambers & Phoenix 1982). Also,
Goodall (1986) notes that sexual popularity among various pri-
mates scems to be based more on social factors, personality, and
behavioral style than on physical determinants.

These various comments are not intended to denigrate either
K & K’s data or their concept. Rather, the aim is to emphasize
the importanee of hypothesis testing that goes beyond the
search for confirmatory evidence. It is here that sociobiology
presents the greatest challenge to its adherents and to its eritics.
For example, if the same sex differences in age preferences
reported in the target article were found in a eulture in which
women hold the economic and political power, this would
provide strong support for their evolutionary theory of mate
selection. Alternatively, il such a eulture exhibited the opposite
preference pattern, social exchange theory would seem a more
likely explanation. In any event, K & K's emphasis on an
interactive model and the impoertance of considering data from
disparate domains deserves both praise and encouragement.
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Primary predictions from evolutionary theory are those that are
made from a consideration of the ultimate causes that might
have shaped a particular adaptation in an ancestral population.
Secondary predictions from evolutionary theory are predictions
about current behavior that require additional assumptions not
necessarily derived from evolutionary theory. Valid tests of
secondary predictions depend on the justification of these as-
sumptions. I briefly deseribe primary and secondary predictions
with reference to anorexic behavior and Kenrick & Keefe's (K &
K's) theory of sex differences in age preferences in humans,
arguing for the importance of identifying and justifying the
assumptions required when secondary predictions are made.

Several authors (Crawford 1989; Surboy 1987; Voland &
Voland 1989) have used Wassar & Barash’s {1983) reproductive
suppression model ta make predictions abhout anorexic behav-
icr. The basic hypothesis is that anorexic behavior is the result of
an adaptation that evolved in ancestral populations for delaying
reproduction by reducing body fat until environmental condi-
tions or the ability to deal with them improved. We have
focused on the role that female-female competition and inap-
propriate male attention might have played in the evolution of
this putative adaptation (Anderson & Crawford 1988), A primary
prediction from this hypothesis is that unusual levels of female-
female competition and inappropriate male attention should be
associated with dieting in adolescent women. Now if additional
assumptions arc made and justified a variety of secondary
predictions can be made from this hypothesis,

At least two types of assumptions are involved in secondary
predictions from evolutionary theory. First, assumptions about
the relation between different evolved adaptations can be made,
and then predictions based on these assumptions can be de-
rived. For example, if we assume: (1} that social, emotional and
intellectual skills required for successful reproduction are de-
velopmentally independent of the physiological maturation of
the female reproductive system and {2) that a minimal level of
social, emotional, and intellectual development is necessary for
successful repraduction, it then follows that any environmental
factor that produces early sexual maturity, such as a particularly
rich diet, bul that doos not accelerate emotional and intellectual
development, will inerease the likelihood that the hypothesized
stresses (i e., female-female competition or inappropriate male
attention) will activate the reproductive suppression mecha-
nism and produce an interost in dicting, Ifour assumption about
the relation between reproductive and emotional and intellec-
tual development is valid we can predict that a level of stress
from female-female competition or inappropriate male attention
that would have little impact on dieting in a girl reaching
puberty at a normal age would exacerbate dicting in carly-
maturing girls.

Second, we can make assumptions about the relation between
the level of the enviranmmental stresses in the ancestral environ-
ment that shaped the adaptation and the eurrent level of those
stresses and derive secondary predictions from them, For exam-
ple, if we assume that current levels of female-female competi-
tion or inappropriate male attention are much higher than they
were when the putative reproductive suppression mechanism
evolved, we can make the secondary evolutionary prediction
that dieting should be much more severe in current environ-
ments than in past ones. '

The above assumptions allow us to make a variety of second-
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ary evolutionary predictions about the causes of anorexic behav-
for in current environments. Valid tests of these predictions
depend on a justification of the assumptions, How can we justify
them? Information bearing on the assumption that emational
and intellectual development and physiological development of
the reproductive system are independent could be obtained by
determining whether the acceleration in the age of puberty that
has occurred during the last centenary has been associated with
an acceleration in the development of emotional and intellectual
maturity. Data on possible changes in the level of female-female
competition and inappropriate male attention that adolescent
girls face is more difficult to obtain. It would require, among
other things, a comparison of the demographic features, family
structure, and institutional protections available to adolescent
girls in current and ancestral populations,

Now lct us assume, for the sake of the argument, that K & K
have made valid predictions from evolutionary theory, and that
their data support their predictions. That is, let us assume that
(1) both sexes prefer mates who are similar, (2) males, as they
age, prefer women that are increasingly younger than they are,
and (3) females prefer males that have dominance, resources,
and social status, are valid primary predictions from evolution-
ary theory. Now if we make additional assumptions we can
derive secondary predictions, Probably the most interesting
assumptions relate to the type of marriage system a society
“imposes” and the demographic and cconomic characteristics of
the population. The secondary predictions for an egalitarian
society practicing lifetime monogamy, such as the Hutterites,
and an economically competitive socicty practicing serial po-
lygyny, for example, would be quite different.

Lel us consider the latter sociely, the cne where serial
polygyny is practiced, in some detail. Because older men prefer
younger women, and women prefer men with wealth and status,
and because it takes men time to acerue wealth and status, there
will be a tendency for older, wealthier men to divorce their
wives and marry younger women. One result is that there will
be a number of former wives of these high-status older men.
Because of the “similarity preference” prediction, these women
can be expecled to be more intelligent, wealthier, and more
socially dominant than the average woman, We might call them
the old, smart, and dominant. Assuming a 50:50 sex ratio, a
second consequence is that, because some successful men
marry more than once, and when they do, they prefer to marry
women that are considerably younger than they are, there will
be a number of younger men without mates. Because most
women are assumed to prefer wealthier, high-status males,
these men will tend to be young, unintelligent, subordinate,
physically unatiractive, and poor. We might call them the
young, dumb, and ugly.! The predicled numbers in these
classes of individuals is a secondary prediction from evelution-
ary theory that is based on demographic, economie, and eultural
features of the saciety. Itis possible to imagine a society in which
Loth numbers could he substantial.

There are those who argue that serial polygyny will lead to
large numbers of younger men marrying older women. But how
many “old, smarl, and dominant’ women will be attracted to
“young, dumb, and ugly” men? Secondary evolutionary predic-
tions might be made about some of the behaviors ofboth types of
individuals, For cxample, one such prediction is that some
“young, dumb, and ugly” men, who are excluded from the
sexual marketplace, will become hostile toward women. This
secondary predietion requires documenting the assumption
that sexual frustration leads to hostility to the objects of the
frustration. Another possible prediction is that some of the “old,
smart, and dominant” women, who also fare poorly in the
maling marketplace, will be attracted to lesbianism. This see-
ondary prediction requires documenting the need for sexual
expression in middle-aged women and its relation to compan-
tonship. Many ather secondary evolutionary predictions can be
made, but all of them depend on a variety of nonevolutionary
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clemographie, cconomic, and psychological assumptions. I be-
lieve that the {future of sociobiclogy depencls on our ability lo
make such assumptions and to justify them scientifically.

I believe that K & K have put forward good arguments for
their predictions and have provided much interesting data in
support of them. I find the arguments for the age differences
more persuasive than those for the similarity prediction, how-
ever. There may not be an evolved adaptation mediating mate
similarity. Mate similarity may be a secondary prediction de-
rived from the assumption of adaptations for assessing status,
health, energy level, and so forth that are important for both
males and females. [See Rushton: “Genetic Similarity, Human
Altruism, and Group Selection” BBS 12(3) 1989.] I hope that in
their future work Kenrick & Keefe pay more attention to
possible differences between ancestral and current environ-
ments and to how mechanisms that evolved to deal with an-
cestral environments function now. To do this they must focus
on secondary predictions from evolutionary theory and the
assumptions that underpin them. All researchers who wish to
use evolutionary theory to make predictions about current
behavior must do the same thing,

NOTE

L T considered using the more politically correct phrase young,
subordinate, and poor, which would parallel old, smart, and dominant.
But there isa big difference in aggressiveness and socialization hetween
males who are young, poor, and subordinate and those who are young,
dumb, and ugly.

Continuing a long tradition

Donald A. Dewsbury

Dapartmant of Psychology, University of Flosida, Gainesviile, FL 32611
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Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) have provided a fine example of the
heuristic value of an evolutionary approach to the study of
luman behavior. The value of this stance is that it enables one to
ask questions and sce relationships that might not have been
addressed without such a perspective. The similarity of func-
tional relationships between male and lemale age and preferred
difference in mate age from target age, illustrated in K & K's
numerous graphs, is truly impressive given the diverse nature of
the data bases considered.

Lassume that we are being given a complete catalogue of all
data bases studied and not just those consistent with the hypoth-
esis. The latter procedure would weaken the case substantially,
Nevertheless, one must guard against the fallacy thal a predic-
tion made and confirmed validates the theory. It does not; other
explanations awve possible and must be considered. Such an
endeavor does demanstrate the value of an evolutionary stance
as a generator of interesting hypotheses for systematic investiga-
tion in humans.

I must quibble a bit with some peints that are peripheral to
the main argument but prominent beeause they constitute the
introductory paragraph of the target article. As K & K point out,
hoth MeDougall and James used evolutionary theory in groping
for an understanding of human heterosexual attraction. Both
recognized and understeod Darwin's theory of sexual seleetion,
I think it is misleading to say that McDougall “replaced” James
at Harvard, however. James turned over the reins of the Har-
vard psychological laboratory to Hugo Munsterberg on an inter-
im basis in 1892 and on a permanent basis in 1897, He devoted
most of his subsequent academic time to matters more philo-
sophical. James resigned from Harvard in 1807, and Munster-
berg died in 1916. McDougall, meanwhile, spent his early
career in England and Europe and was not called to Harvard
until after World War I, in 1920, He probably read James's
Principles of psyehology around 18941898 and was greatly
influenced by the book (MeDougall 1930). With such a time lag,
one would not say that he “replaced” James.
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K & K claim that the evolutionary perspective of James and
McDougall {(and, I would add, others) “was rejeeted by psychol-
ogists who entered the field alter the 1920s.” It is true that a
smaller percentage of psychiologists wrote directly on evolution-
ary theory than had done so during the pre-World-War-1 peri-
od. One should not underemphasize the role of evolutionary
theory during this period, however. Much work in animal
psychology was strongly influenced by evolutionary theory.

Animal psychology during this period was dominated by the
work of Hull and Tolman, both of whom entered the field before
1920, but who did their most influential work later, In their
edited book, Mechanisms of adaptive behavior (sic), Amsel and
Rashotte (1984) document the role of the evolutionary perspec-
tive in the work of Hull, the paradigmatic learning psychologist.
They note that "Hull's preoccupation with the concepts of
natural selection and adaptation are not generally recognized or
understood by recent commentators on traditional learning
theory, particularly the ‘neo-Darwinians”” {p. 13). Tolman dem-
onstratet a clear appreciation of evolutionary principles in much
of his work, including his defense of instinct theory (Tolman
1922; 1932).

The evolutionary torch was carried in particular by a gencra-
tion of comparative psychologists trained during the period in
question (see Dewsbury 1684). To cite only a few examples:
Warden's The evolution of human behavior (1932); Stone's (1943)
address as president of the American Psychological Association;
Beach’s Evolutionary changes in the physiological control of
mating behavior in mammals (1947); and Schneirla’s An evolu-
tionary and developmental theory of biphasicprocesses underly-
ing approach and withdrawal (1858). Contributors to Roe &
Simpson's Behavior and evolution (1958) included Beach, Sper-
ry, Pribram, Nissen, Carpenter, Harlow, and Thompson.

Contemporary approaches to the evolution of behavior difler
greatly from earlier ones in many important respects. Authors
such as Kenrick & Keefe are continuing a long tradition, how-
ever, nol breaking with one,

Arbitrariness and bias in
evolutionary speculation

John Dupré
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The main substance of Kenrick and Keefe's (K & K's) tarpet
article is the empirical claim that women are attracted to some-
what older men whereas men are attracted to younger women,
and to relatively younger women (though rising in absolutc age)
as they age. I say “atlracted” since this and “preference” are
terms that the authors use in their abstract and clsewhere. A
first point to make is that this interpretation goes well beyond
the data discussed. First, most people, I imagine, never place
singles advertisements, and it Is questionable whether those
that do [orm a representative sample of the general population.
Most people, on the other hand, do marry. But marriage, as K &
K sometimes admit, may well be a compromise between the
types of partners people want and the types of partners they can
gel. The same complex motivation might very well apply (o
singles advertisers, but this data souree is so inherently dubious
that the issue is somewhat meot. The only solid conclusion is
that actual legally sanctioned pairings follow, to some degree,
the pattern indicated,

With this qualification 1 shall assume that the pattern indi-
cated does indeed exist, and has some robustness. X & K are to
be commended for at least making a serious attempt to extend
their data base eross-culturally and historically. Unfortunately,
a5 {5 so characteristic of the kind of evolutionary theorizing at
which their rescarch is directed, the proffered explanation of



s pucionicauins waaly speculative, This can best be demon-
strated by pointing out some equally plausible alternatives. X &
Kargue againsta normative explanation of male “prefercnec” by
arguing that the nonn “men should be attracted to and marry
younger women’ fails to explain the behavior of younger men
who sometimes prefer slightly older women. In a footnote they
reject a more complex hypothetical norm that differentiates the
preferred behavior for younger and clder men, on the grounds
that this norm is not widely reeognized as such. Bul neither of
these is the most plausible normative explanation. The one
suggested by the data is rather: Women are most desirable
within a certain age range (say, 18-30). This would explain the
interest shown by younger men in older women, and the
behavier of older men as a compromise between the ideal and
their decreasing ability to attract members of the ideal group. Is
this a recognized norm? I don’t know, but I suggest that the
question reveals a very simplistic view of norms. (Consider, for
instance, norms of grammar.) The invariable use of images of
relatively young (arguably even infantilized) women in the
media in overtly or covertly sexual contexts, and the promotion
of products designed to make older women appear younger,
provide clear evidence that such a norm is operating, whether or
not most people could identify it as a norm. (K & K do elaim
[sect. 7] that their cross-cultural data argue against an explana-
tion based on “cultural images,” but in the absence of any
discussion of the two nonwestern cultures they mention, the
argument is hard to discern. Their observation that Indian
women past 40 are not considered marriageable suggests that a
cultural explanation would be amply justified in at least one of
these cases.) An even more obvious factor, which surely explains
at least part of the phenomenon, is that some propertion of men
are moved to choose women in approximately this age group
(18-30) because of a conscious wish for children. It is not
obvious that this requires further explanation in terms of ghostly
nudges from the primordial past; perhaps it is just the muneane
pursuit of familiar goals,

My discussion so far has been largely addressed to the male
perspective on the issue, that is, what women are taken to he
desirable, and what chance one has of attracting a maximally
desirable woman, Unfortunately, this perspective also domi-
nates, and in crucial respects distorts, K & K’s analysis.
Whether one accepts their genetic-economic model or the
norm-bascd alternative I have indicated, one clear conelusion is
that older women are considered largely worthless. K & K
remark {sect. 9.6) that older women face an unfavorable situa-
tion in the marriage market. Certainly their data do show that a
smaller proportion of alder women marry or remarry. But this
also increases the likelibood that those women who do provide
an unrepresentative sample of the wider population, A likely
source of bias is obvious: The women who romarry might
inclucde a much higher proportion of those who want te do so.
Reports of the experiences of marriage for women in a wide
variety of cultures (relentless hard work, mental and often
physical aluse, ete.) and the consideration that most older
women will have personal experience of these hardships, sug-
gest that this sample may be very biased indeed. A more
gynocentrie perspective on his whele issue might suggest that
young women marry mote often than young men from a com-
bination of social pressure and naiveté, and older women maryy
less because they have learned better.

The invisibility of these possible female perspectives on the
issue displays the androcentrie perspective so endemic in this
kind of theorizing. The real meaning of marriage for most
women is also concealed by the arguably wholly middle-class
perspective in which it is at least supposed that marriage is a
fairly equal, cooperative venture. Such a class-biased perspee-
tive is also suggested by the assumption (sect. 2.2) that males
acerue resourecs and status threughout several decades of matu-
rity. Covert biases in the altempt to provide evolutionary, or for
that matter unifactorial sociological, explanations for such social

ot e

phenomena are no surprise. They simply reflect the fact that,
even in the unlikely event that there exists some such simple
explanation of such a complex social phenomenon, we are
currently in no position to discern it. Abstract and simplistic
speculation about such value-laden issues will inevitably do
little more than reveal the implicit or explicit value-laden
assumptions of the speculators,

Toward a nonarbitrary soclal psychology

David C. Funder
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Speaking of marriage, or atleast mating, the cross-fertilization of
disparate fields of research is surely one of the most hazardous
undertakings a scholar can attempt. My first academic job was in
a department of “Humanities and Sccial Science” (we had two
psychologists, two historians, two English professors, two phi-
losophers, an economist, and a political scientist) in a college of
engineering and physical science, and the experience was
enough to sour me on the putative advantages of interdiseiplin-
ary cooperation for years, The universal oneness of human
knowledge is all well and good, I decided, but some fields just
ought to keep separate from each other lest, like rabid dogs,
they tear each other to shreds.

I am finally getting over that experience, because recent
developments seem to indicate that different fields of research
can be combined to mutual benefit, at least sometimes. The
target article by Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) is a sterling example.
This research contributes some important evidence, of a sort it is
hard to imagine cvolutionary biologists gathering or knowing
how to gather, lo the theory of natural selection as applied to
mating behavior. The eontribution this sort of rescarch makes to
social psychology may be even inore important because it seems
to reflect a significant recent development in the evolution of
that field.

For the past 20 years or so, philosophy of science, literary
theory, and certainly social psychology have shared what one
author has called a “unidirectional march toward construc-
tivism” (Stanovich 1991, p. 78). The “constructivist” view,
exemplified in psychology by the New Look approach to percep-
tion as well as by most rescarch on attribution theory, is that
human pereeption and behavior is infleenced largely or perhaps
even exclusively by the mind and its (culturally determined)
constructions, rather than by the nature of objective reality.
Indeed, in the strong form of the constructivist approach, the
very existence of objective reality is doubted (see Jussim, 1991,
for a review).

Social psychologists have been good soldiers in Stanovich's
“unidirectional march.” K & K vividly illustrate how social
psychology has been wont to treat important behavioral norms
as underdetermined by reality; mate selection, they point out,
has traditionally been treated “in terms of historieally arbitrary
normative pressures”: Males are valued for ceonomic suceess
and females for physical attractiveness because of “tradition”
(Brehm 1985). Presumably, if tradition were different, these
preferences could be reversed.

K & K shool this idea down rather effectively, Traditional sex
differences in mate preference, they argue, are not arbitrary,
but rooted in the differential contributions to reproduction by
males and females, and the world in which they both must live.
In the actual world, one might add: There is nothing arbitrary,
culture-specific, or “constructed” about the processes of sur-
vival and reproduction that lic ar the heart of natural sclection.

This way, K & K's target article can be viewed as part of what
Stanovich belicves is an emerging “backlash”™ (1991, p. 78)
against extreme constructivism, Evolutionary theory has [or
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some years provided an important underpinning for nonarbi-
trary explanations of perception, for notable example the per-
ception of color (Berlin & Kay 1969). K & K's marriage of “social
psychological and evelutionary approaches” uses the same basic
approach to begin construction of a nonarbitrary social psychol-
ogy, onc that can move beyond the field's historic tendency to
view cultural norms as things that can — pool | - appear from
nowhere.

A recent movement away from extreme constructivism ean be
seen in other areas of social psychology as well. Anarea close to
this commentator’s heart is the accuracy of personality judg-
ment. For years, social psychologists shied away from this
obviously interesting topic like a horse from a snake apparently
because, as Cook (1984, p. ix) argued, “accuracy of perception
implies a reality to be perceived, and the current . . . ap-
proaches to social psychology tend to deny any such reality.”
More recently, however, social and personality psychologists
have garnered the courage to undertake the task of formulating
realistic and reasonable, If imperfect, criteria for the accuracy of
social judgment and have begun investigating the degree to
which, and the circumstances under which, interpersonal judg-
ments intersect with social reality (e.g., Funder 1987; 1988;
Jussim 1991; Malloy & Albright 1950, MecArthur & Baron 1983).

Intellectual trends, like all other trends, scem to swing back
and forth. The past three decades’ swing toward constructivism
was a valuable and inevitable correction of the previous swing
toward positivism. A swing back seems inevitable, however,
and scems to have begun. I don't think anybody hopes for, or
expects, a return to logical positivism. But there is something
refreshing about the way the work of K & K and others is
beginning to produce a nonarbitrary social psychology that, in
an important sense, is returning to reality.

Toward a more complete integration of
evolutionary and other perspectives
on age preferences in mates

Narval D. Glenn
Dapariment of Sociology, Universily of Texas, Austin, TX 78712

Kenrick & Kcefe make a very important contribution by demon-
strating that normative explanations of male-female differences
in age preflerences in mates are inadequate by themselves, and
they take a large first step toward combining an evolutionary
perspective with the social and cultural explanations favored by
social psychologists, social anthropologists, and sociologists. My
purpose here is to suggest very briefly some ways integration of
the perspectives can be continued.

K & K do a good job of drawing out the implicatious of the
cross-cultural and eross-generational uniformities in age prefer-
ences for mates; they also report some important differences,
especially between the high-status contemporary males they
studied in Washington, DC, and the actual pattern of marriages
in the Philippines carly in this century, These differences are
consistent with those I found {Glenn 1989} in a reanalysis of data
reported by Buss (1989), that is, the tendency for males to prefer
younger mates seems to be less pronounced in medern than in
less developed countries. K & K give some possible reasons for
this finding but peint out the need for further research o
investigate its bases.

K & K's explanations for the cross-societal variations are all
based on an assumed diflerential effectiveness of specific re-
productive strategies in different societies, but I suggest that in
modern societies other kinds of influences hecome more power-
ful relative to those that pertain to reproductive success. For
instance, K & K point out that the téndency for males to prefer
younget females, and the complementary tendency for females
to prefer older males, are probably tempered by the need for the
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mates to be similar enough to cooperate cflectively in taking
care of their offspring, and that argument makes sense. Itis also
likely, however, that the desire for similarity becomes greater in
modern socicties for reasons that have little or nothing to do
with reproduction, because intimacy and companionship arc
much more salient goals in marriage in modern than in most
traditional socicties. (No doubt one could devise a plausible
evolutionary explanation for this difference, but it is unlikely
that reproductive strategies determine all aspects of mating
Dehavior.) Furthermore, as social and cultural change has be-
come more rapid in modern societies, the formative experiences
of persons born only a few years apart have become substantially
different, and thus spouses in age-diserepant marriages tend to
be dissimilar because of cohort-based influences as well as the
development-stage influences discussed by K & K.

Any truly adequate cross-sociclal, cross-generational expla-
nation for age preferences in mates must take into account the
effeets of the demographic transition and the social and cultural
changes whereby people in modern societies have developed
Voth the desire and the ability to control their fertility. The
argument that these changes represent a triumph of culture
over evolutionary processes can be rebutted, but the changes
probably have lessened the relative predictive power of evolu-
tionary hypotheses and, more important, may have altered the
evolutionary processes. Consider, for instance, that in a popula-
tion in which very few matings produce more than two offspring,
males who prefer females in their mid-30s may be at little or no
reproductive disadvantage relative to those who prefer females
in their mid-20s. If so, any genetically based predisposition for
males to be attracted to very young females should gradually
decrease.

1 agree with K & K that conscious cognitive factors are not
needed to explain the effects of an cvolved age preference
mechanism. That being the case, it would seem Letter to avoid
telcological language insofar as possible in discussions of the
inferred cffects, When evolutionary biologists refer to the re-
productive strategies of insects, it is obvious that they are using
the word “strategy” in a sense that does not imply conscious
planning to attain a conseiously held goal, but the use of
“strategy” with reference to humans would ordinarily imply
intent and purpose. Whether authors intend it or not, the nse of
language that could be interpreted to imply conscious planning
lo enhance reproductive success may incline readers to think in
teleological terms and to prej udge the empirical question of the
extent to which conscious reproductive motives intervene in the
causal chain from genetics to age preferences. Aside from their
use of the term “reproductive strategy,” which is used by
virtually all evolutionary theorists, Kenrick & Keeie generally
avoid inappropriate imputation of conseious secking of re-
productive goals, and other scholars and rescarchers who do
work on this topic would do well to follow their good example.

Disciplinary chauvinism and ideological bias lead many fami-
ly sociologists and other family social seientists to veject evolu-
tionary explanations out of hand. That is unfortunate, because
this target article and the work that will build on it have great
patential for enhancing the understanding of patterns of forma-
tion and dissolution of marriages and other close heterosexual
relationships.

variations on a theme: Age dependent
mate selection in humans

Karl Grammer
Forschungsstelle fir Humanethologie |.d. Max-Planck-Gesellschafi, D-8138
Andechs, Germany

As Lockard and Adams (1981) have pointed out, “it appears that
females may be more disposed to monogamy than are males,



some of whom may prefer polygyny if not constrained, either
culturally or economically. Given the latter two factors, then
certainly serial polygyny is a viable compromise in our socicty
and one which some males may be currently employing as a
mating strategy” (p. 185). This statement was made after observ-
ing age differences in couples in shopping malls, and this finding
has been replicated on a broader basis by Kenrick & Keefe (K &
K) in their target article, Thus we find here a replieation of an
older study and are confronted with what they call age-depen-
dent mate-choice strategies in humans as a matter of “hard
scientific fact.” Our own observations in a German computer
dating service underline the validity of their findings (N = 1048
females and N = 1590 males).

Nevertheless, the argument of K & K has severe difficulties
and is sometimes wrong. The first problem lies in the fact that K
& K mix proximate and ultimate explanatory prineiples in trying
to build up a dichotomy: cultural versus biological explanations.
The second problem is that they call age-dependent mate choice
a “life-time-history-strategy,” an argument I cannat follow from
their datn because I am unable to see the age-dependent
switching between two different tacties. There appear to be two
different tacties if we focus on age differences between partners
— not when we look at the actual ages. Males might look,
indlependent of their own age, {or females of a certain age, that
is, those at their optimal reproductive stage. The existence of
life history strategies can be demonstrated only il males who
marry a second time significantly more often choose females
substantially younger than their first spousc.

In addition, the fact that younger males also marry women
slightly older than themselves is no evidence against a cultural
norm that one should “marry younger,” because even cultural
norms can be stratified, thatis, they might hold only for specifie
age stages. Thus the dichotomy of cultural norms vs. biclogijcal
Imperatives is not a very useful one — cultural norms might exist
to enforce biological necessities, becanse the capacity to devel-
op norms is also an effect of evolutionary processes (Lumsden &
Wilson 1981). {See also BBS multiple book review of Lumsden
& Wilson's “Genes, Mind and Culture™ BBS 5{1) 1982.]

If we look at actual distributions of age preferences, we find
considerable variation. The varjations in data on human mate
choice, although they show the same central tendencies across
cultures and across time, are much higher than one would
suppose. K & K themselves do not present the variation, so [
will do so (see Figures  and 2). The figures show actual age on
the dingonal line; the upper line shows the regression line lor
the upper limit people scarch for and the lower line is the
regression line for the lower limit, whereas the vertical lines
indicate the age span for the preferences.

Figures 1 and 2 elearly show the same results as K & K, but
they also show the high amount of variation. I hypothesize that
this variation is an outcome of dilferent caleulations and weight-
ing of cost-benefit processes in courtship and mate selection. If
males look for partners at their maximum reproductive stage
and females [ook for high-status males, a considerable amount of
competition witl take place. Moreover, other mate-choice fac-
tors arc not independent of age — the social status of hoth males
and females changes with age. Thus, on a proximate level we
meet a complex interaction of different selection criteria with
different costs and benefits.

On a proximate level such problems could be solved by the
mechanisms proposed by equity theory or equally by “risk-
theory” (Grammer 1989}, Both are cognitive theories, acting on
a proximate level, that is, they try to explain how decisions come
about, They only describe the outcome of mate choice on a
proximate level. Life history theory, in contrast, operates at the
ultimate level of explanation, although it needs proximate
mechanisms to operate.

Let us take the example of status and age prelerences. Al the
proximate level possibilities of choice for a younger male are
limited because the number of females at the maximum re-
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Figures 1 and 2 (K. Grammer). These figures plot the actual
age of the male against itsell {Fig. 1) and that of the female {Fig.
2) as the diagonal line, with vertical bars indicating the span of
age preferences at the regpective age. The upper line shows the
regression for the upper boundary of age preferences; the lower
line shows the lower boundary for age preferences. The figures
indicate that only males prefer partners who are older than
themselves, although there is high variation.

productive stage is low in his own age class. He therefore has
more possibilities for choice if he extends his search level
upward in age. At the ultimate level, he should do so —~ because
an older female is more experienced, and his Investment in
possible offspring is less endangered; thus a norm such as
"young man marry younger woman is not likely to exist. But
why, if females are attracted to high-social-status males, should
the female deeide for a young, possibly low-status male? We
have to note that it is not only the actual male status but more the
explanation of how long and how much the male might invest in
the future. Her actual choice thus depends on the actual dis-
tribution of high-status males in different age classes, the expec-
tation of how long a male can still invest “risk”), and how much
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investment may be necessary. Naturally, this expectation of
possible and necessary investment decreases with the age of the
male, thus counteracting the possible higher market value of
higher status in older males. But along with this the market
value of the female is decreasing because her own reproductive
potential is becoming less. Her wish for partners is thus op-
timized by counteracting forces, which lead to a choice of
slightly older partners. The male finds himself in a comparable
yet different situation: Although his status and his potential to
invest might increase with age, his market value for females
decreases. Thus his actual preferences could be optimized by
the condition of less constraints than for females, which could
lead to an age-dependent decrease in age preferences; this is
independent of the life history strategies proposed above, Our
data suggest that for males there is almost a fourfold deercase in
age preference for younger partners with increasing income of
the male (see Figures 3 and 4). This is not so for females, where
the variation (i. e., the age span in choice) increases with inereas-
ing female status, But here we meet a problem, because causes
and effects cannot be separated: In both males and females
income {status) correlates positively with age (femalesr = 0.37p
<2 0.0000; males r = 0.32 p > 0.0000), Now s it age or status that
produces the effects? In addition, the effect is more pronounced
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Figures 3 and 4 {K. Grammer). The figures show male (Fig. 3)
and female {Fig. 4) net income in classes of thousand German
marks and the upper and lower mean boundary of age prefer-
enees for partners in these classes. The line through zero marks
the age of the subjects themselves. The figures show that only
males seck younger partners with inereasing income. This is not
so for females, whose age preferences do not vary with net
income.
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for divorced males (nonmarried lower age prelerence = —6.33;
divorced males lower age preference —10.06 years). Thus,
divorced males may switch to a different life strategy. Indeed,
an analysis of variance shows (when controlled for age) a two-way
interaction between marriage status and income: The higher the
divorced male’s income, the younger the female has to be and
the less tolerant the male is of famales older than himsell (F =
224,30, df = 4; p < 0.00).

The same game can be applied to the interactions between
“wish for children,” “actual number of children” or “interest in
and orientation to sexual activities” with age preferences, which
indeed show correlations in our data: “Wish for children”
correlates with increasing age in both males {r = 0.45) and
females {r = 0.60), whereas the wish for a “sexy partner”
increases linearly with income in divoreed males (not in non-
married males [ANOVA F = 6.68, df = 1 p = 0.01]). Thus,
divorced males are more sex-oriented with income, but not with
age. This means that the “heterosexual stock market” is not so
homogeneous as is proposed — besides attractiveness and social
status, a number of other factors may play a prominent role.

This short and simplified approach shows that mate-seleetion
criteria might be numerous and that we find different possible
strategies in calculating costs and possible benefits. Mate selec-
tion thus poses a multiple constraint optimization problem for
the cognitive apparatus, This makes it necessary to create a
theory that might explain the variation and not the mean of
male-selection processes, before we move on to the unstable
grounds of ultimate explanation principles. Consequently, as
has also been pointed out by K & K, this theory has to be a
cognitive theory {Grammer 1989),

Yet the main problem is that we deal with ultimate post hoe
hypotheses that are applied to well-known empirical facts.
There is only one solution to the problem: gathering better data
that can be studied in all the aspeets proposed above. Meth-
odologically, there seems to be only one solution, the triangula-
tion of data. Triangulation means gathering data where an actual
age preflerence is present and where we have access to so-
ciometrie and psychological data on the same person, whicl can
finally be compared to the actual age of the partner that person
marries. One source of such data is computer dating scrvices;
our own cxperience shows that these sources are rarely reliable
and need permanent control and surveillanee in data gathering,
Thus it will take another few years to get the quantity ol data
necessary for applying multivariate methods before we are able
to solve these complex problems,

Although our sample may not be representative, it is a
tentative approach to generating new and better hypotheses: a
biological theme with cultural and cognitive variations.

Age differences between mates in southern
African pastoralists

Henry Harpending

Depariment of Anthropology, Pennsylvania State University, Univarsily
Park, PA 16802

Electronic mall: hxh&@psuvm, bitnet

The pattern ol age preference and age differences hetween
spouses thal Kenrick & Keefe (K & K} have found is impressive.
The agreement between preferences derived from statements
made in advertisements and actual behavior derived from mar-
riage records is a surprise. Along with many anthropologists I
am inclined to be cynical about the agreement between what
people say and what they do.

All the societies examined are European and Asian socicties
where marriages arc durable and where males are cxpected to
pravide resources for the wife and her offspring. It may be of
interest to examine age difterences the same way from an
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Figure 1 (H. Harpending). Age difference between mates

among Herero pastoralists. Marital births are indicated by solid
cireles, nonmarital births by open circles.

African society where marriage hasa very different meaning and
entails different expectations from those in most Eurasian so-
cieties (Draper 1989).

Figure | shows age differences between parents of approx-
imately 1,800 Herero-speaking people of northwest Botswana.
The Herero are prosperous cottle and goat ranchers of the
northern Kalshari desert who speak a Bantu language (Gibson
1959; Harpending & Pennington 1991; Pennington 1991). They
maintain a staunch ethnicity and a rich traditional life while
participating enthusiastically in the educational system and
economic development of Botswana,

Although most Herero marry, more than half of first births to
women but fewer than hall of all other births are to unmarried
women (Pennington 1990). There is no stigma attached to
nonmarital births — on the contrary, it is our impression (un-
tosted) that women from prosperous Familics are less bikely to
marry because their offspring will receive support and inheri-
tanee from their own families rather than from their hushands.
Birth interval distributions of married and unmarried women
arc almost exactly the same,

Many Herero women say that marriage is preferable to not
marrying but their endorsement is not enthusiastic. One plati-
tude that we hear is that "life without a man is like meat without
salt.” Other women say that marriage is not desirable because it
means moving away from family and friends to the homestead of
a hushand. Marriages are frail and divorce is commeonplace,
especially around the age of menopause of the wife.

Women und men both own cattle. At marriage women may
move part of their herd to the homestead of the husband, then
bring in more and more of them as they decide to remain in the
NurTiage.

Ages were ascertained through the Herero system of year
names, which has been aligned with Gregorian years back 1o
1830, The year of birth ofindividuals is an important part of their
identity and is widely known. It is an indication of the insignifi-
cance of marriage in the personal lives of many people that
informants who could tell us the birth years of all four grand-
parents often did not bother to remember the years of their
marriages and divorces. We also found that men and women
occasionally did not agree about whether or not they were
married to each other, men elaiming that a marriage was in foree
and women denying it,

Beeause male parental investiment is not as central to female
reproduction in this society asitis in many Eurasian farming and
industrial socictics, age differences between mates might be
less and might veflect availability of partners determined, for
example, by the population age distribution. The figure shows,
instead, that the pattern among the Hercro is exactly the same
as the pattern documented by K & K except that the average
difference is greater.

[ expeeled that the parents of nonmarital births would be
closer in age, veasoning that nonmarital births would reflect

partner preferences whereas marital births would reflect the
preferences of older family members who arrange marriages.
Although there is a slight tendency in that direction the effect is
not strong. Women choose slightly younger consorts than the
husbands chosen for them (in theory) by their families, Appar-
ently the same preferences that K & X found in their Eurasian
samples are expressed in this African society,

Biological versus social psychological
bases of mate selection

George Levinger and Les A. Kirkpatrick

Department of Psychology, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA
01003

Electronlc mall: levingar@psych.umass.edu

If Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) were arguing only that theories of
human mate selection have often ignored people's age-linked
reproductive capacities, then we would see little to dispute.
Sacial psychological theories of attraction and partner choice
have indeed focused more on companionship and friendship
than on potential parenthood, and a mate's “reproductive po-
tential” has usually been ignered. A remedy would he for
theorists to qualify statements about human mate selection -
which alrcady include the determinants of partner attrac-
tiveness and similarity - by including a mate's reproductive
capacity in the list. But K & K's agenda seems broader than this,
and we do not find their larger ease very convincing. Below we
ovutline three areas in which we find their model problematic,

Problems with the hlological model. Before turning to the
social psychological terrain with which we are more familiar, we
tackle the modelon its own sociobiological turf, First, it does not
specify exactly how similarity and age preference are hypathe-
sized to have heen selected for during human evolution. For
example, are females’ mate preferences based on age, because
males’ age is correlated with status and power? Or are females
simply predisposed to prefer males of high dominance status - a
variahle that is correlated with age? If the latter {which scems
more parsimonious), the age data merely represent an evolu-
tionary by-product or confound. The problem is even more
salient with respect to similarity: Are males and femalos genet-
ically predisposed to seck “similar” mates in a generic way - in
which case age similarity is just an example - or onby with regard
to age? The model seems unacceptably imprecise on these
critieal points.

Second, the standard investment-theory moded as applied to
mammals predicts that males should not be highly selective
about mates. K & K, along with others they cite, have revised
this model in its human application because, in contrast to most
species, human males invest heavily in their offspring, It seems
prablematic to cite one evolutionary fact as a basis for explaining
another, however, as if the former could be regarded as causally
prior to the latter. Male investment in offspring presumably
coevolved along with K & K's hypothesized age preferences. A
convineing sociobiological model would explain both principles
as part of the same package, rather than simply assuming one to
explain the other.

Third, we agree that “the evolutionary model does not offer as
clear & prediction for females.” K & K's hypothesis of female age
preferences seems post-hoe and is less than convineing, If male
power is related to age in a curvilinear fashion as they suggest,
then it is not clear why females beyond a certain age (whatever
age represents the peak of male power and status) should
continue to prefer older males. At some point females should
begin to prefer males their own age, based on similarity and
future care-giving considerations, and beyond that point males
whao are younger than they. Just as the male age-differential
curve crosses the same-age threshold in the early 20s (with the
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youngest men marrying slightly older rather than younger
women), the female curve should cross the same-age threshold
around, say, age 50. The data do not fit this model, however,
which seems to us the more reasonable one.

Problems with the data. Although one might expect six studies
with convergent findings to make a persuasive case, we do not
find the data convineing, First, K & K present few data that are
truly cross-cultural. Nearly all of the data are American or
European (albeit somewhat intergenerational). The Indian data
~ drawn from advertisements in only one high-status urban

.newspaper — omit {for cultural reasons, we must note) females
beyond the age of 40, which is disquieting in light of the
alternative female-preference hypotheses suggested above, The
Philippine marriage data are more complete, but K & K's own
comparison of these data with those of high-status Americans
suggests the possibility of noteworthy differences. Even if the
Indian and Philippine data were to converge neatly on the
American data, however, a much larger sample of cultures
would be required to make a convineing case for strong cross-
cultural generality. This is true with respect to any so-
ciobiological argument, but it is particularly erucial here be-
cause courtship and marriage are strictly governed by societal
norms and conventions.

Second, other data do net fit the K & K model so well. More
extensive U.S. data show that even at 18 vears of age, the
average U.S. man married a wormnan younger than himselfrather
than women in the 20-25 year range; in addition, women in
their mid-60s and older tended to marry men of the same age
rather than older men (Jacobson 1959, p. 63). Even data on
nonhuman primates pose problems for a simple sociobiological
model of mate selection. For example, one study of three groups
of seasonally breeding macaque monkeys found no strong cor-
relation between social rank and frequency of copulatory behav-
jor (Stern & Smith 1984). Another study, using genetic markers,
found ne correlation between number of offspring and the
father’s social rank (Shively & Smith 1985). Moreover, male and
female dominance hierarchies predict who is likely to mate with
whom in public, but not in private encounters {Drickamer
1974). All these findings suggest the need for a much more
complex biological model than that proposed by K & K.

Level of analysls, When push comes to shove, mate selection is
a social process, not a biological one. A host of complex social,
psychological, and environmental variables are involved in any
particular individual's choice of mate. Some of these variables
may be traced to biclogical/genetie origins and others not. But
even granting that some of these [actors arc genctically
grounded, their manifestation is mediated by more proximal
variables. As social psychologists, our own focus is generally on
these more proximal factors. We need to be convinced that we
gain something of importance by incorporating a “life history”
model into our theorizing.

We ask, does a sociobiological model represent an alternative
level of analysis relative to social psychological and sociological
approaches? If so, what is to be gained by maving from a sacial
psychological level of analysis to a biological one? Automebile
travel is ultimately founded on prineiples of physics, but quan-
tum mechanies offers little to city planners trying to explain
traffic gridlock. The crucial question to be confronted is: How
should these dilfering levels of analysis be integrated? K & K
recognize that biological factors are modified by cultural and
environmental factors; and they do notargue fora “simple hard-
wired mechanism,” But their model stops short of tackling this
deeper problem in a satisfying way.

K & K consider the mean ages for mate preferences but say
nothing about the variation around these averages. Their model
cannot explain such variance, only the pattern of means, The
variance derives from such social and psychological factors as
decisions to remain childless, cultural and subeultural norms,
individual family or financial pressures, and a host of other
variables about which biology has nothing to say.

i REMAVINPAL AMD D s mre,

In short, we agree with Kenrick & Keele's conclusion that "a
cousideration of life history strategies raises questions that
connect developmental psychology, social psychology, and evo-
lutionary biology.” Yet we are not convinced that such models,
or this mode! in particular, provide many useful answers to
those questions.
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On building bridges between social
psychology and evolutionary biology

Richard Lippa
Department of Psychology, Galifornia State Universily, Fullerton, CA 92634

Evolutionary theory can enrich social psychology when it (1)
suggests underlying psychological mechanisms, (2) generates
interesting new hypotheses, (3) leads to new insights about such
classic issues as the consistency and inconsistency of social
behavior, and (4) helps social psychalogists to break theoretical
“sets,” Kenrick & Keefe's (K & K's) research is interesting
because it achieves each of these goals.

1. Suggesting psychological mechanisms, K & K demonstrate
an interaction effect (men’s but not women's age preferences for
mates change over the life span), and it is this interaction that
suggests an underlying evolved mechanism. “Main effect” find-
ings (in this case, on-average sex differences) would be relatively
more open to competing explanations {such as social norms).
Evolutionary theory is likely to be partieularly useful in social
psychology when it generates subtle predictions derived from
hypothesized underlying psychological mechanisms.

Based on their findings, K & K argue that men have evolved
to be attracted to signs of youth and beauty in a mate, whereas
women {perhaps in a less fixed way) have evolved to be attracted
to signs of dominance and status, Indirectly, X & K pose a
number of basic questions about the nature of naturally selected
psychological mechanisms of heterosexual attraction: Are their
sensory inputs “hard wired” or learned? Are inputs pracessed
variably or invariably aeross situations and over time? Do mate
assessment mechanisms operate consciously (e.g., as explicit
economic calculation) or unconsciously {as stimulus-bound emo-
tional attractions)? Are the answers to the previous questions
the same for men and women?

2. Generating new hypotheses. The application of evolution-
ary theory to human mate selection is interesting if it generates
novel hypotheses. One novel hypothesis that follows from K &
K's research is that men's and women's satisfaction with mates
may not follow a parallel course over the lile span, and that men
and women may have, on average, different reasons for termi-
nating relationships. After all, youth and beauty are “perishable
commodities” in ways that status and wealth arc not. Berscheid
(1985) has argued that as economic and social barriers to divorce
have declined in recent years, the suecess of a marriage depends
relatively more on the “sweetness ol its contents.” K & K
suggest that for men, this “sweetness” may depend relatively
more on the spouse’s youth and beauty. A number of empirical
questions follow concerning men's and women's relative satis-
faction in marriage over time, extramarital relationships over
the egurse of marriage, reasons for breakups, and preferences in
remarriage partners.

K & K's findings also pose questions about the broader social
consequences of heterosexual age preferences. Symaons (1979,
p. 201) argued that “a woman's physical attractiveness is signifi-
cant not only in heterosexual interactions that may result in
sexual intercourse, but in almost any heterosexual interaction in
which male sexunl interest can be advantageous to the woman or



to her employer.” K & K's findings alert us to the possibility that
men’s and women's different patterns of preference for youth
and attractiveness over the life span may influence social do-
mains other than sexual attraction and marriage.

3. Providing new analyses of the conslstency/inconsistency of
behavior, K & K state that men’s behavior changes over the life
span whereas women's behavior is more constant. It is useful to
reverse the construal of change and stability here. Indeed,
males “change” in their age preferences over the life span, but
this is because their “psychelogical mechanism” is fixed and
consistent — it always finds women of a certain age and ap-
pearance attractive. Women's temporal consistency, on the
other hand, results from a more flexible and discriminating
“mechanism” that seems to be less sensitive to rigidly deter-
mined physical cues that must match psychological “set points.”

This is not merely an issue of semantics. One useful role
evolutionary theory can play in personality and secial psycholo-
gy is to put a new perspective on classic “consistency” contro-
versies {¢.g., sce Duss 1591; Tooby & Cosmides 1980). By
hypothesizing fonctional mechanisms, evolutionary theorists
encourage psychologists to discern possible genotypic temporal
and cross-situational consistencies in behavior despite apparent
phenotypic inconsistencies.

4. Breaking metatheoretical set while still embracing soclal
psychology. Lvolutienary theorists encourage social psychol-
ogists to conceptualize research topics in new ways. For cxam-
ple, social and personality psychologists have examined the
topics of gender and sex differences from many different per-
spectives, usually with an emphasis on environmental, social,
and cognitive factors (e.g., see Ashmore 1990; Lippa 1990,
Spence ctal. 1985). Evolutionary theorists encourage a different
perspective when they describe the biological sexes as
“morphs” — that is, alternate forms within a species that differ
not only in structure, but in the patterning and adaptive fune-
tioning of that structure (Tooby & Cosmides 1990). This view
encourages researchers to look not simply for “main effects”
(i.e., sex differences) but, more subtly, for a different aduptive
patterning of variables within each sex.

While embracing evolutionary theory, K & K do not reject
social psychological principles or research. They note, for exam-
ple, that people seek similarity in mates and that, for men,
tendencies to choose similar mates must be "combined” with
preferences for youth and beauty.

Considerable social psychological rescarch has addressed
information combination {e.g., Anderson 1981); this rescarch
could be useful in probing evolved “psychological mechanisms™
of sexual attraction. One possible hypothesis: Evolutionarily
fixed cues of sexual attractiveness (e.g., women’s age and phys-
ical appearance, as perceived by men) may be more heavily and
immediately weighted than other cues, and more subtly, such
cues may be relatively impervious to “change of meaning”
effects resulting from informational context or to reinterpreta-
tion based on prior information (for an overview, see Fiske &
Taylor 1991}, In other words, mechanisms of social perception
may sometimes Liave evolutionary constraints. More broadly,
social psychological research generated by evolutionary theory
can and should be integrated with “mainstream” social psycho-
logical research.

Conclusion. Kenrick & Keele's research shows that social
psychological research can help test and refine evolutionary
hypotheses and that evolutionary theory can serve both to
challenge and to complement social psychological theory.
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Individual differences in reproductlve
tactics: Cuing, assessment,
and facultative strategies
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In recent years there has been rapid progress in the incorpora-
tion of findings of cognitive and social psychologists into the
domain of evolutionary theory and socicbiology (Barkow 1989;
Boyd & Richardson 1985; Cosmides & Tooby 1989; Crawford et
al, 1987). On the whole I find this endeavor eminently logical
and highly successful. The Kenrick & Keefe (X & K) target
article is another such endeavor, and I find it, too, logical and
largely successful. In fact, the ease with which K & K demon-
strate the fit of their data with the evolutionary model suggests
patterns so robust that cognitive and social psychologists could
not have missed them; rather, it is more likely that their models
say the same thing using different language,

To wit, traditional equity and exchange theory do not specily
or require that the units of exchange be economie, nor that the
parties to the exchange share the same evaluation of the units.
To give a simple example from a context in which equity and
exchange theory are often applied (marital decision-making):
One party to an exchange (A) might detest budgeting tasks
whereas the other (B) finds satisfaction in them; although B
doesn’t mind performing the tasks, and in faet gets enjoyment
out of them, if B is aware of A's value system, that information
may allow B to bargain for some additional “benefits™ in “ex-
change” for doing the tasks that A detests. Such bargaining
strategies arc possible not only because there are individual
differences in what the parties have to offer but also because of
differences in their relative estimation of the worth of those
offerings. [t seems to me that the eritical component of K & K's
article attacks a straw man; their results, however, no matter
how paraphrased, are important.

K & K point out quite rightly that one's sex and age are factors
that will affect how one values the attributes and skills offered by
potential partners in exchange and that these differences should
be predictable based on evolutionary logic. The data they
present here, along with those of others (Buss 1089; Buss &
Barnes 1986; Nafiey 1981, Remolf 1980), support Fckland's
(1968) contention that the criteria used for mate selection should
he those that are “functionally relevant” (p. 75). Similarity
theory, or assortative mating, can be explained by a combination
of functional values {Rushton 1989; Theissen & Gregg 1980) or as
a byproduct of competition (Burley 1983; Sloman & Sloman
1988). Symons (1979) has peinted out that what is functionally
relevant for males will not be functionally relevant for females,
and others would further posit that what is functionally relevant
may cven differ for individuals of the same sex, depending on
hoth genetic and environmental accidents of fate {Belsky et al.,
in press; Blain & Barkow 1988; Draper & Belsky 1990; Draper &
Harpending 1988; Mealey 1990). (I suspect for example, that
there is a significant cohort effect in the K & K data comparing
Phoenix marriages of 1986 versus those of 1923, although they
appear not to have done the relevant analyses.)

K & K are moving in the right direction. The hard part of this
endeavor, however, sorting out the causes of individual dif-
ferences in values and assessments related to exchange and
other aspects of reproductive strategy, is yet to come, and it may
be harder than we anticipate. K & K argue that, unlike the social
psychology models that rely on “more or less conscious weight-
ing of rewards and costs, emphasizing ‘perceptions,’ ‘expecta-
tions,” and ‘attributions’ in the assessment of equity . . . an
evolutionary model . . . presents the exchange process based
not on arbitrary norms, but on the hard currency of biological
fitness and reproductive value,” I would argue that fitness and
reproductive value are not “hard currency” at all: Although



there may be statistical trends in the relationship between
certain phenotypes and reproductive success (e.g., Flinn 1986;
Hill 1984; Mealey 1985; Voland 1990), these are predictable
only in an actuarial sense, not on an individual level — the level
at which exchange evaluations and decisions must be made. Tn
addition, it seems that the cues individuals use to assess their
own status may be relative rather than absolute (Hill & Hill
1988; Houseknecht 1979; Mealey & Mackey 1990; Mackey &
Mealey, submitted), and the magnitude of even evolutionarily
and statistically significant factors may not be as large as we
expect (Mealey et al. in preparation). [See also Vining: “Social
Versus Reproductive Success” BBS 9(1) 1986.]

On the other hand, the study of individual differences in
human judgments may at least be easier than the equivalent
study in other species. (See préeis and commentary in this issue
on Cheney & Seyfarth's How Monkeys See the World), Kenrick
& Kecfe argue that the judgments and evaluative processes that
are relevant for the exchange process (according lo the evolu-
tionary but not the social psychology model) “are not necessarily
accessible to conscious calculation, but reflect evolved adapta-
tions that may operate helow the level of consciousness.” In
spite of this, people do express consciously different preferences
for potential mating partners compared te potential dating
partners (Buss & Schmitt 1989; Kenrick etal. 1990; Naficy 1981;
Remoff 1980), and they can (at least sometimes) give rational
explanations for their reproductive decisions {e.g., Davidson &
Jaccard 1974; Hass 1974; Moss 1964). This partial awareness and
expressive ability may at least point us in the right direction,

May/December romance: Adaptive
significance non probabilis est

Christopher A. Moffatl! and Randy J. Nelson
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21218
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The study of human behavior has been divorced from biology
during most of this century. The process of evolution through
natural seleetion has provided the unifying theoretical frame-
wark for understanding the causes of all animal behavior except
that of our own species. From an evolutionary point of view, the
purpose of life is to reproduce. All behavior is ultimately di-
rected towards surviving, breeding, or increasing the proba-
bility that the offspring survive. The rules of the game are
simple: Make as many sueccessful offspring as possible. Accep-
tance of the principle that behaviors are evolved and adaptive
traits has provided a common themne for the study of behaviors as
diverse as inscct nest huilding and primate social behavior.
Although they, too, study animal behavior, social psychologists
have generatly not adopted an evolutionary perspective in their
work. The rcasons for this are varied: a lack of interest in
biological explanations, the perception that humans are too
complex or special to be understood through simplistic evolu-
tionary madels, and even political correctness. The target arti-
cle by Kenrick & Keele (K & K) represents an attempl to
synthesize social psychology with evolutionary theory and
sociobiology.

Although we are encouraged by this atlempt to apply evolu-
tionary theory to human behavior, it is also evident that pitfalls
await anyone trying to address the adaptive significance of
human behavior. First, it is easy to confuse levels of analysis and
to make inappropriate conclusions: Ultimate causes may casily
be misconstrued as proximate causes. Second, assigning adap-
tive significance to a current behavior that evolved in a habital
no longer occupied by the specics may provide an erroncous
interpretation of the current and past adaptive significance of
that behavior {Gould & Lewontin 1979; Williams 1966). It is

seductively easy to assign adaptive function to human behavior
in the ahsence of data that support the assertion.

The generic question that all students of behavior address is:
What causes individual A to emit behavior Y (Sherman 1988)?
This question can be asked and answered at a proximate as well
as an ultimate leve! of analysis. For example, why does a male
canary sing? Ata praximate level, the physiological mechanisms
responsible for bird song can be studied.’ A male canary sings
because his testes secrete testosterone, which stimulates the
development of the syrinx and brain centers that control sing-
ing. Atan ultimate level, the evolutionary history and adaptive
sigmificance of the behavior can be assessed, A male canary sings
because it attracts females and wards away intruding males.
Although the two levels of analyses interact, they are distinct.
Ultimate explanations deal with the way an animal ought lo
interact with its environment to maximize its reproductive
fitness, whereas proximate explanations deal with the physio-
logical or cognitive mechanisms that produce behaviors that
may or may not fulfill these functions. The point that must be
kept in mind is that what an animal should do to maximize its
reproductive fitness does not constitute a proximate cause for a
particular behavior.

The second eoncern assoeciated with adaptive accounts of
behavior is that behaviors are often assumed to be adaptive
without an empirical measure that supports the claim. That is,
data are rarely presented to show that animals exhibiting a
particular behavior enjoy a greater reproductive success than
individuals that do not exhibit that behavior. K & K's data
conform to their theory that human mate preferences arc an
evolved trait that roflects different life history strategies of males
and females. Data that conform to a hypothesis, however, do not
constitute a critical test of a hypothesis. The critical test of K &
K’s hiypothesis would require a demonstration that men who
inseminated women younger than themselves enjoy greater
reproductive success (on average} than men who do not insemi-
nate younger women, as well as a demonstration that women
who are inseminated by men older than themselves have higher
reproductive success as compared to women wheo have children
fathered by men of equal or fewer years.

Establishing that a behavior increases the reproductive fit-
ness of an individual is not an easy task. How doues one define
reproductive suceess among humans? From a strictly evolution-
ary perspective, a reproductively suceessful individual is one
that manages to produce more reproductively suceessful off-
spring than other individuals. Is this 4 reasonable measure by
which to judge human reproductive success? Measuring fitness
is difficult because it is by delinition a post-hoe measure. For
instance, by scanning the local telephone directory we can
discern that the progenitors of the Smiths were wildly successful
relative to the progenitors of the Zwanickis, but we cannot
predict the fitness of current Smiths or Zwanickis. The eultural
norms among western societies t'oday appear to discourage
producing kige numbers of offspring. If this is the case, the
reproductive strategies deseribed by K & K may no longer have
any adaptive significance for humans. Tt could be maintained,
though, that thesc strategies were once signilicant to our prede-
cessars and persist today because they were never selected
against once they ceased being adaptively significant.

Another way to address the functional significance of a behav-
jor is through a comparative analysis. Thus, strategies similar to
those described by K & K for humans should be observed in
nonhuman primates, A review of the primate literature by
Anderson (1986) makes two points that are rclevant. First,
amang reproductively competent females, the ones that are
most effactive in conceiving and rearing offspring to adulthood
are not the youngest; rather, the females that are the most
suceessiul are older females whoe have previously successfully
reared oflspring. This suggests that males should not mate with
young primiparous [emales if they wish to maximize their
reproductive potential, Instead, they should mate with older



females that have had several offspring in the past. Second, the
majority of female primates do not cxperience menopause; they
typically do not survive to an age when they can no longer
conceive (Laneaster & King 1985). Human females are appar-
ently unique among primates in the sense that they eventually
become permanently reproductively quiescent. This last point
raises the question of why a naturally sclected trait should exist
among human males to prefer young females if our ancestors did
not live long enough to undergo menopause.

Ultimately, as implied above, any hypothesis that attempts to
account for human behavior within an evolutionary framework
must be falsiffable based on observations of human behavior,
Mayr (1983) suggested that it is not impossible, in principle, to
demonstrate that a given trait is adaptive; rather, a trait may be
deemed adaptive if several unrelated species that exploit the
same environment have acquired the same specialization, Hu-
mans occupy an environment quite unlike that of any other
species, however; this precludes interspecific comparisons of
the sort Mayr suggests. If nothing else, Anderson’s (1986)
eliscussion points out that the life history strategies of human and
nonhuman primates are not necessarily similar to ene another.
Should we throw up our hands and give up attempting to explain
human behavior in evolutionary terms? No, as with studies of
nonhuman animals, we must simply take care not to assume that
a given behavior has an adaptive function without empirical
support. The eross-cultural approach taken in the target article
is a step in the right direction. Nevertheless, to apply evolution-
ary theory to human behavior, the nature of human reprodue-
tive fitness must be more clearly elucidated.

NOTE
1. Correspondence should be addressed to Christopher A. Moffatt.
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Three of the studies reported by Kenrick & Keele (K & K)
examine data from certain personal advertisements; their analy-
ses are an addition to a growing literature {ocusing on similar
archives. Writers in this demain seldom mention two striking
charactevistics of advertisements for onesell, however. Re-
search in North Ameriea suggests: (a) There is reason to view the
use of personal ads as a socially deviant activity, and (b) that as a
means for meeting people, personals (and dating services) arc
evaluated as unsatisfactory. These points might have an impor-
tant bearing on the utility of personal ad data for testing evolu-
tionary hypotheses,

Personal ads as deviant. Based on clinieal impressions from
interviews wilth personal ad users, Darden and Koski (1988)
concluded that this means of social contact was a deviant ac-
tivity. The authors reported that their interviewees approached
the actual use of ads with embarrassment and reluetance.
Subsequently, users engaged in deviance disavowal, and, if they
had discussed the matter with anyone, told only close friends
about the behaviar. Indeed, users needed such friends to aid in
redefining the activity as acceptable.

FFrom a different and more quantitalive perspective, in 1990
we obtained a convenience sample of 78 women and 45 men
undergraduates here at Indiana University-Purdue University
at Indianapolis. They were asked the question: "Do you think
the wse of personal ads is a normal (desirable) or deviant
fundesirable) way to meet people?” Responses were made on a
10-point, bipelar seale having the endpoints "normal” and
“deviant” scored as 10 and 1 respectively. Results for both
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genders were similar: Average scale scores of 4.32 for women
and 4,42 for men fell on the deviant side of the scale.! To put it
another way, 81 respondents placed marks somewhere on the
deviant side, whereas 42 marked the normal side, 2 = 3.492, p <
.01, a ratio of nearly 2:1.

Personal ads as unsatisfactory. Perhaps as a result of this tinge
of deviance, personal ads and dating services are infrequently
used for meeting intimates. This is suggested in a recent poll of
Americans showing that 32% of sweethearts met through friends
or relatives, 5% met at church, and only 1% met through dating
services {(Howard & Zeman 1991).

A study of Canadian singles by Austrom and Hanel (1985)
revealed a similar picture. In the order of their frequency of use
for “meeting people” were: introductions by friends (92%),
parties (80%), the workplace (82%), hobbies or sports (80%),
singles bars (27%), church groups (26%), companion ads (20%),
and dating services (10%). More to the point of evaluation,
Austrom and Hanel used a rating scale to determine respon-
dents’ satisfaction with these means. For both women and men,
companion ads and dating services were the least satisfactory,
with average scores located clearly on the dissatisfied side of the
scale (see their Table 3).

In discussing the relationship between frequency of use and
low evaluations of personals and dating services, Austrom and
Hanel {1985) provided an insight Into the intersection of de-
fiance and dissatisfaction in this area. They noted that these least
used and least satisfactory means require users to privately and
publicly admit that they are looking for someone or something,
To say, in other words, that they are needy, an admission for
which they arce often stigmatized.

Devlance, dissatisfaction, and evolutionary hypotheses, How,
then, does this knowledge bear on the merits of evolutionary
hypotheses as offered by K & K? Here we follow the lead of Buss
and Irons. In his BBS target article, Buss (1989) presented data
from many cultures supporting a position that modern sex
difference in human mate preferences could be traced to human
evolutionary history. Still, in that exposition it was necessary to
point out that rural and less educated persons were underrepre-
sented in some samples.

For his part, Irons {1989) saw the skewed samples not as a
weakness, but a strength in support of Buss's position. Irons
argued that evolved behavioral strategies would be most evi-
dent in contemporary social conditions similar to those under
which they evolved. Even so, findings from urban and tech-
nological societies — which Irons termed evolutionarily novel
environments -~ supported the evolutionary hypotheses. To
irons, that support indicated the phenomena are very robust. Of
course, Buss concurred with Irons’s assessment.

If Buss and Trons are right, our commentary provides further
weight for the claims of evolutionary models. Personals {and
dating services) occur in the context of an evolulionarily novel
environmenl. Moreover, because it is disparaged and un-
popular, the personal ad is, in a figurative sense, a small niche
within that novel environment, Relatively feww North Americans
are scen seeking partners in this particular niche.

Despite the apparent illegitimacy of the personal ad, any
review of the literature on personals would support the gencral
position of K & K regarding differential age preferences on the
part of women and men. That even the special social world of the
modern personal ad could be influenced by evolutionary factors
speaks to the potential power of such forces.

NOTE

1. Median ages in our sample (women = 19 years, men = 20 years)
were somewhal younger than would be expected of personal advertisers
in this part of the United States (see Rajecki et al., in press). Thus these
relatively low scores might simply reflect an age-velated hius. But pver
the entire sample, age ranged from 17 10 48, and a near-zero corrclation
{#) of - .05 belween age and score reduces concern aboult such potential
bins.
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Age similarity is genetic similarity

J. Philippe Rushton
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I applaud Kenrick & Keefe's (K & K's) success in joining
evolutionary theorizing with social psychology. I beg to differ,
however, with their claim that “similar age is no indication of
genetic similarity.” It certainly is if the comparison is based on
the activated parts of the genome, as distinet from the total set.

Aging depends on the activity of timed gene-action systems
that switeh off and on according to a predetermined plan. To
take an obvious example, the physical development from fertil-
ized egg to neonate follows a preordained course in which
development starts in the head region and works its way down
the body, Average newborns weigh about 7} pounds but they
can double their birth weight by six months and triple it by their
first birthday. The sequence of growth during infancy is rapid
and uniform. Moreover, identical twins have inuch more highly
correlated pathways of development than do two-zygote pairs
with measures made of height and mental development at 3, 6,
9, 12, 18, 24, and 30 months, then yearly from 3 through 9 years,
with a final follow-up at 15 years (Wilson 1983). Behavioral
discontinuities (walking, adolescence, menopause, senescence,
death) may be as strongly rooted in the epigenetic ground plan
as are the continuities. Adoption studies shaw, for example, that
premature death in adults has a strong genetic background
{Sorensen et al. 1988).

Age is a good predictor of social behavior, cognitive perfor-
mance, and personality. For example, Eysenck (1988) has
shown that from ages 16 to 80, scores in hostility, sociability, and
anxiety decline whereas scores in prosocial conformity increase.
Altruism, aggressiveness, crime, sexuality, and scientific pro-
ductivity, to name a few other dimensions, also show predict-
able changes with age (Rushton 1990). A general conclusion is
that the affective turbulence of youth is replaced by the relative
calm of age, a view supported by data from research on “affect
intensity,” which is found to decrease with age (Diener et al.
1985). Epigenetic factors may underlic lhese trajectories
(Plomin 1986). In keeping with K & K's analysis, one proximal
mechanism may be changes in androgens.

Although 1 contend that people mateh on age and other
dimensions because of a genetically hased preference for sim-
ilarity {Rushton 1889), T also agree with K & K's evolutionary
model of reproductive potential. Sexual attractiveness in a mate
can surely outweigh many other factors, K & K's discussion of
how age similarity promotes companionship, bonding, and
parenting effort scems fully in keeping with both our analyses,
More generally, highlighting group differences in reproductive
strategies (not just age and sex, but also race and social class;
Rushton 1991) increases opportunity for designing powerful
theories of human nature.

The evolutionary model is synthetic
not heuristic

P. A. Russsll

Psychology Department, King's College, University of Aberdeen, Old
Aberdeen AB9 2U8, Scotland

Tagree with the conclusion that an evolutionary model of human
mate preferences shows considerable potential and that it is
largely compatible with, not antithetical to, sociocultural and
psychological approaches. I am not convinced that the model
has much real heuristic power, however, at least judged by the
ability to generate unique predictions. Rather, the models
power stems from its ability to integrate and underpin an
otherwise motley collection of sociocultural and psychological
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theorics, Granted, Kenrick & Keele (K & K) use the model
heuristically, in particular, to predict their central finding that
the tendency of men to prefer women younger than themselves
is more marked in older men. But I challenge their contention
that a sociocultural social exchange model does not predict this
finding. The particular version of the sociocultural medel they
outline may not, but it can easily be modified to do so.

The first consideration is that the sociocultural norm, “Men
should be attracted to and marry younger women” (sect. 9),
which K & K take to be the basis of a sociocultural explanation of
the tendency of men to prefer women younger than themselves,
is surely a straw man. In the American and European societics
from which most of the data are drawn there are social and legal
constraints on men marrying and having sexual relations with
girls below the age of consent, an age that approximates the age
of sexual maturity (I am unsure whether this is also true in the
Indian and Poro cases), A more reasonable statement of the
norm is, “Men should be attracted to and marry younger women
of marriageable age.” Young men, in their late teens and early
20s, cannot marry women substantially younger than them-
selves. A second consideration is that any theory, not just an
evolutionary ene, that posits that men maximally value young
women, that is, women at or just above marriageable or re-
productive age, predicts K & K's data. We can easily postulate
sociocultural reasons for young women being valued, For exam-
ple, their value may stem from their role as status symbols for
men: A young, attractive woman on a man's arm may serve a
status function similar to that of such material possessions as a
large house or an expensive car, The younger the woman, the
greater her status value. A status theory is consistent with
evidence, from American samples, of a positive correlation
between men's status, as indicated by occupational prestige
{and so, presumably wealth} and the physical attractiveness of
their wives (studies reviewed by Buss 1987; sec also Buss “Sex
Differences in Human Mate Preferences” BBS 12(1) 1989) and
with the suggestion, noted by K & K (sect. 1), that women
exchange youth and attractiveness for economic security.

My point is not that the status theory is a better explanation
than the evolutionary model but simply that the latter model
does not uniguely predict the data. Of course, there may be
other reasons for preferring the evolutionary model. In fact, this
model is capable of subsuming the status theory and intograting
it with a variety of other aspects of sociocultural theory. In
particular, the evolutionary model explains the basis of many of
the: values that underlie the social exchanges operating in mate
choice.

Consider why young women have status value. Their status
value could be purely arbitrary; young women happen to be
status symbols, but they could equally well not have been. This
leaves us with the problem of explaining how the same arbitrary
value has arisen in many different human socicties. We might
also have the sneaking feeling that the value may only appear
arbitrary because we have not uncovered its true origin. It may
he possible to construct a purely sociocultural explanation for
status value. If women tend to value economic security and so
seck a man who will be a good provider, and if younger, more
attractive women are more likely to achieve this goal, a young
wife is a sign to the world that a man #s a good provider, and that
he has wealth and possessions. The young wife is a symbol of
material success, just like a prestige car, and is valued for the
same reason,

The appeal of the evolutionary model, however, is that it does
not deny all this but rather shows how it can be integrated intea
more all-embracing framework that has reproductive value as its
cornerstone. Reproductive value accounts for the value of young
women, including their status value. It also illuminates a variety
of other values operating in mate choice, including the value
women place on economic security, and, as K & K demonstrate,
links these aspects of human mate choice with many others and
with features of mate choice in animals. The heuristic value of



the evolutionary model may be limited but its synthetic power is
considerable.

Marital choice and reproductive strategies

Robert Schoen
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Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) argue that certain aspects of human
mate selection can be explained in terms of evolutionary biclogy
more readily than in terms of sociocultural factors. In particular,
they claim that males of all ages prefer relatively young women
because they have been selected to seek “reproductive poten-
tial” in females. The existence of a genetic preference for fecund
women would have profound implications for our understand-
ing of marriage and the family. Thus it is only reasonable to give
the work of K & K close scrutiny.

To support their claim, K & K essentially do two things. First,
they show data for a number of populations indicating that
women of ali ages prefer men who are about the same age as
themselves, whereas men start out preferring women about
their own age but, as they grow older, prefer women progres-
sively younger. Second, they argue that their empirical results
can be elearly and parsimoniously accounted for by evolutionary
theory, but not by social scientifie theorles. The empirical
findings in the paper, however, are not new (cf. Bytheway 1981;
Carter & Glick 1976; Greenblatt & Smith 1971; Presser 1975;
Schoen 1984). Thus, the paper’s contribution depends on the
validity of its theoretical arguments.

K & K do not provide any genetic or other direet evidence
linking marital choice to biological factors. Instead, they argue
that the mechanisms involved “reflect adaptations that may
operate below the level of consciousness.” As they do not say
how those adaptations can be identified or measured, their
present argument is neither veriflable nor falsifiable.

The target article invokes the classical evolutionary stance in
saying that males choose mates with greater reproductive po-
tential in order to maximize their number of descendants. 1t says
little about other choices males participate in that have a sub-
stantial influence on their number of progeny, however. In
many contemporary Western societies, fertility is now below

replacement level because of contraceptive use, even though |

those populations have an unprecedented hiclogical capacity for
reproduction. Relatively few couples have more than two chil-
dren, and a large proportion of younger persons, around one in
four, will probably choose te have no children atail. Ifreproduc-
tive potential is central to an explanation of current age prefer-
ences, what role does it play in current low fertility levels? The
notion that the genes are involved in some sort of partial
micromanagement of reproduction is not theoretically appeal-
ing. [Sec Vining: “Social Versus Reproductive Success” BfSS
9(1) 1986.]

With regard to [emale age prelerences, K & K argue along
different lines, acknowledging that the “‘evolutionary medel
does not offer as clear a prediction for lemales.” In fact, the
discussion in the target article maves away from biology to argue
that females value such things as economic resources and social
status. That implies a social/biological interaction, but K & K are
very vague about the nature of that interaction and how the
biclogical rale in it could be identified.

The theoretical advantages of the paper reduce to its assertion
that evolutionary theory “leads to a prediction that would not
follow from the secial exchange models.” Even with inade-
quacies, evolutionary theory would make a contribution to our
understanding of mate selection if it did better than competing
theories. K & K do not do justice to their competition, however.
Exchange theory is not without its limitations, but it can gener-
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ate nontrivial, testable hypotheses that have been empirically
sustained. For example, making the reasonable assumption that
individuals do not want to marry a person with fewer resources
than their own leads directly to the proposition that most people
will marry someone very much like themselves (Edwards 1969).
There is no need for the convoluted argument that seeks to show
that “humans may have evolved with a preference for similar
mates.”

Given that there are social reasons for males and females to
value different characteristics in their mates, it is certainly
plausible that marriage bargains may involve exchanges of
differentially valued traits. In various collaborative efforts using
U.8. data, I have found strong evidence for the existence of
exchanges involving male economic resources (measured by
level of education) and such female noneconomic characteristics
as age, race, ethnicity, and mother tongue {Schoen & Thomas
1989; Schoen & Wooldredge 1989; Schoen et al. 1989; Stevens
& Schoen 1988}, Thus, il older men seck younger wives because
they want to have children, they may well be motivated by the
social value attached to those children, and they may be able to
attract younger wives because their greater status and resources
compensate for their age. The exchange argument does not
preclude the possibility that evolutionary factors are involved,
but it does show that they are not needed to explain age
differences ot marriage.

The social sciences build on a biological base, and a better
understanding of how the social and biological elements interact
in alt spheres of life is badly needed. Efforts to gain such an
understanding, however, are likely to entail an appreciation of
the strengths and the limitations of all disciplines involved. In
that regard, as in its theoretical arguments, the Kenrick & Kecfe
target article falls short of the mark,

Half a theory and half the data
for half the people?

Jaffry A, Simpson

Daparment of Psychology, Texas A&M University, Coltege Station, TX
77843-4235

Electronle mail: e305/s@tarmvm1.bitnet

There are several admirable features of Kenrick & Keefe's (K &
K's) target article on age preferences in male selection. First, in
using different empirical methods on people representing dif-
ferent cultures across different gencrations, they have mar-
shaled strong evidence for the pervasiveness and robustness of
their Andings. Second, as the authors justifiably nate, the
pattern of effects they report is very consistent and reliable,
especially for this particular domain of social behavior. Third,
their work extends previous evolutionary theorizing by examin-
ing changes in age preference within each sex across the life
span. Fourth, the authors have identified and begun to explore
an important domain of social behavior where evolutionary and
soelocultural theories appear to make different predictions, at
least for males.

These impressive and unique features of the target article
notwithstanding, several questions remain concerning the
meaning and interpretation of the findings. The focus here ison
two issues: {1} Are the age preference predictions for women
properly framed within an evolutionary perspective and, if not,
what accounts for the lack of variability in mate age preference:
displayed by women across the life span? (2) Given the model
advocated by K & K, do one or more proximal psychological
mechanising underlie their age preference cffects?

Potentlal problems for women? As K & K note, evolutionarily
based predictions regarding age preferences in mates are fairly
straightforward in the case of men. According to Alexander
(1987), reproductive effort can be subdivided into three compo-
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nents: mating, parcutal eare, and extraparcilal nepotistic clivrd.
K & X argue that the propensity of men to find women most
attractive during the years of relatively high fertility (17-22 for
the selection of wives and 23—28 for sex partners; Symons 1979)
stems from this first component, whereas their tendency to
value age similarity of potential partners tends to reflect the
operation of the second eomponent. When men are young,
these two countervailing forces are not at odds because women
of similar age are in their peak reproductive years. As men
become clder, however, these two forces should become in-
creasingly antagonistic, given that similar (i.e., older}) women
have passed their reproductive peak. The operation of these
increasingly countervailing forces across the life span, both of
which are believed to enhance reproductive fitness, presumably
accounts for the negative slope for men reported in the figures.

K & X state that evolutionary perspectives do not offer very
cloar predictions for women, resting most of their argument on
some brief speculations offered by Leonard (1989). [n many
respects, this thearetical stance seems impoverished. By K &
K's own admission, women in our evolutionary past should have
been selected to. acquire mates who (1) possessed abundant
resources and (2) were fairly similar in age so that mates could
provide cooperative, long-term care for offspring, Although
Buss (1989) has argued that earning capacity ought to be a good
contemporary marker of resource potential, several factors in-
Auence peak resourcefulness in males (see Jencks 1979; Willer-
man 1979). Gains in social and economic status with increasing
age are tempered by decrements in physical health and virility.
Hence, most males in contemporary society should reach their
peak in terms of global resourcefulness during their 40s {Jencks
1979), an age at which at least 20 years of paternal care still can
be offered (cf. Symons 1978). If women have been selected to
find men differentially attractive based on the joint consider-
ation of their age of maximal resourcefulness coupled with
concerns for approximate age similarity, one would expect
younger women to marry relatively older men, with average age
differences between the sexes gradually decreasing as women
become older. Contrary to men, these two countervailing forees
should be at odds when women are young because men of
sirilar age have not yet reached their peak years for resource-
fulness. As women approach middle age, however, these two
forces should become less antagonistic, given that simitar (i.c.,
older) men are at the height of resourcefulness.

This theoretical position is not acknowledged by K & K. What
itimplics iz that a negative slope for age preferences also should
have emerged for women. Although this slope might have been
more gradual for women {sec Leonard 1989), it should have
approximately paralleled the one found for men, with younger
women marrying relatively older men and age discrepancies
becoming somewhat less pronounced as women grow older. If
this perspective is a vialle one, it suggests that K & K may only
have hall'a theory and half the data for half the people - namely,
men. At the very least, the predictions and results for women
are less satislying from an evolutionary standpoint than are those
for men.

One or two proximal psychological mechanisms? To make the
strongest possible claims about the evolutionary significance of
human behavior, three types of evidence are required (Craw-
ford & Anderson 1988): (1) Contemporary data must conform to
theoretically based predictions; (2) quantitative models must be
developed to demonstrate that a given hehavior could have
enhanced fitness in our evolutionary past; and (3) the psycholog-
ical mechanism associated with the behavior must be specified,
identified, and studied. In thisarticle, K & K focus on the first of
these three tasks, Because their predictions and most interest-
ing results tend to be confined to men, most of their speculations
about proximate mechanisms underlying their findings are Him-
{ted to males. Although the intent of their target article was to
document a pattern of empirical lindings rather than to specify
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Lhe caact proxuiial mechanisms that maght account tor them, K
& K seem to suggest that a single, domain-specific mechanism
{see Cosmides & Tooby 1987) may be generating their age
preference findings.

Even though this conjecture is tenable, at least three consid-
erations argue against it, First, the two primary forces presumed
to influence mate age preferences in men stem from different
components of reproductive effort, components that ought to
differ in their salience and magnitude at different rates across
the life span. If this is so, two different psychological mecha-
nisms operating in concert may have produced the present
findings, one specific to each component.

Second, although it seems reasonable to conjecture that a
domain-specific psychological mechanism designed to keep
men attracted to younger, fertile women across the life span
might have been selected during evolutionary history, prefer-
ences for similar-age mates could be a byproduct of very differ-
ent evolutionary pressures. Preferences for similar others ex-
tend well beyond heterosexual relationships (see Byrne 1971).
Hence, the desire for similarity might reflect either a more
global or different psychological mechanism that may have
evolved as much for purposes of promoting survival (i.e., somat-
ic effort; Alexander 1987) as for enhancing reproductive success
{i.e., reproductive effort). To the extent that preferences for age
similarity did not evolve specifically to solve problems associ-
ated with reproduction, they do not meet the requirements of
“special design” (see Williams 1966). If the two forces that
ostensibly generate mate age preferences in males difler in
either domain-specificity or origin, they should represent differ-
ent psychological mechanisms.

Third, concern for similarity might have more recent {and,
thus, slightly different) evolutionary origins than concern for
fertility. During most of evolutionary history, females may not
have lived many years heyond menopause {Daly & Wilson 1983;
Symons 1979). Concern for age similarity in the service of
promoting long-term, cooperative parental care, therefore, may
not have been selected until the typical life expectaney ex-
tended well past menopause. As a result, concern for age
similarity in mates might have been selected during a later point
in evolutionary history than concern for fertility. This would
imply that two mechanisms may govern age preferences in men.

Kenrick & Keefe have provided a sound empirical foundation
on which future scholars can build. Theoretical and empirical
work in the coming decade must clarily why mate age prefer-
enecs do not vary across the life span for women and identify the
precise psychological mechanisms that yield the highly robust
age prelerence effects that exist within each sex.

What does evolution tell us
about age preferences?

Steven A. Sloman® and Leon Slomant

4 Dppartment of Psychology, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mi 48109;
bClarke Institute of Psychiatry, Toronto, Ontario, Canada M5T 1R8
Electronic mall: ¢sloman@psych.stanford.edu

As Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) point out in their first paragraph, if
the theory of natural selection is going to help us to understand
some aspect of human behavior, reproduction secems a safe bet,
And indeed, natural selection parsimoniously and elegantly
explains the plethora of data showing that males are attracted to
females who are in their early reproductive years (the principle
of reprocluctive potential). K & K and others have made a strong
argument that this preference is somehow grounded in our
biological histories. K & K's data, showing the remarkable
consistency with which male preferences regress toward
females in their late teens to mid-20s, bolsters this point. The



help provided by the principle of natural selection per se in
explaining other phenomena of age preference is far less ob-
vious, however.

The role attributed to natural selection by K & K to explain
age preferences is, despite appearances, quite limited. For
males, they appeal to the well-established principle of re-
productive potential to explain why men prefer youthful wom-
en. But they also allow for a social-interactional factor, sim-
ilarity, to reduce the discrepancy between the theory and the
data, which shows that men have some propensity to prefer
women closer to their own age. The reason people prefer
partners who are similar, according to X & K, is that they are
easier to bond and cooperate with (sect. 9.1), which facilitates
the task of parenting and grandparenting.

For the theory of natural selection to have any cxplanatory
power beyond the principle of reproductive potential it must
address similarity preferences. K & K try to tie these prefer-
ences to natural selection, but they fail to elarify anything in the
process. By their own account, the key to understanding the
similarity component is that people of similar ages tend to get
along better, but evolutionary principles are hardly neccssary to
explain why we prefer mates with whom we get along better.
Compatible mates communicate well, function together well,
reduce each other’s anxiety, and so on. To explain similarity
preferences, we can appeal to cultural norms, social dynamics,
or psychologieal propensities without postulating the evolution
of some kind of similarity detector, as the authors do (scct. 9.1).
The mere fact that people get along with similar others, and that
they know this, is sufficient to generate some correlation in age
{and other characteristics) of mates. We can understand the role
of similarity in age preferences without understanding any
evolutionary determinants that similarity preferences might
have. We have suggested that similarity preferences were not
direetly selected for, Rather, the tendency for mates to share
similar characteristics falls out of 2 competitive process in which
individuals of equal status tend to end up together {Sloman &
Sloman 1988).

As K & K admit (sect. 2.2), the predictions made by natural
selection relevant to female age preferences are even less
apparent. They propose two opposing forces: (1) Females prefer
older males because they tend to have acerued more cconomic
resources and more social status, making them better providers;
and (2) females prefer males whe are not much older than
themselves because they want to ensure that their children will
he provided for until they reach adulthood. Note that several
patterns of data would be eonsistent with their hypothesis.
Unless we make the strong assumption that men eontinue to
acerue resources and status over their entire lifetimes, we would
expeet the preference for older males to decline as females age.
But K & K can again appeal to similarity, which gives them a
third degree of freedom, and justify their move on the grounds
that similar mates are more compatible.

The contributions of the prineiple of natural selection o K &
K’s argument is that females want their ehildren to be provieed
for. This scems plausible, but it places few constraints on the
data. We agree that the truth lies in integrating psychological
and social theory in an evolutionary context. But hecause ex-
plaining the current data primarily involves understanding the
determinants of resouree aecrual, social status, and sueecesshul
bonding, design principles are of questionable value in further
informing a theory of female age preferences. K & K's data show
an impressively consistent pattern suggesting that mate selec-
tion has some genelic determinants. Their explanation is rea-
sonable, but it does imply that further understanding will be
reached through social and psychological, not evolutionary,
analysis. Kenrick & Keefe are fully aware of the role played by
nonevolutionary factors in determining age preferences. We
question whether much that is new has been added by their
evolutionary analysis.

Sexual motivation, patriarchy
and compatibility

Walter G. Stephan

Depariment of Psychology, New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, NM
88003

This provocative target article raises a number of interesting
issues, but only three are addressed here. First, I think insuffi-
cient emphasis has been given to the fact that whatever selection
pressures affected age preferences in mates operated primarily
in the environment of evolutionary adaptedness (hunting and
gathering societies). Second, the role of the reward value of
sexual behavior in shaping age preferences has been ignored.
Third, two social factors that affect age preferences — patriarchal
social structures and age similarity — deserve greater emphasis.

Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) present an argument, based on
Leonard's (1989) reasoning, which suggests that women should
prefer men who have enough years left to see the women’s last
children through to maturity, K & K then suggest that to achieve
this goal women should choose men slightly older than they are,
if the men have resources. The authors fail to consider the
implications of the short average life expectancies of people in
hunting and gathering societies, however. In hunting and
gathering societies, Leonard's argument implies that women's
prelerence for men should decrease as the men's ages increase.
The reason is that the older the men are, the lower the proba-
bility that they will live long enough to support their children
through to maturity. Also, the older the women are, the young-
er the men they should prefer to optimize the probability that at
least one parent will live long enough to care for their children.
Women who reached the age of 50 or so should not care about
the age of their mates, however, as their children should then be
mature.

K & K also make several additional arguments for why females
should prefer older males. They suggest that because females
mature at a younger age than imen, females at puberly may have
to select slightly older males. Within a few years after female
puberty, however, there would be no reason for females to
select older males, at least for reasons of sexual maturity. Their
remaining arguments for female preferences for older males are
related to a social factor — the increasing status and resources
that males acquire with age. The evidence addueed in support of
this argument is from contemporary socicties, however, In
hunting and gathering societies, the accumulation of status and
resourees may have been less important than the ability o males
to provide protection and to obtain (rather than accumulate}
such resources as food. The declines that K & K cile as occuwrring
in men at the upper end of the age distribution — lowered status,
resources, and virility — are also much more relevant to modern
society than lo hunling and gathering groups and probably
played little vole if any in evolved age preferences among
women. Thus, there should have been intense competition
among women for young males in hunting and gathering
societics.

The results do not fit the pattern predicted by applying
evolutionary reasoning to hunting and gathering societies. Al-
though very young women do prefer men somewhat older than
they are, older women continue to prefer older men, not
YOUNEEr ones.

K & K argue that teenage men should not show a preference
for younger women, but that as men age they should give
greater weight to the number of years of lertility remaining to
prospective mates and therefoere prefer younger women, A
different set of predictions emerges when one considers the
relatively short average life expectancics in bunting and gather-
ing societics. Men should prefer women as young as possible
alter the age of menarche to increase the probability that their
children will have a parent to care for them through maturity,
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Older men, in particular, should prefer young women because
this optimizes the probability that the mother will live long
enough to ecare for the children until they are mature. Aside
from these age considerations, men should prefer women at the
optimum age for successful fertility, no matter what their own
age is. Such choices maximize the number of children possess-
ing the men's genes. Thus, there should have been intense
competition among men for young women in hunting and
gathering societies,

As is the case for females, the data do nat follow this pattarn,
Instead of preferring women at the optimal age of fertility, men
display a preference for increasingly older women as they
themselves age. By the age of 50 or 60 men are preferring
women who are actually beyond reproductive age, The only
exceptions are the men on the island of Pore and those advertis-
ingin The Washingtonian, who consistently preferred women of
reproductive age.

If preferences hased on the average life expectancies of men
and women in the environment of evolutionary adaptedness do
not explain the obtained pattern of results, what does?

A second factor shaped by evolutionary pressures does play a
significant role in age prefercnces, but it is not a factor consid-
ered by K & K. This second factor concerns the rewards of sexual
intercourse. Although reproduction is the crucial evolutionary
goal, sexual intercourse and its accompanying rewards are the
mechanisms by which this goal is achieved. It seems likely that
orgasm evolved because it ereated a motivation to engage in
behaviors that led to reproduction. The ease with which orgasm
can be achieved and its reward value apparently differ between
the genders. Men masturbate more, more frequently experi-
ence orgasm during intercourse, buy more erotiea, commit rape
more frequently, visit more prostitutes, are less faithful, engage
in higher rates of sexual behavior in homosexual relationships,
have higher numbers of sex partners, and are less discriminating
in selecting sexuval partners than women. The lower rewards of
soxual behavior for human females did not pose a threat to the
species because it is necessary only for the physically dominant
gender ofa species to be motivated to engage in sexual behavior,

If sexual intercourse is less rewarding for women than for
men, women would be expected to weigh nonsexual rewards
more heavily than men in their mate preferences. To under-
stand what these other rewards would be, it is necessary to
consider the patriarchal nature of nearly all human societies,
Because women In patriarchal sacictics are less likely than men
to possess resources and status, they may seek such rewards
associated with status as security, material goods, social bene-
fits, and resources related to parental care giving. Because age
tends to be associated with the possession of resources in
modern — but not necessarily in ancient - patriarchal societies,
one would expect women in such sceieties to have a preference
for older men. In addition, mating with older men preserves the
status differences between the sexes that characterize pa-
triarchal societies. Violations of such norms typically incur social
costs that women (and men) will seck to avoid.

Given their interests in sexual rewards, men would be ex-
pected to prefer the most sexually rewarding partners they can
find, This means choosing attractive, young, healthy women.
The characteristics that are considered “attractive” have proba-
bly come under considerable selection pressure. From an evo-
lutionary standpoint, the traits that should be considered to be
attractive are those associated with fertility — relative youth
{optimal age of fertility), health, strength, wide hips, large
breasts, and the absence of visible deformities. Thus, attrac-
tiveness is a surrogate for fertility. It is a proximal cause of men's
mate preferences, although reproduction is the distal cause. In
addition, mating with younger women enables men to maintain
their dominant position and avoids whatever social sanctions are
associated with violating age norms for mate selection in pa-
triarchal societies,

The data indicate that men do not prefer women who are as
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close to the optimal age of fertility as possibie and women do not
always prefer the men who would be most likely to possess
resources and status. In particular, older men prefer women
who are only somewhat younger than they are and young
women prefer men who are only somewhat older than they are.
Thus, at least one more factor must be operating. I believe this
factor is age similarity. The authors argue that similarity in terms
of values, expectations, habits, and age may come under selec-
tion pressure. Similarity on most dimensions would lead to
increased compatibility and that could clearly have had an
evolutionary advantage. Similarity of age may not have come
under such strong evolutionary pressure, however. Age dif-
ferences among prospective mates were more constrained in
hunting and gathering societies than in modern societies, be-
cause of the shorter average life spans in such socicties. The
stability of hunting and gathering socicties would also have
meant that there were fewer generational differences to create
between-cohort incompatibilities than there are in modern
societies. Thus, although similarity in values, expectations, and
habits may have come under selection pressures in hunting and
gathering societies, similarity in age probably did not.

With the greater age ranges and the rapid social changes that
occur in modern sacieties, age similarity could have a significant
effect on compatibility. Thus, a preference for similar-aged
mates is a social product of modern societies, based on the
anticipated rewards of compatibility. For males, a preference
for similar-aged females would temper their preferences for
younger females, except among younger males where the two
factors coincide. For females, a preference for similar-aged
males would temper their preference for older males, except
among older wotnen where the two factors coincide. This is the
basic pattern in the data presented in this article,

In summary, men have a greater motivation than women to
seck sexvally rewarding partners and therefore prefer attrac-
tive, younger women. This tendency is reinforced by living in
patriarchal societies and tempered by a desire to mate with
women whose age is similar to theirs. Women, for whom sexual
rewards are less important than they are for men, choose
partners who offer them resources and status - leading them to
prefer older men. This tendency is strongly reinforced in pa-
triarchal socicties and tempered by a desire to mate with men
whose age is similar to theirs.

Mortality and age-specific
patterns of marriage

Gillian Stevens

Department of Sociology, Universily of illinols, Urbana, i 61801
Electronle mall: slevens@uiucymd. bitnet

Kenrick & Keefe's (K & K's) evolutionary model provides an
intriguing explanation for the commonly observed marriage
patterns of age homogamy (marriages in which spouses are of
similar ages), age hypergamy (marriages in which the husband is
older than the wite) and the more rarely observed marriage
pattern of hypogamy {marriages in which the husband is young-
er than the wife). Their model is still not fully convincing,
however, because they do not consider some basic demographic
scenarios.

An evolutionary model rests on the relationships between
parents’ characteristies or behaviors and numbers of surviving
children. Differential fertility and mortality are thus important
considerations, Throughout most of human history, people
lived in small socicties, often hunting and gathering socicties,
that were typificd by relatively high rates of mortality and
fortility. High rates of mortality mean that a large proportion of
children bom do not survive until the age of reproductive
maturity. High rates of mortality also mean that a large propor-



tion of people reaching the ages of reproductive maturity do not
survive through the years of young and middle adulthood - the
years of childbearing and childrearing. Research by Uhlenburg
(1980) demonstrates, for example, that around the turn of the
century in the United States — a time when life expectancy at
birth hovered just over 40 years — about 25% of children born to
young parcnts were orphaned in childhood by the death of one
or both of their parents.

In a society characterized by high mortality, orphanhood
increases the already high risk of mortality for children, and the
risk of being orphaned is dirgetly related to the ages of children’s
parents, From the perspective of adults, the age of their spouse
at the time of marriage is thus an important consideration. The
older the spouse, the less likely that the spouse will survive
through the years of childbearing and childrearing and the more
likely that the children of the union will be orphaned. Life tables
for a high mortality population (sce Coale et al. 1983} suggest
that the probability of a 20-year-old woman surviving at least 15
more years, which is about the minimum length of time re-
quired to conceive, bear, and parent a child close to maturity, is
about .72, The probability of 2 20-year-old man surviving 15
more years is also about .72. But for 25-year-old men and
women, the probabilities of surviving 15 more years are reduced
to .68 and .89 respectively. So young adult women who marry
men only five years older than themselves increase the risk of
having their children orphaned by the death of their father by
4%. Marriage to a man 10 years older increases the risk by a
further 5%.

The pressures exerted by mortality encourage marriage at an
early age for both men and women and thus provide an explana-
tion for age homogamy {age can therefore be viewed as a cue for
survival potential for both sexes as well as a cue for reproductive
potential for women). The pressures exerted by mortality also
predict that older adults of both sexes should prefer younger
spouses — a tendency that is observed for older men. Because
the mortality pressures were probably roughly symmetrical
across the sexes (the mortality regimes for men and women were
probably more equivalent in historic societies than they are in
today's societies), what the martality pressures do not explain is
the current tendency for women to report preferences for and to
marry older men. Tt is noteworthy, however, that the relative
frequencies with which hypergamy and hypogamy oceur de-
pend strongly on time and place, For example, in the United
States around the turn of the century, one in six women was
marricd to a man five or more years her junior, whereas one in
10 was married to a man 10 or more years her junior {Atkinson &
Glass 1985). But in 1980 only one in 40 American women was
married to a man five or more years her junior and only one in
166 was married to a man 10 or more years her junior. This
variance across a short period of time is a reminder that socictal
norms and expectations, which can change rapidly, strongly
influence age-specific patterns of marriage and thus observa-
tions pertaining to modern populations need not reflect prefer-
ences and behavior in historie populations.

Differential mortality is also an important factor to consider
when comparing the number of surviving offspring from the
types of age-heterogamous marriages. K & K argue that age-
hypogamous marriages, which involve older women and young-
er men, were less fertile than hypergamous marriages, which
involve younger women and older men. Bul were hypogamous
marriages characterized by fewer surviving children than hy-
pergamous marriages? At the limit, probably yes. Younger men
marrying women old enough to have gone through menopause
will obvigusly have less fertile marriages than older men and
younger women. But a sizeable proportion of young adult
women do not survive to the age of menopause in high mortality
sovieties. And given the pressures to marry at a younger age,
few of the survivors would reach the age of menopavse unmar-
ried. As a result, for most historic populations the issuc of
menopausal sterility was probably moot. So the question con-
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cerning the relative numbers of surviving children from hyper-
gamous versus hypogamous marriages is better relegated to
marriages involving adults from late adolescence through the
thirties. The answer to this question concerning the differential
survival of children from hypogamous versus hypergamous
marriages then becomes difficult to anticipate. Tt certainly
seems possible that hypergamous marriages were survived by
more children than hypogamous marriages but it is also easy to
suggest reasons why this may not have been the case. Perhaps
children’s survival after infancy was more dependent on their
father's survival than their mother's survival. Unequivocal sup-
port for an evolutionary model as the rationale for age patterns of
marriage thus requires considering differential fertility and the
differential mortality of children from age-homogamous, hyper-
gamous and hypogamous marriages.

What do men want?

Donald Symons

Department of Anthropology, University of Caiifornia, Santa Barbara, CA
23106

Although Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) counterpose evolutionary
and economic explanations of human mate preflerences, evolu-
tionists should find congenial the notion that mating entails
social exchange, and social exchange theorists presumably are
not Creationists. The essential contrast is one of implicit as-
sumptions about human nature: Social exchange theorists typ-
ically assume that the psychological mechanisms underpinning
mate preferences are generalized and sexually monomorphic,
whereas evolutionists typically assume that at least some (but
not necessarily all) of these mechanisms are specialized and
sexually dimorphic. The consistency of K & K’s data provides
some support for the latter assumption.

As K & K note, however, many evolutionists have argued that
natural selection designed human males to prefer young females
as sexual partners and mates. (K & K also point out that
evolutionary expectations about females’ age preferences are less
clear.) What is novel is K & K's implication that natural selection
also designed human males to prefer similar-aged females as
mates and that actual mate choices somehow compromise these
preferences {among other things). Yet K & K do not really
describe the psychological mechanisms - that is, the adaptations
— that they believe underpin the hypothesized male preference
for similar-aged mates.! This is a serious omission, because the
goal of the adaptationist program, or teleanomy, is “'to recognize
certain of [the organism's] features as componentsolsome special
problem-solving machinery” (Williams 1885, p. 1),

A preference for similar-aged mates could result from a
psychological mechanism that instantiated the rule “prefer
mates similar in generel 1o yoursell” or a mechanism that
instantiated the rule "prefer mates similar in age to yoursell.” It
is unlikely, however, that selection favored either of these
hypothetical mechanisms.

I selection had favored a preference for mates similar in
general to onesell (gender excepted), men would prefer mas-
culine women and women would prefer feminine men; diseased
and deformed people would perceive as most attractive the
similarly afllicted; beautiful women would not tend to marry up,
ecause they would prefer mates of their own sociceconomic
statuses; and so forth. Nor Is it likely that selection favared a
preference for mates similar to onesclf genetically, On the
contrary, such a preference would to some extentundermine the
purpose of sexual reproduction, which is to produce genetically
diverse offspring, probably asadefense against pathogens {Tooby
1982}, Human inbreeding depression is a well-cstablished phe-
noemenon; human outbreeding depression is not, [Cf. Rushton;
“Genetic Similarity” BBS 12(3) 1959.]



The existence of positive assortative mating does not neces-
sarily imply that individuals prefer mates similar to themselves.
Positive assortment can occur, for example, as an incidental
byproduct of psychological mechanisms designed for other pur-
poses. Imagine n monogamous species in which mate choice is
underpinned selely by a sexually monomorphic psychologieal
mechanism that instantiates the rule “prefer tallness.” The
tallest individuals will mate with one another because they want
to, the shortest individuals will mate with one another because
they have no other choice, assortative mating with respect to
height will be perfect, and there will be positive assortment lor
every characteristic that correlates positively with height {see
Sloman & Sloman 1988; Symons 1987). Or consider a human
psychological mechanism that generates a template of facial
Lreauty by averaging observed faces (Langlois & Roggman 1990;
Symaons 1979). Because most people are exposed disproportion-
ately to the faces of their own kin, each person's template is
likely to deviate slightly from the population composite in the
direction of his own features (Symons 1987), a phenomencn
perhaps exacerbated in some recent environments by the evolu-
tionarily novel ubiquity of mirrors. Positive assortative mating
that oceurs as an incidental byproduct of psychologieal mecha-
nisms designed for other purposes is more likely to be a selective
cost than a benefit,

K & K appear to assume that in the human environment of
evolutionary adaptedness (EEA) spousal cooperation was facili-
tated by age similarity and that selection therefore favored a
male preference for similar-aged mates. No evidence or sus-
tained argument is presented to support this assumption, how-
cver, and there are reasons, in addition to the cnes K & K
mention, to expect selection to have favored a male preference
for young rather than similar-aged mates. For one thing, among
tribal peoples — and by extension among our Pleistocene an-
cestors — every woman performs essentially similar daily tasks
regardless of her age or her husband's age, and a young, strong
woman unencumbered by children is likely to perform these
tasks most efliciently (Chagnon, personal communication). Fur-
thermore, the survival ofa child in the EEA was almost certainly
facilitated by its mother’s survival, and a female of peak re-
productive value would have been less likely than an older
female to die before a newborn infant could reach reproductive
maturity (Tooby, persenal communication). Also, compared to
an older female, a female of peak reproductive value would
typically have had more living elder kin to invest in her, her
children, and her hushand {Chagnon 1988).

Male sexual preferences — which everywhere are an impor-
tant determinant of mate preferenees (Symons 1978) — would
seem to further undermine K & K's assumption that males were
seleeted to prefer similar-aged mates. 1f in the BEA the ideal
age for a mate increased systematieally with male age, it seems
reasonable to expect these selective circumstances to be incar-
nated in male sexual psychology; for example, il the ideal mate
for a 45-year-old male was, say, a 30-year-old female, then one
would expect selection to have designed 45-year-old males to
perecive as maximally sexually attractive those physical eharae-
teristics that were diagnostic of 30-year-old females (including
the observable sequelae of 12 or 13 years of more or less
continuous pregnancy and lactation). After afl, nothing in phys-
ical or hiological law renders smooth skin, wrinkled skin, stretch
marks, firm breasts, or pendulous breasts inherently attractive
or unattractive: Beauty is in the adaptations of the beholder.

As I noted in a previous commentary in these pages (Symons
1989), Chagnon reports that Yanomamo males prefer newly
nubile females as sexual partners and as wives, [ know of no
reason o suppose the situation to be different among other
tribal peoples or to have been different in the human EEA. In
that commentary [ also predicted that most adult males will
perceive as maximally sexually attractive physical charac-
teristics that were reliable cues of peak female reproductive
value in the EEA, hut that in industrialized societics most older
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males will not prefer to marry newly nubile females. There are
many reasons for the latter prediction, three of which are the
following: First, most females in industrialized societics main-
tain a relatively youthful appearance far longer than females did
in the EEA.2

Second, selection may have favored preferences for specific
kinds of mate similarity, one of which may be ethnic similarity.
In medern industrialized societies, unlike the human EEA,
there is so much change in language, dress, manners, values,
musie, and so forth, from one generation to the next that
members of dilferent generations are to some extent members
of different cultures. In this evolutionarily novel environment,
age dissimilarity may often activate psychological mechanisms
that were designed to detect ethnie dissimilarity.

Third, marriage in industrialized socicties is in many respects
an gvolutionarily novel institution (Symons 1985),3 hence choos-
ing a mate in such societies — like choosing a CEO, a dentist, ora
good utility infielder - is an activity without a precise Pleisto-
cene equivatent. Some mate preference criteria (e.g., the pref-
erence for a mate with whom one shares common interests) that
were irrelevant to mating, or even meaningless, in the EEA may
promote marriage between people of similar ages in indus-
trinlized socleties.

In conclusion, the preferred age for a wife in many evolu-
tionarily novel environments no doubt does increase systemat-
ieally with male age, but this changing age preference is unlikely
to be an adaptation.
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NOTES

1, Statistics on marriage and matrimonial/singles advertisements are
highly indirect evidence aboul the psychological mechanisms underpin-
ning age preferences in mates because these statistics have many
determinants in addition 1o actual age preferences.

9. This point can be made far more convincingly with photographs
thun with words. [ illustrate my lectures on the evolutionary psychology
of sexual attractiveness with slides of Yanomamo girls and women from
11 to 45 years of age. In my experience, afler viewing these slides every
member of the audience intuitively understands the preference of
Yanomaeno males for 16- lo 18-year-old females.

3. Marriages in industrialized Western socicties, unlike the EEA,
are always monogamous, are normally arranged by the principals rather
than by elder kin, are rarely intended to cement alliances among
networks of kin, may not involve significant division of labor, may not
even he intended to involve child rearing, are rarely necessary for
ceonomtie survival, and normally require spouses to depend on one
another for various kinds ol support that, in times past, would have been
supplied by kindred.

The preferred age of a potential mate reflects
evolved male sexual psychology

Nancy Wilmsen Thornhill and Patrick A. A. Thornhill
Dspariment of Biology, University of New Mexico, Albuquerque, NM
B7131-1091

Electronic mall: athorn@unmvm.bitnet

In the target article, Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) join the growing
ranks of psychologists who are beginning to use evelutionary
theory to inforin their models of human social behavior, Further-
more, K & K combine evolutionary logic with social psychologi-
cal methodology, effecting a powerdul treatment of a behavior of
enduring human interest, mate choice. These considerations
alone make the target article a valuable contribution to the
growing literature on empirical evaluation of mate choice crite-
ria. We thinkthe target article would have benefited, however, if
the authors had focused on implementing the recent advances in



cvolutionary psychology that emphasize the elucidation of be-
havior through the evaluation of psychological design.

Psychological adaptation must somehow causally underlie all
human feelings, emotion, learning, and behavior (see Cosmides
& Tooby 1987; Symons 1887). Psychological change (arousal,
emaotions, learing, ete.) and behavior are the products of the
processing of environmental information by psychological
mechanisms and psychological mechanisms must somehow ro-
flect psychological structure/design. One domain of the human
psyche is the sexual psyche. Aspects of sexual psychology should
be designed to process specific information about important
ovents surrounding sexuality {including mate choice). The sexu-
al psychology of men should thus be designed to assess accu-
rately the reproductive capacities of their prospective mates.
Given the emphasis men place on health and age of women, this
appears to be a good description {Buss 1987, 1989; Symons
1979}. Thus, youth should be a constant factor in the eriteria of
mate choice for men of any age. And much cross-cultural datado
seem to support the prediction that men of any age should gften
marry young, reproductive-aged women. For example, in
polygynous societies, wives’ age at marriage is relatively invar-
iant, but husbands are older with each successive marriage (i.e.,
as men age, they add wives to their families, each one of whom is
the same age at marriage as the last wife was; e.g., Murdock
1949},

Ifmen do have a sexual psychology that is designed to process
relevant reproductive information {e.g., age) about a woman,
thea the most sexually desirable women should be young ones.
Indeed, this appears to be empirical fact in all studies that have
addressed male sexual preference (Symons 1979; Symons &
Ellis 198%; Thornhill & Thornhill 1990, in press). It would
surprise us if men over the age of 40 were immune to the sexual
desirability of women under the age of 30.

If the above describes male sexual psychology, how can the
data in the target article showing male interests to include
primarily women who are not much younger than themselves be
explained? Male sexual psychology is probably also designed to
process information about the probability that the sexuality of
any prospective mate can be easily controlled. Control of a
mate’s sexuality has probably been of major importance to men
throughout human evolutionary history because of the implica-
tions such control has for paternity reliability. There is some
evidence that male sexual psychology ineludes adaptation spe-
cifically designed to process information surrounding sexual
coercion (Thornhill & Thornhill 1890; subwmitted).

With these two interrelated eonsiderations of male sexual
psychology, K & K might entertain the following explanations
for the patterns in their data:

{1) Evidently, women prefer mates a few years older than
themselves, as discussed in the target article. This must con-
strain a man'’s ability to attract his otherwise most desired mate
as he ages, Given this, an older man who does lorm a mateship
with a woman much younger than himsel{ is probably not her
most desired mate. This inequity in the “market value” of the
two individuals might cause the man in such mateships con-
stantly to question his ability to control the sexuality of his mate
(including infidelity, desertion, ete.; see also Tooby & Cosmides
1990). Such a relationship must be inherently conducive to
rather acute male psychological trauma, countering any male
tendency to find such a relationship desirable. So, even though
young women are more desirnble sexually, the costs associated
with the pursuit of a relationship with a young woeman might
begin to outweigh the benefits at some point in male life history.

{2} Aspointed out by K & K, as men age, they are progres-
sively more likely to die. The authors quite reasonably suggest
that this may explain why women are not so interested in older
men. From the male perspective, a reproductive relationship
with a much younger woman may end in his death, leaving her
to remate, perhaps using his resources in ways not conducive to
his interests and perhaps endangering the well-being of his

children. A young woman married to a much older man is likely
{through the mate’s death) to engage in another mateship. If
children result from the mateship with the older man, these
children are later placed in the potentially dangerous steplather
home (see Daly & Wilson, 1988, for discussion of child abuse by
stepfathers), This would be a situation most men would be
anxious for their children to avoid., Furthermore, after his
death, a man’s resources are often (at least partly) controlled by
his wife, who might use them in her own interests, which may
not be congruent with those of her first mate (especially if she
remates), Older men mated to younger women would seem to
be at greater risk of such misdirection of resources given that
their much younger wives are likely to remate.

For these two reasons men might facultatively change their
perspectives on the most desirable age of a potential mate, The
above considerations about male sexual psychology suggest
some predictions about preferred age of mates for men. First,
when men are wealthy and powerful enough to be able to
manifestly control their mates’ sexuality, then no matter what
their age, their preferred mates should be young women of peak
reproductive age. Second, when social systems are such that
wives remain among their hushbands’ kin (who will protect the
man’s interests) after marriage and even after their hushands’
death, then men should desire young, peak reproductive-aged
women as mates, regardless of male age. Third, when men are
wealthy but unable effectively to control the sexuality of their
mates {because they are not wealthy enough or have no kin
around) young, peak reproductive-aged women should be less
desirable as mates as men age.

Measuring the magnitude of sex differences

John Marshall Townsend

Department of Anthropology, Syracuse Universily, Syracuse, NY
13244-1200

Kenrick & Keefe's (K & K's) article makes a valuable contribu-
tion to the study of mate selection. Their argument uses the
principles of independent but convergent lines of evidence and
analyses of cross-cultural and historical materials imaginatively
and cogently. My comments are mevely intended to clarify some
points that might prove useful in interpreting K & K's results.
The following bodies of evidence support the view that, al-
though they are strong, the sex differences in age preferences in
K & K's data represent a compromise with ideal preferences;
consequently they understate differences in sexual psychalogy.

(1} In species in which males invest significantly in their
offspring, the best mate for females tends to be the one that
offers the highest quality investment; even in predominantly
monogamous species, males are more likely than females to
attempt to copulate with additional partners by spreading their
investments (Symons 1979; Trivers 1972). Among human
beings, paternal investment can take the form of material
resources, protection, time, and nurturanee devoted to women
andt their offspring. In contemporary Western society, such
words as love and commitment serve as vernacular euphemisms
for investment: Consciously or unconseiously, women tend to
trade sexual access for investment whereas men trade invest-
ment for female sexuality and beauty (Denney et al. 1984;
Townsend 1987; 1989; Townsend & Levy 1690a; 1990b). A
corollary of this principle is that basic sex differences in sexuality
are compromised in heterosexual relations (Symons 1979). Het-
erosexuals’ fantasies, dissatisfactions, and ideal preferences
tend to reveal stronger sex differences than do statistics on
actual sexual behavior (Ellis & Symons 1990; Symons & Ellis
1989; Townsend 1987; 1989).

A primary function of marriage has been to secure male
investment in a woman and her offspring because this has always
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been more problematic for the community than inducing a
woman to invest in her offspring (Davis 1985; Symons 1979;
1985). Monogamous marriage can represent the ultimate in
male investment and hence the ultimate compramise of male
sexual fantasies and impulses (Ellis & Symons 1980; Symons
1979; 1985; Townsend 1987, Townsend & Levy 1990b). Conse-
quently, marriage statistics and matrimonial advertisements are
likely to compromise what the sexes would ideally prefer. Even
ads for more nebulous relationships (also a euphemism) among_
heterosexuals are likely to understate what the advertisers
would ideally prefer and overstate what they have to offer, Ads
like the following fictions are not likely to reccive many serious,
positive responses:

— Horny, insensitive, lower-middle-class male seeks gorgeous,

lustful female for low-investment copulations with no strings

attached.

— Homely, sexually indifferent female seeks fabulously rich, roman-

tic male who will be absclutely devoted to her and her children,

{2) When K & K describe women's preferences as unvarying
and men's as varying, they are using the preferred age dif-
ference between spouses as their reference point. Although it is
not invalid, this characterization obscures the fact that the actual
ages of women’s preferred partners are varying a great deal
more than the preferred ages of men's partners, The empirical
and clinical lterature on the development of sexual orientation,
gender transposition, and the paraphilias suggests that in pre-
puberty, boys, more than girls, internalize, in a process resem-
bling imprinting, the physical attributes of a class of sex objects.
These physical attributes act as visual stimuli for sexuval arousal
during and following puberty (Pillard & Weinrich 1987
Weinrich 1988). Once internalized, these attributes are rela-
tively inflexible, for example, it is difficult if not impossible to
induce heterosexnal men to be aroused by males’ bodies, or gay
males by women's bodies, or even to convert “breast men” to
“leg men.” In comparison, females tend to be more flexible
about the physical attributes of partners. The mere sight of these
attributes does not produce sexual arousal, and females, both
gay and straight, place more emphasis on partners’ willingness
and ability to invest {Barlow ct al. 1873; Bell & Weinberg 1978;
Green 1987; Money 1980; Pillard & Weinrich 1987; Stoller
1982; Symons 1979; Townsend n.cl.; Weinrich 1988). K & K's
finding that men’s age preferences are less variable than wom-
en's is consistent with this analysis. That men's physical stan-
dards for mates are relatively stable after puberty is also sup-
ported by the tastes expressed in men's magazines. Playboy and
Penrthouse do not have special editions for older men featuring
older women. If a market existed for such depictions, surely
some entreprencur would fill the gap.

(3) Having a wife or otherwise public partner who is more
similar in age and socioeconomic status (SES) offers powerful
men significant advantages: greater social aceeptance, compan-
ionship, lower necessity lor prenuptial agreements and proper-
ty settlements, and perhaps less demanding partners. But
powerful men who have such public partners may alse have
aceess to mistresses, girlfriends, or call girls. In terms of age and
physical attractiveness, we would expect these less public part-
ners to fall somewhere between the figures in the men's sexual
fantasies and magazines on the one end, and their official
partners on the other, Hence, with the passible exception of call
girls, who are specifically paid to fulfill fantasies, even lower
investment refationships with these less public partners repre-
sent compromises of basic fantasies and impulses.

{4) A test of the preceding thesis would involve examining the
preferences of powerful men in societies that allowed them
ample opportunity and few casts for indulging their tastes. The
available literature suggests that in such societies only the most
powerful men can afford to be polygynous and they tend to
prefer newly nubile women as wives and concubines - young
virgins typically being “worth more” {Betzig 1982; Daly &
Wilson 1983; Symons 1979). These preferences appear even in
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ethnographic accounts written with a bias against the notion of
universal sex differences in sexuality (Mead 1028; 1935), Com-
pared to data from these “less developed” societies, K & K's data
and Glenn's reanalysis (1989) of Buss's cross-cultural data (1989)
support the thesis that women's increasing SES (socioeconomic
status) in contemporary Western nations tends to reduce dif-
ferences in spousal ages. Observing this effect in the American
marriage market, K & K state that “most men in their 60s are
simply not in a position to demand women who are several
decades younger.” Increasing women's SES has evidently al-
lowed women to be choosier in selecting and rejecting mates
(Bernard 1979; Blumstein & Schwartz 1883; Udry 1981). But the
lower rates of marriage and remarriage and the higher rates of
childlessness among higher status women also suggest that
there is a growing pool of women whose socioeconomic stan-
dards for mates exceed what their age and physical attrac-
tiveness merit on the current dating-mating market (Bloom &
Trussel 1982; Blumstein & Schwartz 1883; Goldman et al. 1984;
Townsend 1987; 1989).

Wanting and getting ain’t the same

Pierre L. van den Berghe
Department of Soclology, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 98195

What Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) gave us is not so much an account
of age preferences in mates as an account of what mates people
either get or hope to get. Even matrimonial or personal adver-
tisements are fot an accurate refleetion of preferences under a
fitness maximization model, but of best realistic expectations,
given the constraints of the mating market. Obviously, if you
place such an ad in an American newspaper as “Rich male
octogenarian secks 13-year-old virgin,” you are not only likely to
draw a blank but to get the morals squad to investigate you.

The ideal data to test preferences are those drawn from
mating systems that are free of constraints on the mating choices
of either males or females. In a heterosexual mating market,
simultancous freedom of constraints for both sexes is impossible
because the choices of one sex constrain the choices of the other.
There are many human mating systems, however, in which
there is great asymmetry of freedom of choice, overwhelmingly
in favor of males, especially older males controlling economic
and political resources.

Belore petting to the substance of K & K's analysis, we must
introduce two conceptual refinements. The first, stressed long
agoe by Symaons {1979, p. 189), is the distinction between the
reproductive value of a female to a male, which peaks immedi-
ately after menarche, and her fecundity, which, in the human
case, lags behind menarche and peaks in late teens to mid-20s.
Male choice of age of female mates should be a function of the
type of prospective male reproductive effort. Where short-time
mating effort swamps long-term parental effort, males, irrespec-
tive of their own age, should go for women at the peak of their
fecundity, irrespective of parity. Conversely, ifthe male is in for
the long haul, he should go for nulliparous nymphets, Male
choice of female age {and parity status) should not be a function
of male age, but of anticipated type of male reproductive effort.

Such results as K & K report are probably an artifact of the
correlation between male age and type of reproductive effort.
Adolescent boys can be expected to prefer women older than
themselves because their reproductive effort consists almost
purely of mating. Their current parental investment prospects
are near zero. As such, they are not very attractive as long-term
mates to females of any age, and therefore, horny as they are,
they cannot afford to be very choosy if they are going to mate at
all; but, given an unconstrained choice, they can be expected to
go for the Playboy centerfold type, as would a male of any age if
he is primarily intercsted in mating, The fact that older males



progressively increase their stated preference for age of female
as they themselves age is probably simply a function of their
coming to terms with the reality of a mating market heavily
constrained by female choice, preseriptive monogamy, legal age
restrictions, prospects of infidelity, the stigma of culturally
defined “lechery,” social taboos against having spouses younger
than one’s children, and so on.

Women, on the other hand, ean be predicted to choose long-
term mates who not ondy control resources, but can be expeeted
to invest as much of those resources as possible in their off-
spring, for as long as possible. On the average, this produces
preference for mates older than themselves, but not too much
older. For females, too, the main determinant is not absclute or
relative age, but relative stress on mating versus parental
investment, short-term versus long-term relationships, and
amount and reliability of male parental investment. A much
younger short-term lover can be quite attractive if he does not
threaten the investment of a fong-term mate. Conversely, an
elderly millionaire with terminal prostate cancer can also be a
good prospeet if he can be coaxed to change his will. Women
settle for older men, not because old age is sexy, but because of
the positive correlation between male age and control over
resources, Age preference, in female choice as in male choice, is
a statistical artifact of association with other more determinative
factors. Holding everything else constant, women like their
mates as young as men do, but the sexual asymmetry of parental
investment dictates very different reproductive strategies for
men and women that get expressed in male/female age differ-
entials.

The second key conceptual distinction is the old one between
reproductive sex ratio and age-specific sex ratio. K & K stress
the fatter, and because their data are drawn from over-
whelmingly monogamous socicties {de jure in the case of the
United Siates and Burope, de facto for the vast majority in the
case of Indin and the Philippines), the distinetion is of limited
practical consequence. Given the two or three year male/female
difference in maturation time (sexual bimaturism) characteristic
ol our species, however, the male/female reproductive sex ratio
has to be somewhat lower than the age-specific one, even in
preseriptively monogamous systems.

Obviously, our sexual bimaturism (and the sexual dimorph-
istn in size, strength and musculature that accompanies it) is
indicative of an evolutionary past of moderate polygyny. Equal-
ly obviously, the more polygyny is found in a given society, the
lower the male/female reproductive sex ratio, and the greater
the mean age difference hetween mates. Sexual bimaturism
should be locked at as imposing an upper limit of <1 on the
reproductive sex ratio, quite independently of the depressing
effect of higher mortality rates at all ages on the age-specific sex
ratio,

Let us now come to the problem of testing hypotheses of age
preferences In mates. There is an inherent difficulty in studying
hoterosexuality, namely, that whatever matings take place,
barring rape, represent a compromise between male and female
preferences. That is, the preferences of one sex act as a con-
straint on the preferences of the other. Therefore, homosex-
vality, paradoxical as it may seem, is probably a more fertile field
for testing evolutionarily grounded hypotheses an mate prefer-
ences, a point also made by Symons (1979, p. 304; See also BBS
multiple book review of The Evolution of Human Sexuality”
BBS 3(2) 1980). Of the heterosexual mating systems, the best
ones to study are the ones in which mate choices are least
constrained by restrictions on plural marriage, on age of mar-
riage, marriageable categories, and sex in general. Although no
society is sexually unconstralned, the Western data in five of the
six cases presented by K & K deviate starkly from the evolution-
ary past in that they are prescriptively monogamous and erimi-
nalize sexual relations between adulis and adoleseents. Both of
these constraints put a serious damper on the expression of age
preferences in mates, especially for men.
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There is, however, a type of society where male preferences
are relatively unconstrained, at least as to age. Those are
polygynous, patrilineal, viriloeal societies, mostly of tropical
pastoralists and horticulturalists, that often practice marriage by
bridewealth (Betzig 1986; Chagnon 1967; 1874; Draper 1989;
Evans-Pritchard 1940; Fortes 1949; Goldschmidt 1969; Goody
& Tambiah 1973; Irons 1975; Murdock 1959; Nadel 1942;
Radcliffe-Brown & Forde 1950). In societies of this type, many,
sometimes most, of the men over 40 or 45 are polygynous, and
they become so by serially marrying at several years’ intervals,
young girls who are progressively younger than themselves, so
that, by the end of their lives, some of their children are
sometimes younger than some of their grandchildren.

Such high incidences of polygyny are sustaipable only
through a large mean age difference between husbands and
wives, and delayed marriage for younger men. Basically, the
older men control the political and economic resources and use
them to corner the market on nubile girls. Young men, for their
part, have to content themselves with fleeting affairs with
unmarried girls, sneaking copulations with their elders’ wives,
raping and kidnapping women from other groups in warfare (and
frequently getting killed in the process, thus further improving
the reproductive sex ratio for the surviving older men who are
past fighting age), or waiting to inherit older brothers’ widows
through a levirate arrangement. Raiding procures not only
women but also livestock to be used in bridewealth. Young men
thus have to engage in relatively risky strategies to acquire
women and wealth through warfare, but the survivors are
almost assured a happily polygynous retirement.

In those socicties, men, irrespective of age, clearly prefer
pubescent girls, and the value of women (expressed in bride-
wealth or bride service) declines with age, thatis, is principallya
function of remaining reproductive value {although social status
considerations of both groom and bride and their relatedness
sometimes also affects bridewealth), Those are societies es-
pecially suitable to investigate male age preferences for mates.
At least three such mating systems, that of the Kipsigis of Kenya,
the Yanomamé of Venezuela, and the Yomut Turkmen of Iran,
have been studied from an evolutionary perspective (Betzig et
al. 1988; Borgerhoff Mulder 1988; Chagnon 1967; 1874; Chag-
non & Irons 1979; Irons 1975). Many more need to be looked
at closely, as they probably hest approximate a system of uncon-
strained male preferences for age of mates. Unfortunately, 1
cannot think of a similarly constrained system of female
preferences.

Accounting for age preferences in sexual
selection

Arie J, van Noordwijk and Jacqui A. Shykofi

Institute lor Ecofogical Research, NL 6666 GA Heteren, The Netherlands
Electronic mall: surf264 @kub.n!

Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) propose the use of life history theory to
interpret the age preference pattern in human mate choice.
Females apparently tend to choose males that are slightly older
than themselves, whereas males prefer increasingly younger
partners with increasing age. This is claimed as the predicted
respanse to decreasing reproductive value of women and in-
creasing resource acquisition In men with increasing age. Is it
really? The target article does not show the precise and com-
pletely documented links among these phenomena that life
history theory allows. There are other age preference patterns
that could be equally well explained starting from the same
premises, whereas different sets of premises could be used to
gencrate the same pattern.

Life history theory tells us that depending on the properties of
organisms and their environments rather different routes may
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lead to & maximum number of grandchildren, as an approxima-
ticn of high fitness. An interesting problem in life history relates
to the observation that the produetion of more offspring be-
comes counterproductive above n certain number, because
more newborns will lead to fewer offspring surviving to their
own reproductive age. This depends on the quantitative effects
of diluted parental care and the extent to which offspring
survival before and after independenee varies their condition,
In fact, it would be very surprising if the physiological age limits
to reproduction ofhuman males and females played a major role
in determining offspring number and fitness. A late onset of
reproduction leading to more offspring in a lifetime is common
in animals and quite conceivable in humans,

By relating life history theory to mate preferences one seeks
an cvolutionary explanation for existing preference patterns.
Although potentially rewarding, this is not easy. For one, we
don't know enough about the ecology and thus about the
selection pressures under which humans lived since diverging
from their closest relatives. It makes an enormous difference
when the pool of potential mates grew [rom afew individualstoa
few hundred or more through increases in population density,
in the size of social groups and in mobility, This raises an
important side issue: Given genetic variation in mate prefer-
ences, the actual pattern will reflect the conditions over the last
20 generations or so if selection is strong. If selection is weak,
however, the actual pattern will reflect conditions over a much
longer period. :

In addition, mate choice has always been used by evolution-
ary biologists to explain funny and outrageous traits. They call it
sexual selection, and the implicit assumption is that females
choose males either directly, based on some aspects of their
appearance or resources, or indirectly when the male has won
contests with other males. The peacock’s tail is believed to have
been selected for by a female preference for it. Mate choice is
thus an area, par excellence, where evolutionary biclogy includ-
ing life history theory has mainly consisted of demonstrating
that funny unexplained preferences may quickly lead to out-
rageons results. It is significant that Darwin (1874) treated
human evolution and sexual selection together.

Should the fact that evelutionary biologists use unexplained
mate preferences as a mechanism inhibit us from turning the
card over and using selection forces to explain the preference
patterns? No, but it pays to be careful. A number of studies have
shown in a number of different species that females may have
strong preferences for experimentally constructed traits that the
species has never had in its evolutionary history (Basolo 1990;
Ryan et al. 1990; Shykoff 1991).

(1) Ttis crucial to have an appropriate nulthypothesis. Defin-
ing the pool of potential mates is a first step. Not explicitly
defining the pool of potential partners has led to much confusion
in discussions of incest avoidance. For example, it was thus
possible to document that Great Tits (Parus major) mate at
random with respect to relatedness (van Tienderen & van
Noordwijk 1988). The puol of potential mates may have fuzzy
boundaries in that some individuals scarch longer and more
widely than others. Mate pools may differ depending on age;
compare the age structure of mating arenas such as discos or
advertisemants. Both registered marriages and advertisements
are incomplete and possibly unbalanced and unrepresentative
samples of the total population.

f2) We will not quibble about the statistical summaries that
are hard to reconstruct. What is important in considering the
cffect of selection is the actual number of pairs. If, for example,
90% of the pairs are formed below 30, those above 30 are {at
best) marginally relevant. Furthermore, weighting pairs by
number of offspring produced will reflect the number of genes
brought into the next generation.

(3} Careful documentation of selection pressures is required.
We strongly doubt that until very recently a majority of males
increased their resource acquisition ability above the uge of 30,

Moreover, those males for whom physical capabilities were less
important were largely alrcady well situated at lower ages.

(4) One of the great advantages of using life history argu-
ments in explaining mate preferences is that it offers a frame-
work for using data from other species. Especially species that
are systematically distant, but similar in life history, may prove
very helpful in discriminating life history cffects from phy-
logenetic inertia. In the target article it is suggested that an
increase in resource acquisition ability of males is the ultimate
reason for female age preferences. In a study of the pied
flycatcher (Ficedula hypoleuca) it could be demonstrated that
females choose territories rather than the male sccupants (e.g.,
Alatalo et al. 1986). the biology of this species with some
resource-based polygyny (Orians 1869) generates an observed
pattern of mated males being on average older than their female
partners. In an experiment females proved perfectly willing to
choose young males provided they held better territories, how-
ever, Because females choose resources guarded by males, the
level of polygyny depends on the varlance in territory quality.
Large harems and many unmated males are expected when the
variance in resources is great. Thus communism is the road to
Monogamy.

Concluslon. We heartily concur that life history arguments
might be helpful in explaining preference patterns. Exploring
the variance is likely to prove more helpful than considering
mean values. The selection pressures acting now and in the
relevant past should be better specified, both quantitatively and
with respect to their dependence on the (social) environment. It
may well turn out that apparent age preferences are secondary
consequences of other prefercnces. Age is apparently used in
some liuman cultures as a handy descriptor but may otherwise
be irrelevant as a mate choice eriterion.

Evolutionary hypothesis testing:
Consistency is not enough

Kim Wallen

Depariment of Psychology and Yerkes Regional Primals Research Center,
Emory Universily, Atlanta, GA 30322
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A previous BBS target article that offered an evolutionary
explanation for aspects of human mate preferences (Buss 1989)
demonstrated the difficulties in developing solid evolutionary
explanations for huwman social behavior. A successful evolution-
ary explanation should meet five crileria. First, the evolutionary
argument must be deseribed in sufficient delail to allow assess-
ment of which data would confirm or falsify it. Second, non-
evolutionary explanations need to be sufficiently developed to
similarly assess the fit between the data and alternative explana-
tions, Third, the data o be explained should be analyzed in
sufficient detail to allow competing explanations to be tested.
Fourth, the data must be consislent with the evolutionary
explanation. Filth, an effect on reproduction {potential or real-
ized) af the varinble under study should be demonstrated.
Evolutionary explanations require more than consistency be-
tween an evolutionary hypothesis and part of a set of data,
Kenrick & Keefe (K & K) carcfully deseribe an evolutionary
explanation for age-rélated changes in the age of marriage
partners and contrast it lo a social exchange theory explanation.
They then demonstrate that one aspect of their data is consistent
with their evolutionary argument. They do not meet the
other requirements for a satisfactory evolutionary explanation,
however.

K & K argue that social exchange models cannot account for
their reported gender differences in preferred age and that an
evolutionary explanation is erucial to understanding life-span
age preferences for males and females, stating: “A consideration
of lifespan changes in residual reproductive value (Fisher 1930)



leads to a prediction [concerning age preferences for mates] that
would not follow from the social exchange models,” Two ques-
tions are raised by this statement. First, does social exchange
theory suggest predictions different from an evolutionary expla-
nation? Second, does K & K’s evolutionary explanation depend
upon a consideration of residual reproductive value? The an-
swer o both of these questions appears to be no,

As K & K show, social exchange models can account for age-
related changes in mate preference if one considers dilferences
in the importance to males and females of physical attractiveness
and economic success in selecting mates. In our society, K & K
argue, female attractiveness is of more importance in atiracting
males whereas male economic success is more important in
attracting females. This difference in the relative importance of
physical attractiveness to women and economic success to men
would predict life-span changes in the ideal spousal age com-
patible with K & K’s data. Thus, a social exchange model that
considers attractiveness and economic success as modes of
exchange would predict results similar to those predicted by the
evolutionary explanation. Unfortunately, K & K eliminate the
social exchange explanation by suggesting that it applies only to
our society (which 1 suspect means Western industrialized
soeiety) because the social psychologists who developed this
version of social exchange theory limited their discussion to our
society. No data are presented, however, showing that the
importance of physical attractiveness and wealth differs substan-
tially across cultures. Evidence of a society where males showed
alife-span preference for women younger than themselves, bat
where female attractiveness was not highly valued, would argue
strongly against the social exchange explanation, yet such evi-
dence is not presented. That soeial psychologists have limited
their discussions to our society does not mean it isnotapplicable
to other cultures. In the absence of any cross-cultural data the
social exchange model cannot be rejected as an explanation of
gender differences in age preference. Thus K & K have failed to
demonstrate that the evolutionary hypothesis makes different
predictions from a social psychological explanation,

K & K also fail to demonstrate that their data fully support
their evolutionary argument. The data they present on age
differential bebween mates (or desired mates) are consistent
with an evolutionary explanation based upon different male and
female mating strategies. An evolutionary argument must dem-
onstrate a mechanism for differential reproduction, however, so
selection can operate on the trait under consideration. Because
the ultimate test of an evolutionary hypothesis is its effect on
reproduction, data on factors that influepee reproductive suc-
cess are the most critical test of an evolutionary hypothesis. In
the target article the critical data are the absolute age of the
female spouse, not the age differentials between spouses as
focused on by K & K. Because females have a significantly
shorter period of feetility than males, the age of the female
spouse is a limiting [actor in a couple’s reproductive suceess.
When the probable age of female spouses is derived from K &
K's data, the results contradict an evolutionary avgument and
certainly don't provide evidenee of “general population prefer-
ences that translate into reproductive behavior.”

As K & K note, males marry progressively younger fomales as
they age oven though the female spouse’s absolute age in-
creases. Therein lies the problem for the authors’ evolutionary
explanation. Although older males prefer women younger than
themselves, these females aze often past their reproductive
prime or are postmenapausal. Figure 1 illustrates K & K's data
on marriages in Scattle recaleulated to reflect the actual median
age of spouses, instead of diflerences in age. The dotted lines
encompass the principat period of female fecundity. A much
narrgwer band, fram 20 ta 30 vears of age, would reflect the
{emale's peak period of fertility. An evolutionary explanation
invoking residual reproduetive value would predict that the line
for the age of lemale partners in relation to male age would be
parallel to and lie within the dotted lines on the figure. Instead,
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Figure 1 (Wallen). Median ages of marriage partners for male
and female spouses of various ages. Data from Kenrick & Keefe's
data on 753 Seattle, WA, marriages in 1986. Dotted lines
represent the principal period of female fecundity,

the data show a markedly different pattern strongly suggesting
that males are selecting mates on some attribute other than
reproductive potential. Thus, whereas one measure in K & K's
data is consistent with their hypothesis, another measure con-
tradicts it in one crucial aspect: The males don't appear to be
maximizing repraductive potential in their selection of partners.

As Kenrick & Keefe state, understanding human mate prefer-
ences requires understanding multiple influences on the devel-
opment and expression of human behavior. It will certainly be
demonstrated that human evolutionary history influences all
aspects of human behavior. To understand the magnitude of

_ evolutionary influences, however, requires developing a critical

methodology for presenting and evaluating evolutionary hy-
potheses. Consistency is not enough.
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The first great Western academic tradition began in 387
B.C. at Plato's Academy at Athens, where scholars
learned through Socrates’ dialectic method — searching
for constancies through open argumentation (Stumpf
1986). The sccond tradition is the scientific journal,
which, at its inception in 1665, was devoted to the letters
arriving at the British Royal Soclety from scientists
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around the world (Boorstin 1983). After reading through
the many perspectives provided by commentators from a
wide range of disciplines and nations, we are convinced
that open peer commentary combines the best of both
these traditions. Our response begins at the Socratic
heart of the matter: Given these diverse perspectives on
the data and theory we presented, is there anything about
which we can all agree? We believe there is solid reason
to agree on the empirical phenomenon itself, although
some commentators suggest that we have underesti-
mated its magnitude, We also consider several comments
about data from nonhuman species which, by them-
selves, prove to have limited relevance. We then con-
sider the major explanatory questions raised by the com-
mentators: Did our ancestors live long enough for age
preferences to make a difference? Why do older men
marry postreproductive women? What are the mecha-
nisms underlying male choice of relatively youthful
females, female choice of older males, and both sexes’
attraction to similar-age partners? After considering these
and other empirically testable questions, we consider two
larger epistomological issues raised by several reviewers.
Do social psychology and evolutionary biology represent
mutually exclusive levels of analysis? Are scientific theo-
ries merely political/historical constructions? We con-
clude that the Darwinian construction holds up well
against the elements of reality.

Can we agree on the empirical phenomenon?

There is near consensus that the empirical phenomenon,
or at least some aspects of it, is a real one. The particular
aspect about which there seems to be most agreement is
that men’s and women’s preferences do indeed differ in
more or less the pattern we describe. Several reviewers
even suggested that we may have underestimated the
degree of those differences (e.g., Symons, Thornhill &
Thornhill, Townsend, van den Berghe). Because this
empirical gender difference is the most important aspect
of the target article, let us first address the few holdouts
Or CONSEensus.

Several commentators expressed some reservations
about the validity of mate advertisements (Bayer, Dupré,
van Noordwijk & Shykoff). As we pointed out in the
target article, these advertisements have severe potential
limitations as a sole source of data. On the other hand,
Rajecki & Rasmussen argue that the very limitations on
singles advertisements, in the context of the other ver-
ifications, lend support to the robustness of the phe-
nomenon. It is important to note that any data set has
limitations ard it is generally an error to assume that one
can prove or disprove a hypothesis with any single source
of data. As MeGrath (1982) has argued quite cogently, the
only way to resolve the problem of the inherent limita-
tions on every empirical method is to triangulate — to
examine the phenomenon with numerous methods, each
with strengths that compensate for the others’ weak-
nesses. When numerous data sets converge on the same
conclugion, the researcher is in the position of a detective
who has evidence from several imperfect witnesses. The
deaf woman, the blind man, the emotionally distraught
spouse of the murder victim, and the dimwitted child are
all, in themselves, dubitable sources of evidence. Never-
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theless, if from each of their fuzzy vantage points, they all
agree that the butler did it, we should suspect that the
butler did indeed do it. As we describe below, there are
other witnesses to be brought to bear on the case present-
ed in the target article.

Of course, it is possible that all sources of evidence
suffer from a similar bias, If all the witnesses to a erime are
hard of hearing, if the evidence is an overheard conversa-
tion, and if the detective knows they all got together to
discuss the evidence before he interviewed them, there is
good reason for skepticism. In arguing that few of the data
we present are “truly cross-cultural,” Levinger & Kirk-
patrick are suggesting the similar-bias problem. They do
acknowledge the Philippine and Indian data, but they
seem to focus more on possible differences of magnitude
than on the overwhelming similarity of pattern. More
important, they argue that a much larger sample of
cultures would be necessary to convince them, In ad-
dressing their concern, it is worth bringing up Dews-
bury’s question about whether we have presented the
complete catalogue of our findings, Certainly, if we had
exhaustively scanned the cross-cultural data on marriage
and mating advertisements it would prove nothing that
we found two cultures similar in pattern to the United
States. As Dewsbury suspects, however, we have pre-
sented all the data we collected, and that is an important
point. The data in the target article may well be seen to be
a random sample of data sets convenient to us, We chose
Phoenix to collect advertisements because we live there,
Seattle because the second author summers there, the
Philippines because the second author’s wife has relatives
on Poro, and India because one of our colleagues who had
heard about our research picked up a newspaper during a
visit there. When such divergent and unsystematically
selected data sets converge so neatly on the same pattern,
one can be relatively confident that the phenomenon will
be found in other samples and places. And indeed it is, as
suggested indirectly in the target article, and directly in
several other data sets deseribed by the commentators.

The indirect, but relevant, evidence presented in the
target article is found in Table 2. There we present the
marriage age ratios from disparate cultures in Mauritius,
Cuba, Singapore, Malta, and Fiji. The fact that all show
the same skewed marriage ratios suggests the same sex
differences found in the data sets we analyzed more
completely. Let us repeat that those places were not
chosen by looking at the data, but simply by choosing
geographically disparate locales. Skeptics are encouraged
to consult the same source and examine as many other
cultures as is necessary to still their skepticism.

Even more direct evidence is provided by the com-
menators, however. Grammer corroborates the pattern
in a sample of 1,048 females and 1,590 males who partici-
pated in a2 German computer dating service. This sup-
ports our own German data, though admittedly it does
not provide a sample that Levinger & Kirkpatrick would
consider truly cross-cultural. That is provided by Har-
pending, who begins by raising the same question as
Levinger & Kirkpartick, then answers it with very in-
teresting data from an African pastoralist group in which
there is very low male investment. As Harpending notes,
our pattern is exactly replicated. Going further, Broude
provides data from 47 traditional cultures. Dividing them
into those in which men marry in their teens, 20s, and



30s, she finds a steadily increasing ditference between
men’s age and the ages of their partners. The final
corroboration is provided by Schoen, who tells us that the
pattern is one that several experts on population dynam-
ics have described before, We are actually not surprised,
given the robustness of the pattern and the fact that
marriage data have been so thoroughly analyzed. What is
surprising is that, in a cursory examination of the sources
cited by Schoen, we find little evidence that the sex
difference was either well described or well explained.
For instance, an article entitled “The variation with age of
age differences in marriage” included a table of all 1976
marriages in England and Wales (Bytheway 1981). The
table indicates the pattern, but the author largely ignores
it in favor of a discussion of other minor discontinuities in
the data. Bytheway (1981) makes no mention of the
possible reproductive significance of the sex difference,
but focuses instead on people’s hypothesized motivation
to “gain the appearance of a couple who had married at
the usual age” (pp. 926-927). Pressor (1975) likewise
alludes to the age difference, but offers a tentative expla-
nation in terms of the “norm” that . . . ahusbhand should
be, or at least appear to be, mentally and physically
superior to his wife. Not only should he be taller than she
(for the appearance of superiority) but also older (which
gives him the advantage of more time to become hetter
educated and more experienced)” (p. 202).

Such an explanation is similar to the social psychologi-
cal normative models we described in the target article.
The postulated single normative mechanism does not
explain the change in age discrepancy over the life span.
It is notewarthy that social psychologists who have exam-
ined the literature on population dynamics show little
evidence of having encoded the pattern.

Note that the robustness of this empirical phenomenon
is not trivial. As the quotes from social scientists included
in the target article illustrate, this reliable sex difference
and the issue of reproductive potential have been ignored
by social psychologists (Levinger, who is a prominent
contributor to the social psychological literature on rela-
tionships, also acknowledges this).

Although he does not argue with the general pattern of
the data, Schoen suggests that no data pattern could have
falsified or verified our model. It could have been the
case, however, that women preferred younger men in
other societies, or that men preferred markedly older
women. A reversed pattern {or the two sexes is one
simple example of an empirical finding that would have
dealt a quick death blow to our evolutionary model. We
assume therelore that Schoen was referring to the pos-
sibility of distinguishing purely cultural from evolved
biological mechanisms. This is also incorrect, but we
discuss it below.

Did we underestimate the sex difference? Several of the
anthropologists (Broude, Symons, Thornhill & Thorn-
hill, Townsend, van den Berghe) suggest that the data
underestimate the sex difference, at least as a deseription
of preferences in hunter-gatherer societies {see also Ste-
phan), Symons deseribes a series of photographs of Yano-
mamo women that, he says, illustrates his point that
women in hunter-gatherer cultures age much more
rapidly in contrast to women in modern societies. Thorn-
hill and Thornhill as well as Townsend both affirm Sy-

N

mons’s point that men in traditional polygynous societies
prefer nubile wives, regardless of the man’s age at mar-
riage. The data Broude presents from 57 traditional
cultures seem to bear out a preference for significantly
younger partners in those societies. Harpending says he
finds our pattern in data from an African pastoralist group,
except that the age difference is greater, In the target
article, we suggested that, in agreement with Glenn’s
commentaries here and in response to Buss (BBS 1989),
the sex difference would be stronger in traditional
cultures. It would be interesting to see an extensive data
collection on age differences at marriage in traditional and
nontraditional cultures, with particular attention to ex-
pected offspring survival, expected relationship longev-
ity, and such other possible mediating variables as those
we discussed in the target article.

It is important to note that the models advanced by
evolutionary theorists have not previously been sup-
ported by extensive data, they have not extensively
considered female age choices, and they have not fully
considered the age changes over the life span. Thus, the
data we present from Western societies raise new ques-
tions not only for social psychologists, but for evolution-
ary theorists as well.

What about preferences for older females In other spe-
cies? Although none of the commentators presented hu-
man data that were ocut of line with the pattern de-
scribed here, two mention instances in which males in
otherspecies showapreference for “older” females(Byrne
& Kelley, Moffatt & Nelson). There are several problems
with selecting particular behaviors in particular species to
make anargunent about general mechanisms(Levinger &

Kirkpatrickdo the samein citingevidence that supposedly

goes against the generalization that female mammals mate

preferentially with dominant males). The proper use ofthe

comparative behavioral method involves comparing a
large number of species that vary along particular phy-

logenetic, ecological, or morphological dimensions, and

then examining covariation along behavioral dimensions.

A good example is Ralls’s (1976) review of mammals in

which females are larger than males. Ralls examined every
known species in which females were reputedly larger
than males and found no evidence that larger female size
was associated with greater female dominance, weaponry,

or competition for high-investing males. The point is that
making comparisons based on only one feature of a species
(e.g., size, mating system, habitat, or phylogenetic family)
may lead to misleading conclusions. Animportantlesson ol
comparative studies is that animals that are closely related
often adopt very different behavioral strategies depending
on the constraints of their physical and social environ-
ments, as Darwin established in his classic studies of
Galapagos finches. The fact that other primate species are
phylogenetically close to humans does not mean their
mating systems are the same. Chimpanzees, for instance,
have low male parental investmentand do not mate within
pair-bonds, two features that would make the reasoning we
presented for human males irrelevant to chimpanzee
behavior,

Even ignoring these issues, there is a more direct
problem with the meaning imputed to the cited findings
showing that primate males in some species prefer
“older” to younger females. Female reproductive success
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does not decrease from birth in a linear fashion; it takes
the form of an inverted U-shaped function, first rising
with age, then declining (e.g., Clutton-Brock et al. 1982).
Would chimpanzees be attracted to females that were
postreproductive? Probably not. Chimpanzees, like most
other mammalian species, do not undergo menopause
(Lancaster & King 1985). Because menopause is critical to
our arguments about human male choice, the age choices
in species in which menopause does not exist are not very
relevant.

Questlons of explanation

Although showing some consensus that the male pattern
is related to interest in female reproductive capacity, our
commentators raised several interesting questions about
how to explain the data. An important potential problem
stems from the fact that most humans in traditional
cultures may not have lived past age 40. A related issue is
the interest of older males in females who are in, or are
approaching, postreproductive years. Other issues con-
cern the mechanisms underlying male preference for
relative youth, female preference for relative age, and
both sexes’ preference for similar-age partners.

Did our ancestors live long enough for age preferences to
make a difference? [t is suggested by Stevens that “for
most historic populations the issue of menopausal sterility
was moot.” A variation of this argument is suggested by
Byrne & Kelley, van Noordwijk & Shykoff, Moffatt &
Nelson, and Stephan. If we consider the extreme case in
which absolutely none of our ancestors lived more than 30
years, this would pose a severe problem for our assump-
tion that male preferences are based on female fertility.
The difference in fertility between a 29- and a 19-year-old
woman might not offer a eritical evolutionary advantage
for diflerential age preference. In considering this argu-
ment, it is very important to distinguish between the
average life expectancy and the distribution of expected
life-spans (the maximum length oflife for individuals). Yin
and Shine (L985) note that even gerontologists commonly
misunderstand this distinction, and, in so doing, perpe-
trate & “myth . . . that the human life span has been
extended, that in the past people lived 40 to 50 years, and
that nowadays about 30 years have been added to the life
span.” Many humans in traditional groups died in infaney
and childhaod. An average life span that included their
deaths in the calculation would be misleading with regard
to our arguments, which apply only to those who have
survived to reproductive age. The important question is
not “what was the average life expectancy” but “did any
humans live past the years of maximal fertility, and if so,
what was their reproductive suceess relative to those who
did not?” If only 10% of our ancestors lived past 30, they
were not “marginally relevant” (van Noordwijk & Shyk-
off} if, in living extra years, they reared 10% more suc-
cessful offspring, Natural selection probably acts on slim-
mer advantages than that, in most instances, In fact, the
total reproductive success of an individual living to 50
years of age could easily be double or triple that of
someone who died hefore age 30.

A review of evidence on the history of human life
expectancy suggests, in line with the commentators’

reasoning, that life expectancies longer than 50 years are
indeed much more common in very recent years {(Acsadi
& Nemeskeri 1970). That same review, however, also
suggests that long life spans are hardly peculiar to modern
times, but have been evolving since early hominids.
Ancient gravestones in Italy indicate a reasonable
number of men and women who lived not only to 40 years
ofage, but to 50, 60, 70, and even 80 {Acsadi & Nemeskeri
1970, p. 69). Analyses of bones found in earlier gravesites
also consistently reveal substantial numbers of indi-
viduals surviving past the years of peak fertility, Ior
instance, one gravesite from the Copper Age indicated
that 39% of one group living between 2100 and 1900 B.C.
survived more than 40 years, and 5% survived more than
50 years. Two Mesolithic sites revealed survival rates of
43% and 75% over age 40, 20% and 51% over 50, and 16%
and 20% over age 60. Going further back, Acsadi and
Nemeskeri estimate that more than 10% of Neanderthal
cave dwellers survived past age 40. Although it is correct
to say that most early hominids died before age 40, it is
incorrect to assume that there was an insufficient number
living past age 30 to have allowed evolutionary pressures
on older age preferences. Assume a group in which only
two men survive the decade from age 40 to 50, and both
take additional wives. If one takes a wife aged 25 and one
takes a wife aged 45, the former might have four more
offspring and the latter none. Repeating this scenario for
several generations begins to yield an important advan-
tage to any genes predisposing a preference for younger
women, and that preference will be linked to the genes
predisposing longevity.

Why do older men marry postreproductive women? This
question has several possible answers. Broude suggests
one that is related to the arguments about life span in
early hominids. She assumes that a mechanism that
worked until men reached age 50 would have been
selected even il it failed to work after that. Tt is certainly
the case that survival till age 70 was rare in early hominids
and thus our argument in the preceding section might
only work, and need only work, up until age 50. How-
ever, several other possibilities exist. It may be that
preferences for older women are based on unusual fea-
tures of modern industrial society {such as the longer
apparent youthfulness of women who do not bear chil-
dren ~ Symons). It might also be that very much older
men simply do the best they can (as suggested by Thorn-
hill & Thornhill, Townsend, and van den Berghe), but
that beyond age 50, most are not able to compete for
much younger females. As we suggested in the target
article, it is also possible, though not necessary to our
overall line of reasoning, that taking any wife {even an
older one) prometes the ability of an older male to
contribute to the survival of his existing offspring. These
issues are returned to in the sections below.

What is the specitic mechanlsm underlying male choice
of relatively youthful females? None of the commentators
yaised a strong objection to the assumption that the
variations in the male pattern are driven by a preference
for relatively youthful females. There were several ques-
tions about exactly how such a mechanism operates. Alley
suggested that it is the perceived appearance of youth,
rather than specific calendar age, that is important. We



agree that perceived rather than actual age is probably a
better cue to health and reproductive condition, This is
usually correlated with youth, but as Symons implies, a
nulliparous and athletic 35-year-old woman in a tech-
nological society, in comparison to a 25-year-old hunter-
gatherer woman who has borne six children, probably
appears more healthy and reproductively fit (cognitively
coded as “attractive”). Of course, women in modern
societies have cosmetic technology and plastie surgery,
and these are used to reduce the relationship between
actual and apparent age. These points are relevant to
Byrne & Kelley's questions about the supposed “anoma-
lies” presented by some older women’s marriage to
younger men, As we noted in the target article, a part-
ner’s age is not the only factor that operates in a search for
a mate. However, we expect that among such marriages
one would find an exceptional number of women who
appear especially healthy and “young looking for their
age” (such as the popular actresses named by Byrne &
Kelley). As we suggested in the target article, the relative
importance of cognitively coded calendar age as com-
pared to physical signs of aging could easily be tested in
experimental designs.

Russell suggests that males are attracted to youthful
females in part because of perceived status, whereas
Stephan suggests that younger females are simply more
attractive partners for sexual intercourse. Both of these
commentators acknowledge that these mechanisms are
simply proximate versions of the mechanism for “youth
preference.” Stephan’s assumption is ahnost a necessary
corollary of our explanation (we discuss the relationship
between proximate and ultimate explanations in a later
section). Regarding Russell’s argument about the status
value of younger females, however, there is a differential
prediction to be made. Social psychological researchers
commonly manipulate the publicness versus privateness
of behavior. If Russell’s speculations were correct, older
men given a choice between two sexual partners would be
more likely to choose the younger one if they were likely
to be seen with her than if they were led to believe that no
one else would ever know of their decision. Although it
would not be possible to offer actual choices, subjects are
quite capable of making distinctions between private
“one-night stands™ and more public relationships when
offered hypothetical choices (Kenrick et al. 1990), and it is
also possible to lead subjects to believe that their deci-
sions will never be seen by the researcher.

Several commentators suggested that the subjective
intention to reproduce might mediate, or at least moder-
ate, males’ preference for relatively youthful females
(Borkenau, Dupré, Mealey). In the target article, we
suggested one way to test such a potential mediator -
examine the preferences of men who have had vasee-
tomies. If such men, who have made an explicit decision
not to reproduce, still show a preference for relative
youth, then conscious intention to reproduce is not nee-
essary to explain male preference for youth. The same
logic would hold for men who report that they are not
interested in having children, but have not taken surgical
steps in that divection. Research on the preferences of
homosexuals would also be pertinent here. If homosexual
males also prefler youthful male partners, that would
argue against the importance of conscious intentions to
reproduce. A finding that men with a positive conscious

intention to reproduce showed a relatively stronger prel-
erence for youthful partners would not rule out the
evolutionary explanation. People who have a conscious
intention to eat are more likely to go out of their way to
seek food, but this does not imply that the conscious
process does not have biological underpinnings. It is
simply that consciousness is not necessary to the evolu-
tionary models in the same way that it is necessary to the
normative medels.

Dupré’s argument that norms could operate without
people’s awareness seems to confuse two meanings of the.
term “norm.” A descriptive normis simply a characteriza-
tion of a population, such as the norms for the number of
verbal items scored correctly by 10-year-olds versus 15-
vear-olds. It is a safe assumption that 10- and 15-year-
olds’ responses to 1Q tests are not driven by their expecta-
tions about the Wechsler manuals. A prescriptive norm,
on the other hand, is a rule or social convention that
specifies appropriate behavior. A prescriptive norm can-
not operate unless people are aware of its existence. That
is why people often act inappropriately in novel cultures
or subecultures — they cannot follow rules they do not
know about. When social psychologists (like the ones we
quoted in the target article) argue that men’s and wom-
en’s age preferences are driven by societal norms {such as
that men should be more powerful than women), they are
making an argument about prescriptive norms. We agree
with Dupré that our data do demonstrate the norms for
age preference, but they demonstrate only descriptive
norms, not prescriptive norms. Again, the very fact that
young men often marry older women suggests that a
strong prescriptive norm does not operate at either the
conscious or unconscious level. And again, the fact that
the descriptive norms are so similar across very diflerent
cultures strains a prescriptive normative explanation,

What s the mechanism underlying female choice of older
males? Several commentators note that our explanation
of the female data does not have the power of the
explanation for the male data (Levinger & Kirkpatrick,
Simpson, Sloman & Sloman, and van den Berghe).
Levinger, Simpson, and Sloman & Sloman all wonder
why, if males are atiracted to women in their early 20s,
there is no parallel ideal attraction age drawing female
preferences. We ourselves wondered about this as well,
We are inclined to agree with Simpson that female
preferences are not the result of a single mechanism, but,
as we discussed in the target article, may be the produet
of two or more factors that operate in opposition (such as
declining male health but increasing resources with age).
One must no doubt add to this the fact that, as women
age, their own “fertility value” decreases, giving them
less and less bargaining power. Thus, the preferences of
females, more than males, may reflect van den Berghe's
claim that “wanting and getting” are not the same. Van
den Berghe himsell argues that, all else held constant,
women would like their mates as young as men do. Thisis
angther empirical guestion, which could be tested in
experiments in which females are asked to rate the
attractiveness of men whose age is varied independently
of normally confounded variables like wealth and social
status. Van Noordwijk & Shykoff note that naturalistic
studies of birds indicate that females are attracted to
territories, rather than age, although the two are nor-
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mally contounded. Along similar lines, Levinger &
Kirkpatrick make the very reasonable suggestion that age
in a male is not so attractive as the resources that normally
come with age. We agree that the relationship between
status and male age is certainly an important, possibly the
most important, factor in female choice. However, it is
possible that advanced age was itself, in the environment
of evolutionary adaptedness, an indication of a male with
other adaptive genetic tendencies. If so, age might have
some attractiveness independent of resources. [n a relat-
ed vein, Byrne & Kelley question whether older males
would indeed have held dominant positions in the group.
They make an assumption that strength is central to
dominance, and draw a comparison with aging athletes.
Human dominance is not based solely on aggressive
displays, however, but on acquired knowledge, social
intelligence, and leadership abilities, all of which may
increase with age. The most dominant member of the
team is the coach, who is usually an aging athlete.

Regarding Levinger & Kirkpatrick's citation of pri-
mate research in which male dominance is not strongly
correlated with reproductive success, or is correlated
only in public rather than private matings, we note the
same cautions as earlier about the dangers of selecting
specific animal findings as opposed to general trends. We
reviewed other findings that are more indicative of the
general relationship elsewhere (e.g., Sadalla ct al. 1987).
Nevertheless, we note again that evolution typically op-
erates on slight advantages that magnify over the evolu-
tionary long haul, so even a small sexual selection pres-
sure favoring male dominance would be important.

Dupré’s suggestion that older women may mairy less
than older men because they “have learned better,” and
presumably do not want to marry seems to roundly ignore
issues like the unfavorable sex ratio faced by older wom-
en, but it is easily tested empirically. Ifhe is right, survey
data should reveal that older women turn down more
marital offers than younger women do.

Byrne & Kelley and Wallen both suggest that a culture
in which women are more powerful than men would yield
a critical test of our assumptions, although they make
opposite predictions about what we should find. Byrne &
Kelley echo our own assumption that our model would be
supported if such a society revealed the same pattern we
reported in the target article. Wallen suggests that our
model would be supported by the opposite pattern — with
females preferring younger men and males preferring
older women. We were puzzled by Wallen's prediction,
until we realized that she was probably forgetting a rather
crucial detail. Male choice of youth is based on youthful
females’ reproductive capacities. For her reverse predic-
tion to hold, men in the society in question would have to
conceive and bear the young! Regarding Byrne & Kelley's
suggestion, we reiterate our argument that the data from
wealthy women advertising in the Washingtonian maga-
zine may be about as close as one is going to get to a
society in which women are more powerful than men. As
we note, these women certainly have more resources and
independence than most men in the world have ever had.
Although there is a slight tendency for these women to
show a less pronounced preference for older men when
they themselves get older, it hardly appears that they
wish to trade their resources for youth in the way men do.
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What is the explanation of similarity preference? It is
clear that males, at least in nontraditional societies, are
not simply advertising for, or marrying, women who are
at, or about to enter, their years of peak fertility — they are
modifying an attraction toward younger females with a
pull toward women of an age similar to theirown. Itis also
clear that females are not simply advertising for, or
marrying, men who cluster around some equivalent peak
age that optimizes dominance, resources, and health {as
suggested in the target article, and in comments by

- Levinger & Kirkpatrick, Sloman & Sloman, and Simp-

son), Instead, women demonstrate a general pull toward
men who are slightly older than themselves.

A preference for similar age in a mate as an adaptation
would, we suspect, have been rooted in a different
component of reproductive fitness from the male prefer-
ence for relative youth or the female preference for
relative age, and so we would expect these preferences to
be reflected in different psychological mechanisms and to
be triggered by separate stimulus properties and circum-
stances (see Simpson). We would speculate that an in-
terest in a mate of similar age is related to the mechanism
by which people select and retain friends. One possible
trigger for such attraction would be salient cues marking
members of the same social “in-group” (e.g., clothing,
dance, diet, slang). A related possibility is that instead of
keeping a running tally of similar features, people are
repelled by any salient cues that mark an individual as a
member of an “out-group” (Kenrick 1989a; Rosenbaum
1086). The expression of such a preference might well be
facultatively moderated by situational triggers. Attraction
in a relatively short, less intimate relationship might be
governed overwhelmingly by cues of youthful sexual
maturity, In relationships expected to be continuous and
exclusive, we would expect increased attraction toward
similarity, or any characteristic that helped partners co-
operate, protect, and mutually support one another.

Although we mentioned it in the target article, several
commentators seemed to miss that our initial expectation
of similarity preference was derived from the strong
empirical support for such a phenomenon in the social
psychological literature. The evolutionary explanation of
the (somewhat sex-moderated) empirical similarity phe-
nomenon we observed was indeed post hoc, and tenta-
tive. The commentators offered a number of alternative
possible explanations, which can be divided into several
categories. We first consider the possibility that similarity
has no direct appeal, then address several alternative
reasons why seeking a similar mate might have benefits.

Perhaps similarity isn't really appealing. A possibility that
we mentioned in the target article is reiterated and
clarified by Sloman & Sloman, Symons, and Schoen. If
everyone is secking an extreme on a dimension, those at
the extreme will mate with other desirable partners;
those near the extreme will mate with other runner-ups,
third placers will likewise end up together after ail the
Llue and red ribbons have been taken, and so on down to
the booby prize category. If all men are seeking women
who are reproductively mature, but relatively young,
those men who are most attractive and who command the
most resources will end up with the women in that age
range. To the extent that the simple economic competi-




tion model does apply, it is important to note that it is not
in itself sufficient to describe all of the data, as Schoen
seems to imply. As we noted in the target article, it is
necessary to add new assumptions to explain the male
preference for relative youth and the female preference
for relative age. Schoen and Mealey both argue that
economic models are completely compatible with the
notion that both sexes value different commodities. We
agree, but must again note that a simple economie model
gives us no clue as to the origins of the sex differences in
values, whereas the evolutionary model does. This is not
to imply that we believe the models are incompatible. As
we noted in the target article, evolutionary models incor-
porate explicit economic assumptions. We do, however,
continue to insist that a pure and simple economic model,
unassisted by evolutionary theory, has explanatory defi-
ciencies as a theory of mate choice.

Perhaps the two sexes limit one another. This is a variant
of the argument that similarity is not itself appealing,
mentioned by Thernhill & Thornhill, Townsend, and
van den Berghe. Each of these commentators assumes
that males are interested in young but sexually mature
females, but that women's preference for only moder-
ately older men limits this choice. Townsend notes that
erotic magazines do not generally feature special versions
for older males. We agree with Townsend's observation,
but note again the important distinction between long-
term and short-term matings {Kenrick et al. 1990). Aswe
suggested in the target article, we would expect that an
interest in young maximally fertile partners is most pro-
nounced when the relationship is a low investment short-
term arrangement. On the other hand, an interest in
similar mates would be expected to operate more in high-
investment long-tevim relationships, where the male ex-
pects to make a cooperative parenting investment. There
may well be facultative mechanisms involved, as Thom-
hill & Thornhill suggest. Erotic magazines, with their
emphasis on young women with supernormal secondary
sexual characteristics, no doubt appeal to fantasies about
short-term sexual partners, rather than parental bonding.

Perhaps similarity is rewarding, but not an adaptation,
This argument, advanced by Glenn, Symons, Sloman &
Sloman, and Stephan, is closest to our original view. We
based our explanation of similarity on social psychological
models of reward (see also Byrne & Kelley). We devel-
oped our speculations about the possible evolutionary
significance in response to the suggestions of earlier
reviewers, and those speculations were indeed post hoc,
However, we would make two points in this regard. It is
not quite correct to suggest that a preference for reward-
ing partners is any less the result of an adaptation than is
the male preference for youth. As we noted earlier, and in
line with another poiot made by Symons, the preference
for a particular age is probably indirectly related to other
adaptive mechanisms, rather than a mechanism that
specifies “look for someone who was born 17 to 24 years
ago.” Preference for rewarding partners is certainly adap-
tive in some ways, but if this argument is correct, it is the
result of the sort of general but nevertheless adaptive
mechanism that Symons describes.

Response/Kenrick & Keefe: Age preferences in mates

The fact that marriages in traditional cultures do in-
volve much younger women marrying older men does
support this line of reasoning, Symons notes, however,
that women in nontraditional societies do not age nearly
as rapidly as women in traditional societies. Thus, there
may be a weak preference for similarity in men in both
types of societies, which shows up more clearly when the
direct physical process of female aging is dampened. In
addition, as we noted in the target article, the relative
balancing of similarity and preference for youth may
depend on facultative mechanisms sensitive to the like-
lihood of offspring survival, the pool of eligible partners,
one’s own expected survival, and so on. The argument
that similarity is only important in postindustrial societies
also fails to explain why females in traditional societies
prefer males who are not simply older, but also somewhat
similar in age (as in our Philippine data).

Perhaps age preferences are related to a preference for
genetle similarity, Contrary to our reasoning in the target
article, Rushton argues that his genetic similarity theory
can encompass our data. He argues that there is indeed
evidence that genes are related to the pace of aging. We
agree, but continue to hold that those genes are not likely
to be an important part of mate selection. A woman who is
now 20 may have a choice of three partners, one who is
now 21, one whao is now 40, and one who is now 19. The
21- and the 40-year-old have already been to age 20,
whereas the 19-year-old stands a good chance of being
there in a year. If she chooses the 21-year-old, is this is
any indication that he is more genetically similar on the
gene that controls the pace of aging? Rushton could
advance a variant of a life-history argument if he were to
argue that people mature at different rates, and those who
mature early will marry those who mature early, whereas
those who mature late will marry those who mature late.
This is an interesting empirical question; however, in the
absence of pertinent evidence, we remain doubtful that
such a mechanism accounts for the bulk of variance in age
similarity.

Perhaps similarity preferences result from intrasexual
competition. In the target article, we suggested that older
males might be limiled in their ability to attract younger
females who also have access to younger males. Thornhill
& Thornhill suggest an interesting variation of this argu-
ment in their suggestion that older men may be unable to
control the sexuality of young women. They suggest
empirical tests of this notion. One is that powerful men
should show a stronger preference for women of peak
reproductive age than do less powerful men. If one
compares the relatively more wealthy men in the Wash-
ingtonian sample to the less wealthy men, or if one
assumes that all men who advertised in the Washington-
ian might be relatively well off and one compares them to
men in the first data set (Phoenix singles advertisements),
there is some suggestion that this may be the case.
Grammer also reports a greater preference for sexy
young partners among divorced higher-income men than
among other single and lower-income divorced men.
More extensive data collection is needed to address this
prediction.



Response/Kenrick & Keefe: Age preferences in mates

Other empirical questions

There are a number of other potentially testable ques-
tions raised by the commentators. Several commentators
would like to see evidence that the differential prefer-
ences are associated with differential reproductive suc-
cess (Bayer, Moffatt & Nelson, Sloman & Sloman, Ste-
vens, Wallen). Bayer finds the absence of these data
“curious,” presumably working on a mistaken assump-
tion that differential reproductive success provides the
only data relevant to evolutionary hypotheses. Evolution-
ary hypotheses, like any other hypotheses, are tested
with a nomological network of findings that triangulate on
the phenomenon in question. We provided the data from
the advertisements lending initial support for the hypoth-
esis, verified it with several contemporary archival data
sets on actual marriages, and replicated the pattern in
several cross-historical and cross-cultural data sets. These
data strongly support the existence of a pancultural sex-
differentiated selection process consistent with our evo-
lutionary reasoning, and not explained by alternative
maodels. Data on reproductive success are not necessary
to assess the relative viability of the hypotheses we
advanced. Logic alone suggests that marriages involving
women in the years of peak fertility will result in higher
reproductive success than marriages involving women
who have passed their fertile period. Asit turns out, there
are some contemporary data relevant to the question of
reproductive success. Compared to couples similar in
age, couples in which the husband is older have higher
fertility, and couples in which the husband is younger
have lower fertility (Carter & Glick 1976; Presser 1975).
These data would seem to bear out the reproductive
implications of the preflerences we describe in the target
article, and further investigations that included numbers
of grandchildren would contribute to the relevant nomo-
logical net. However, caution is necessary in interpreting
these types of data. Symons (1989) has cogently elabo-
rated the flaws in the belief that contemporary reproduc-
tive patterns are the only, or even the best, test of any
evolutionary hypothesis (see Crawford’s commentary on
primary and sccondary predictions and Moffatt &
Nelson's caution for discussions of related issues).
Borkenau makes the interesting suggestion that behav-
jor genetic data might elucidate some of the psychological
mechanistns underlying age preferences in mates. It is
possible that variation in the male preference for relative
youth has been reduced by natural selection, just as has
variation in the tendency to walk upright. There is genet-
ic variation in most human behavioral traits, however,
and it would be worth using family, twin, and adoption
designs to examine whether the preference for relative
youth in males, or the preference for relative age in
females runs in families. In keeping with the suggestion
that individual differences are important (Lippa, Mealey,
Rushton), it would be of interest to see whether such
preferences covaried with other behavioral tendencies.
For example, Simpson and Gangestad (1991) have con-
ducted research on individual differences in “sociosex-
uality,” finding evidence that some people of both sexes
are more inclined towards monogamous, and others to-
wards promiscuous, sexual relationships. We would sus-
pect that the preference for older males is stronger in
monogamous women, who expect to profit from a man's
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resources, Assuming such empirical relationships exist-
ed, modern gene-mapping techniques might eventually
be used to determine whether such behavioral charac-
teristics were genetically linked.

Lippa makes a number of interesting empirical sug-
gestions. One is that variables that have relatively high
evolutionary relevance, such as physical attractiveness,
might be less susceptible to contextual manipulations
than other variables. We do have data suggesting that
perceptions of physical attractiveness are not immune to
context effects (Kenrick & Gutierres 1980; Kenrick et al.
1989). After viewing highly attractive faces or physiques,
subjects rated average-looking people as relatively less
attractive. However, there is some suggestion of evolu-
tionarily relevant interactions in this research. Both sexes
showed contrast effects in ratings of strangers, but dif-
fered in responses to their mates. Men exposed to center-
fold beauties from magazines such as Playboy and Pent-
house rated their wives or girlfriends as less attractive
than did controls exposed to abstract art. However,
women exposed to attractive male centerfolds from maga-
zines such as Playgirl did not subsequently lower their
rated attraction to their husbands or boyfriends (Kenrick
et al. 1989). In a more recent study, men exposed to
attractive female facial photos lowered their ratings of
their relationships with their girlfriends, whereas ex-
posure to attractive men had no impact on women's
ratings of their relationships with their boyfriends. Con-
versely, exposure to socially dominant women had no
effect on men’s, but did have a diminishing effect on
women's ratings of their current relationships (Kenrick et
al. 1991), This finding is in keeping with another point
made by Lippa, regarding the importance of deriving
interactive predictions from evolutionary assumptions.
Some of the most interesting interactions should involve
gender differences in attention, perception, and cogni-
tion (see Kenrick, 1989b, for a discussion of related
findings).

Epistemological questions

Two sets of questions deal with {ssues that go beyond a
simple empirically based response. The first set deals
with crossing levels of analysis, such as proximate to
ultimate, cultural to biological, or psychological to biolog-
ical. The second set deals with whether one scientific
“construction” is as good as any other.

Crossing levels of analysis? Several commentators
raised questions related to the appropriate level of analy-
sis for explanations of mate selection. Although the com-
mentators generally understood that we wished to
integrate proximate social psychological and ultimate
evolutionary models of age preferences in mate selection
(e.g., Lippa), Grammer suggested that we (at least some-
times) inappropriately dichotomized proximate social
psychological explanations versus ultimate evolutionary
explanations. Other comments also supported Gram-
mer’s point that we needed more clarification on this
issue (Borkenau, Levinger & Kirkpatrick, Moffatt &
Nelson), We view proximate and ultimate causes as
necessarily interlocked in the explanation of behavior
{Kenrick & Hogan 1992), Our view is that proximate



determinants of behavior, such as salient or attention-
grabbing stimuli in the immediate environment, cannot
be fully understood without attention to more “ultimate”
background causal factors. Stimuli that are attention
grabbing (such as a handsome powerful man to a woman
or a young healthy woman to a man) have their attraction
because of a background of learning experiences which
themselves build on genetic predispositions to notice and
remember certain stimuli more than others. These in
turn build on an evolutionary history in which certain
activities contributed more to survival than others,
Charles Darwin’s work certainly moved back and forth
between different levels of analysis, from Charles Lyell’s
theories of geological time to observations of the contem-
porary similarity and dispersion of bird species, It would
make little sense to attempt to pit an explanation at the
evolutionary level of analysis against an explanation that
focuses on more proximate cognitions or learning experi-
ence — all are part of a hierarchically interwoven explana-
tory whole.

We did occasionally pit a social psychological model
against an evolutionary model. In doing so, we were not
suggesting that social psychological and evolutionary
models are normally mutually exclusive. All social psy-
chological models assume an evolved organism, although
as Symons points out, most assume very general sexually
maonomorphic mechanisms. There is, in fact, a common
assumption that human preferences are so general and
unconstrained that a consideration of our evolutionary
history will yield few differential predictions about
human behavior. From that perspective, all of the dif-
ferences between people are due to influences from
individuals’ environments, not their genes. Levinger &
Kirkpatrick illustrate some of the corollaries of this posi-
tion when they state that “mate selection is a social
process, not a biological one,” and that “biclogy has
nothing to say” about individual variation or cultural
norms. Ifsuch arguments are correct, social psychologists
need only study the “nurture” of individual human social
behavior while leaving the study of “nature” to biologists
who examine behavior across different species, Evolu-
tionary psychologists believe that our wmodels are in-
complete unless we consider the ultimate biological back-
ground of individual dilferences. The debate is not
“nature versus nurture,” then, but “nature plus nurture
versus nuriyre only.”

Psychologists gain explanatory power by considering
the biological background of behavior, whether at the
proximate level of biochemistry, the relatively ultimate
level of behavior genetics, or the still more ultimate level
of evolutionary history. Consider, at the most proximate
tevel, the case of PKU (phenylketonuria): a form of mental
retardation that can be controlled by removing foods
containing phenylalanine from the child’s diet. A psychol-
ogist who insisted on treating only the family environ-
ment of a child with PKU would do serious harm. Consid-
er, at a slightly more ultimate level of causality, the
evidence of substantial genetic variance in serious mental
disorders such as schizophrenia {(Gottesman et al. 1982),
Researchers who myopically focused on family environ-
ment noticed the frequent family concordance for schizo-
phrenia but incorrectly concluded that the disorder imust
be learned. Consider, at a still more ultimate level of
explanation, the cross-cultural universality of the gender
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difference in homicide: ratios of male to female homicide
perpetrators are 8 or 9 to 1 in all cultures studied.
Sociologists and psychologists aware only of the same
difference in our society confidently constructed explana-
tions in terms of supposed sex-biased prescriptive norms
that caused men in our society to act violently (Daly &
Wilson 1988b). And now consider the very data present-
ed in the target article and replicated by several commen-
tators in diverse cultures. In light of those data, it seems
obvious that psychologists who confidently explained sex
differences in age preferences in terms of nerms peculiar
to American society could have gained a useful perspec-
tive by considering the biological background of human
behavior.

More generally, a consideration of the evolutionary
background of behavior leads us to consider several
classes of variables that have been invisible to social
psychologists for several decades. These include indi-
vidual differences (Lippa, Mealey, Rushton), which have
traditionally been treated as unimportant noise by social
psychologists (Hogan & Emler 1978; Kenrick 1986; Ken-
rick & Dantchik 1983). Several decades of research on the
person/situation debate now indicate that social psychel-

. ogists were wrong in rejecting the importance of person-

ality traits (e.g., Epstein 1979; Funder & Ozer 1983;
Kenrick & Funder 1988; 1991; Kenrick & Stringfield
1980). In addition, an evolutionary approach to social
hehavior brings to light a number of gender diflerences
that were either invisible or inexplicable to social psycho-
logical researchers adopting radically proximate explana-
tory frameworks (cl. Daly & Wilson 1983; 1988h; Kenrick
1887; Kenrick et al. 1990). An evolutionary approach also
connects findings on proximate mechanisms of neuro-
physiology, attention, cognition, and emotion with find-
ings on learning, development, and behavior genetics.
Beyond this, it places these findings in the context of
related findings from anthropology, sociology, and zoolo-
gy. To work at the proximate level of analysis without ever
considering the larger context of relevant knowledge is
like studying geography using only local road maps and
refusing to ook at the atlas.

Dewsbury is right in pointing out that psychologists’
attention to the evolutionary background of behavior did
not die after McDougall, In fact, Dewsbury's own area of
comparative psychology can be credited with keeping
Darwin alive in the discipline. However, the tradition did
indeed die, orat least go into a long coma, in McDougall’s
own area of social psychology.

The relationship between culture and genes. The assump-
tion of Levinger & Kirkpatrick that biology has nothing to
say about cultural norms also deserves a response. There
is actually a rather interesting literature that deals with
the relationship between cultural and genetic influences
on behavior (e.g., Barkow 1989; Campbell 1975; Durham
197% Lumsden & Wilson 1985) and Crawford's distine-
tion between primary and secondary evolutionary predie-
tions is meant to take these interactions into account.
Very briefly, genetic influences can be related in a
number of ways to cultural influences. At the simplest
level, cultural mechanisms may grow out of genctic
predispositions. For example, the fact that most armies
throughout human history have placed men in combat
positions does not reflect a specific gene for “joining the
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army” in males. However, it may reflect a number of
other predispositions that are more prominent in males
than females (e.g., the greater proneness to violence and
to competitiveness; Daly & Wilson 1888b; Kenrick 1987).
The predominance of cooking recipes that include sugar
probably also reflects a general human tendency to prefer
sweel-tasting substances (Lumsden & Wilson 1981}, In
cases such as food preference, cultural influences may
actually facilitate behaviors that are predisposed by genes.
Culture may at other times interfere with genetic influ-
ences, Cultural factors may operate as “cross-winds” that
move individuals off the genetically predisposed path of
least resistance. Mandatory education in many modern
societies acts to interfere with other biologically pre-
disposed behaviors, such as reproduction (although per-
haps not as much as some conservative parents might
wish). Or, as Campbell (1975) noted, cultural influences
may be designed specifically to act against biological
predispositions (rules about sexuality and violence are
examples of such normative influences). There may be
“norms” regarding age preferences that fall into each of
these categories. For example, rules prohibiting sexual

relations between individuals above 18 and those below -

are probably designed to stem the male predisposition to
be attracted to younger females.

Scientific constructions? Versions of the “constructivist”
position on the arguments in the target article are adopted
by both Bayer and Dupré. According to this type of
argument, scientific theories are products of particular
historical and political biases (and, in the radical version,
nothing more). Bayer suggests that our target article
reflects the presumably outmoded construction that
“nature . . . inand of itself {(is) a driving force of a particu-
lar social order.” Bayer cites Hubbard’s argument that
Darwin's theory of evelution was merely a “projection” of
Malthusian theory and Victorian society onte nature.
Although Bayer does not go into detail, Hubbard's position
is that Darwin's theory arose in response to the first wave of
feminism, and the resurgence of interest in “sociobiology”
was simply a defensive response to the later wave of
feminism in the 1960s and 1970s (see Kenrick, 1987, fora
discussion of Hubbard's position). Dupre advances a
similar argument in suggesting that the target article
demonstrates covert class bias and “androcentrism.” In
contrast, Funder commends our search for a “nonarbitr-
ary” secial psychology. He traces the development of a
social constructivism which, initsextremeform, questions
whether reality exists. Funder argues that the cross-
cultural and cross-methodologicul robustness of our find-
ings, and those of similar investigations, pose serious
difficulties for this nihilistic constructivism.

The scientilic “construction” issues are serious ones. If
the extreme constructivist position is right, “"empirical
findings"” in the social sciences have little more validity
than political manifestos. Instead of wasting time collect-
ing data, we all might as well devote our time to writing
more eloquent manifestos. We think that the construe-
tivist rejection of Darwinian theory is seriously flawed. It
has enjoyed some currency in social psychology and
related fields, however, and justifies a careful “decon-
struction.” :

In one sense, the constructivist argument is a step
ahead of where most empirical scientists ever get in
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scientific self-consciousness. It is certainly correct to
assume that scientific ideas are influenced by their histor-
ical context or Zeitgeist, and scientists should strive to
consider all such potential biases that might influence
their interpretation of data, A large part of the history of
sceience has been the discovery of methods for collecting
data in ways that keep various biases under control.
Where the constructivist position often goes wrong is in
assuming that in uncovering a bias one has necessarily
uncovered an error. Biases may lead to errors, but not
necessarily. As Funder (1987) points out cogently in a
paper on social perception, judgmental “biases” (such as
the Ponzo, or “railroad tracks” illusion commonly used in
general psychology texts) often exist because they lead,
under normal circumstances, to accurate judgments. Let
us take the case of Charles Darwin, and grant that his
judgment may well have been “biased” by his reading of
Malthus, his ¢lass background, and any number of then
stylish prejudices. Does admitting that Darwin was
“biased” necessarily lead to the rejection of the theory of
evolution by natural selection that he proposed? No.
Many scientific ideas are grounded in political/historical
biases (Copernicus’s and Kepler’s ideas about the solar
system were based on religious beliefs about simplicity in
God's plan), others are based on even less glamorous
sources (Kekule's hypothesis aboul the structure of the
benzene molecule was based on his famous hypnogogic
reverie about a snake biting its tail, which a Freudian
might trace further back to unresolved issues with sexu-
ality). What distinguishes scientific hypotheses from
other beliefs, ideas, and fantasies is that they are made
into testable propositions. Unlike political or religious
beliefs, the scientific proposition stands to be rejected on
the basis of data. If fossil records did not reveal that
animal species had changed over historic epochs, for
examnple, Darwin's theory would have suffered. If later
research had not confirmed a mechanism by which ani-
mals could pass their characteristics from one generation
to the next, Darwin's theory would have suffered. It is not
enough that a lot of people with a lot of different political
and historical biases disliked aspects of Darwin’s theory.
I the Lamarckinns or the creationists or the construc-
tivists provided alternatives that led to testable hypoth-
eses, and il those alternatives better accounted for new
and existing data, then Darwin’s theory would have to be
replaced.

In the case of the data presented in the target article,
we would be happy to adopt an alternative “construe-
Hon,” rooted in biases androcentric, gynocentric, ethno-
centric or zoocentric, provided it could account par-
simoniously for the cross-cultural and eross-historical
patterns in the data. The construction that older women
do not marry because they choose not to (Dupré) may
have some hope of empirical confirmation, but it does not
seem to explain parsimoniously most aspects of our data,
The construction that “reproductive practices . . . speak
to our intimate relations as the social constructions of
particular historical moments” (Bayer) seems to ignore
the data already on hand and is thus hobbled at the
starting gate.

Students in Plato's academy devoted themselves to the
study of mathematics and science. Plato was opposed to
the Sophists, who adopted a relativistic and ultimately
nihilistic view of reality (Stumpfl 1966). The fact that



scientilic facts have been put to use to build bridges, send
humans to the moon, and to conduct laser surgery,
suggests that there is a reality, and that some scientific
“constructions” are better mapped onto that reality, We
believe that our findings and those of others in the
reemerging area of evolutionary secial psychology sug-
gest that Darwin’s theory can bring maps of the human
behavior terrain into better correspondence with social
reality.

ACENOWLEDGMENTS

We thank David Buss, Peter Killeen, Craig Nagoshi, Gregory
Stone, Melanie Trost, and William Uttal for their helpful com-
ments on an earlier draft of our Response.

References

Acsadli, G. & Nemeskeri, J. (1970} History of human life span and moriality.
Akademial Kiade. {rDTK)]

Alatalo, R. V., Lundberg, A. & Glynn, C. (1986) Female pied flycatchers
choose territory quality and not male characteristies. Nalure 323:152~
33. [AJN]

Alexander, R. . {1887} The biclogy of moral systems. Aldine de
Gruyter. [aDTK, JAS)

Alley, T. R. (1983) Growth-produced changes In body shape and size as
determinants of perceived age and adull caregiving. Child Decelopmeni
5:241—48. [TRA]

(1988) The effects of growth and aging on facial apsthetics. in: Soctal end
applied aspects of perceiving faces, ed. T. R, Alley. Erlbaum. [TRA]

Alley, T. R. & Cunningham, M. R. {1991) Average faces are aliractive, hut
very atteactive faces are nol average. Psychological Science 2:123—

95. {TRA]

Amscll, A, & Rashatte, M. E. (1984} Mechanisms of adaptice beharior: Clark
L. Hull's theoretical papers, with commentary. Columbia University
fress. [DAD]

Anderson, C. M. {1986) Female oge: Male preferences and reproductive
suceess in primates. Internativeal journal of Primatelogy 7:305-

2. [CAM|

Anderson, J. L. & Crawlord, C. B. {1988} Anorexia nervosa: Maoclels of the
disorder as an adaptation for reproduetive suppression. Canadian
Psychological Association Symposivm on Testing Evelutionary Hypotheses
abont Pathological Behaviors, Monteeal, June 1. [CBC]

Anderson, N. H. (1981) Founeations of information integration theary.
Academie Press.  [RL]

Antill, . K. (1983) Sex-role complementarity versus similarity in married
couples. Journal of Persenality and Sociaf Psychology 45:145-

55. [aDTK]

Ashmore, R. 1. {1990) Sex, gender and the individual. Tn: Handbook of
personality: Theory and research, ed. L. A. Pervin. Guilford
Press. [RL]

Atkinson, M. P. & Glass, B. L. (1985) Marital age heterogamy andd
hamogamy, 1900 to 1980. journal of Merriage and the Family 47:685-
9. [Cs)

Austrom, 1. & Hanel, K. {1985) Psychologicat issues of single life in Canada:
An exploratory study. Internationel journal of Women's Stueies 8:12-
23, {DWHR]|

Bancreft, |. (1978} The relationship between hormanes and sexual behavior in
humans. la; Biological determinants of scxual behavior, ed. . B.
Hutchinson. Wiley. [aDTK]

Barash, D. P. (1882} Sociobiology end behavior, 20d ed. Elsevier. [aDTK)|

Barkow, J. H. {1989a) Darwin, sox and status: Biological approaches to mind
and culture. University of Toronte Press.  [L.M]

(1889%) The elastic between genes and culture. Ethology and Secicbiology
10:111-29, [rDTK]

Barlow, D.. Reynolds, ). & Agras, 8. (1973) Gender identity change in a
transsexual. Archives of Ceneral Psychiatry 28:569-76. [JMT]

Basclo, A. L. (1890) Female preference predates the evolution of the sward in
swordtail Ash. Science 250:808-10. [AJN]

Batson, C. D. {1987} Prosocial metivation: Is it ever truly altruistic? Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology 20:65-122, {PB]

Beach, F. A.{1947) Evelutionary changes in the physiological control of nating
behavior in manmals. Psychological Resfew 54:279-315. [DAD]

Bell, A. P. & Weinberg, M. S. (1978) Homosexualities. Simon &
Schuster.  {JMT|

Belsky, J.. Steinberg, L. & Draper, P. {in press) Childhood experience,
interpersonal development, wnd reproductive strategy: An evolutionary
theory of socialization, Child Dovelopment, [LM]

Berlin, B. & Kay, P. (1969) Basic color terms. University of Californin
Press. [DCEF|

Bernard, J. (1979) Forward. Tn: Diverce and separation, ed. G. Levinger &
O, Moles. Basic Books. [JMT]

Berry, D). 5. & Zebrowitz-MeArthur, L. (1988) The impact af age-related
craniofacial changes on social pereeption. In: Social and applied aspects
of perceiving fuces, ed. T. R Alley. Erlbaum. [TRA)]

Berscheid, E. (1985) Interpersonal attraction. In: Hendbook of social
mychology, vol, 2, 3rd ed., ed. G. Linzey & E. Aronson. Random
House. [RL) ‘

Betzig, L. L. (1082) Despatism and differential reproduction: A cross-eultural
correlation of confliet asymmetry. Ethology and Sociobiology 3:209-

21, [JMT}

{1986) Despotism and difforential reproduction. Aldine, [PLvdB]

Betzig, L. L., Dorgerhofl Mulder, M. & Turke P., eds. {1988) Human
reproductive hehavior. Cambridge University Press.  [PLvdB]

Blain, ). & Barkew, J. (1988} Father invelvement, reproductive strategics, and
the sensitive period. In: Socieblological perspectives on hunean
devefopment, ed. K. B. MacDonald. Springer-Verlag, [LM]

Blakeslee, 8. (1891} Rescarch on birth defects tuens Lo flaws tn sperm. New
York Times Medical Science January 1, p. 1. [DB]

Bleier, R. {1984} Science and gender: A eritiquee of biology and its theories on
wornen. Pergamon Press.  [BMB]

Bloom, D. & Trussell, J. (E984) What are the determinants of delayed
chibdbearing and permanent childlessness in the United States?
Demography 21:591-611.  [IMT]

Blumstein, P. & Schwartz, P. {1983) American couples. Motrow, [JMT]

Bolig, ., Stein, . J. & McKenry, P. C. {1984) The self-advertisement
approach to dating: Male~female differences. Family Relations 33:587-
92, [aDTK]

Boorstin, 1. ). (1983) The discoverers. Random MHouse, [rDTK]

Borgerhoff Mulkler, M. (1988) Kipsigis bridewealth payments. In: Human
reprroductive behaviour, ed. L. L. Betzig, M. Borgerhofl Mulder & P
Turke. Cambridge University Press.  [PLvdB) .

Boyd, R. & Richerson, P. ). {1985) Culture and the evolutionary process.
University of Chicago Press. [LM]

Brehm, 8. 8. (1985) Intimate relationships. Random House. [aDTK, DCF}

Brewer, M. B. & Lui, L. N. (1984) The primocy of age and sex in the
structure of person categories. Secial Cognitian 7:262-74. [aDTK]

Broude, G. J. (1987) The relationship of marital intimeey and aloofuess to
social environment: A hologeistic study. Behavior Science Resenrch
21:50-69. [GB] ‘

Burley, N. (1983) The meaning of assartative mating. Ethology amd
Socichiology 4:191-203.  [LAM]

Buss, . M. (1987) Sex dilferences in bwman mate selection criterin: An
evilutlonary perspeetive. [w Socinfiology and Psychelogy, ed. C.
Crawford, M. Smith & 13. Krebs. Erilbawn.  [PAR, NWT)

(1988) Sex differences in human mate preferences: Evolutionary hypotheses
lestedl in 37 cultures. Behavioral andd Brain Sciences 12:1-49. [arDTK,
NIXG, LA, DWR, JAS, JMT, KW]

(1991} Evolutionary personality psychofogy. Annual Review of Psychology
32:45%-91.  [RL]

Buss, . M. & Barnes, M. F. {1986) Preferances in human mate selection,
Journat of Personalily and Social Psycholopy 50:559-70. {aDTK, LM)|

Buss, 2. M. & Schinitt, 12, (1959) Short-terin and long-term maling tactics in
humans. Presented at Human Behavior and Evolution Society fiest anoual
meeting. Northweslern University, August,  [LM]

Byrne, . (1971} The ettraction paradigm. Academic Press.  [aDTK, JAS)

Bytheway, W. R. (1981) The variation with age of age differences in marriage.
Journal of Marriage and the Family 43:923-26. [fDTK, RS)

Cameron, C., Oskamp, 8. & Sparks, W. {1977) Courtship American style
newspaper ads. Family Coordinalor 26:27-30.  [aDTK]

Campbell, D. T. (1875) On the canflicts between biological and social
evolution and between psychology and moral tradition. American
Psychologist 30:1103-26. [rDTK]

Carter, H. & Glick, . C. (1976) Marrioge and divorce: A social and
ecanontic study, rev. ed, Harvard University Press. {rDTK, RS}

. Chagmon, N. A. (1967) Yanomamo: The fleree people. Holt, Rinchart &

Winston., [ PLvdB]
{1974) Studying the Yanomame. Holt, Rinchart & Winston. [PLvdB]
{1988) Male Yanomamo manipulations of kinship classifications of fermale kin
for reproductive advantage. in: Human reproductive behavior: A



References: hontie., o

Darwinian perspective, o, L. Betzig, M. Borgeeholl Mulder
Cambridge University Press.  [DS]

Chagnon, N. A. & lrons, W. (1979) Evolutionary biology and human social
behacior. Duxbury Press.  {PLvdB]

Chantbers, K. C. & Phoenix, C. H. (1982) Sexuak behavior in old male chesus
munkeys: Influence of familiarity and age of female partmers. Archives of
Sexual Behavier 11:299-308.. [DB]

Clark, M. §. & Reis, H. T. (1988) Interpersonal processes in close
relationships, Anmial Revlew of Psychology 39:600-72.  [aDTK]

Clutton-Brock, T. H. {1984) Reproductive effort and terminal investment in
iteraparous animals. American Nalyralist 123:212-20.  [aDTK]

Clutton-Brack, T. H,, Guiness, . E. & Albon, S. D. {1882) Red deer:
Behavior and ecology of twa sexes, University of Chieago
Press. [arDTK]

Coale, A. )., Demeny, P. & Vaughao, B, (1983) Reglonal model life tables
and stable populations, 2nd ed. Academic Press.  [GS]

Cohen, 8. & Wills, T. A, (1985) Stress, social support, and the buffering
hypothesis. Psychological Bulletin 98:310-57.  [2DTK]

Caok, M. (1984) Issues in persen perception. Methuen. [DCF|

Cooper, W, 8. (1987) Decisicn theory as a branch of evolutionary theory: A
biological derivation of the savage axioms. Psychological Review 94:395-
411, [aDTK]

Cosmides, L. & Toaby, ]. (1987) From evolution to behavior: Evelutionary
psychology as the missing link. In: The fatest on the best: Essays on
cvolution and eptimality, ed. ]. Dupré. MIT Press.  [JAS, NWT]

(1888) Evolutionary psychalogy and the gemeration of culture I, Case
study: A compwtational theary of social exchange. Ethology and
Seciobiology 10:51-07. [aDTK, GJB, LM]

Crawford, C. B. {1989} The theory of evolution: OF what value te psychology?
fournal of Comparative Psychology 103:4-22.  [CBC]

Crawlord, C. B. & Anderson, J. L. (1988) Testing evolutionary hypotheses
about pathological bhehaviors. Paper presented at meetings of the
Canadian Psyehological Association, Montreal, June. [JAS|

{1989) Sociobivlogy: An environmentalist discipline. American Psychologist
44:14:49-59.  [aDTK]

Crawforel, C., Smith, M. & Krebs, 1. {1987) Sociobislogy and psychology:
fdeas, issues and applications. Erlbaum. [LM]

Critelli, ). W. & Waid, 1. B. {1980} Physical attractiveness, romantic love,
and equity restoration in dating relationships. Journal of Personality
Assessment 44:624-29.  [oDTK]

Cunningham, M. R. (1981) Sociobiology ns a supptementary paradigm for
social psychological research. In: Reslew of Personalily < Social
Psychology 2:69-106, od. L. Wheeler. Sage Press.  [aDTK]

(1986) Measuring the physical in physical attractiveness: Quasi-experiments
on the sociobiology of female beauty. Journal of Personality & Social
Psychology 50:925-35. [aDTK]

Dabbs, J. M., Frady, R. L., Carr, T. 8. & Besch, N. F. (I987) Saliva,
testosterane and eriminad violence in voung adult prisen inmates.
Psychosomatic Medicine 49:174-82.  [aDTK]

Daly, M. & Wilson, M. {1983) Sex, evolution, and behavior, 2nd od. Willard
Geant Press.  [arDDTK, JAS]

(1983} Sex, evalution, and behavior. Duxbury.  [JMT)]

(1988a) Evolutionary soeial psychology and family homicide. Science
242:519-24. [aDTK]

(1088L) Homicide. Aldine de Gruyter.  [|arDTE, NWT]

Darden, D. K. & Koski, P. R, {1988) Using the personal ads: A deviant
activity? Deviant Behavior 9:383-400. [DWR]

Darwin, C. (1B59) On the origin of the species. Murray.  [aDTK|

(1874} The descent of man and selcetion in relation to sex, 2nd ed, John
Murray, [AIN]

Davidson, A. R. & Jaccard, . J. {1974} Population psychology: A new look at
an ald problem. journat of Personality and Social Psychology 30:1073-
B2, [LM]

Davis, K. (1983) The meaning and significance of marriage in contemporary
socicty. In: Confemporary Marriage, ed. K. Davis, Russell Sage. [JMT]

Denney, M. W, Field, [. K. & Quadagno, D. {1984) Sex diferences in sexual
needs and desires. Archives of Sexual Behavior 13:233-45. [JMT]

Depariment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census {1936) Abstract of the
Afteenth census of the United States. U. S. Government Printing
Office. {aDTK]

{1984} Statistical abstract of the United States. U. 5. Government Printing
Office. [aDTK]

Beutsch, F. M., Zalenski, C. M. & Clark, M. E. {1986) Is there 3 double
stawdard of aging® Journel of Applied Social Psychology 16:771-

5. JaDTK]

Dewshury, D. A (1984) Comparative psyehology in tho twentieth century.

Van Nostrand Zieinhold. [DAD]

130 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES (1992) 15:1

nensdy. fevelepmental Psyoholiggy 20348 -hi. ('Y

Draper, P. (1988 Alrican marriage systeins: Perspectives from evolutionary
eeology, Ethology and Sociobiology 10(1):145-69. [PLwvdB, HH]|

Dreaper, P. & Delsky, J. (1990) Personality development in evolutionary
perspective. fouranal of Personality 58:141-61.  [LM]

Draper, P. & Harpending, F. (F988) A socicbiological porspective on the
development of human reproductive strategics. In: Seeiohiological
perspectives on human decelopment, od. K. B. MacDouald. Springer-
Verlag,  [LM]

Drickamer, L. G. {1974) Social rank, ebservability, and sexual behavior of
rhesus monkeys (Mecaca midatta). fournal of Reproduction and Fertility
32:117-20. |GL)

Durham, W. (1979) The adaptive significance of eudtural behavior. Human
Eenlogy 4:89-121.  [fDTK]

Eckland, B. K. (1968) Theories of male selection. Eugenics Quarierly 15:71-
B4, [LM]

Edwards, . N. {1969} Familial behavior as social exchange. fournal of
Marringe and the Family 31:518-26. [It§)

Libl-Eibesfeldt, 1. (1989) Hman ethology. Aldine de Gruyter. [TRA]

Ellis, B. & Symons, D. (1990) Sex differences in sexual fantasy: An
evolulionary psychological approach. forrnal of Sex Research 27:527~
55. [JMT]

Epstein, §. (1979) The stability of behavior: |, On predicting most of the
people much of the time. Journal of Personality ¢ Social Psychology
37:1097-1126. [rDTK}

Evans-Fritchard, E. E. {1940) The Nuer. Oxford University Press.  [PLvdB}

Eysenck, H. ). (1988) Personality and aging: An exploratary analysis. Jorrnal
aof Social Behavior and Personality 3:11-21.  [JPR]

Fauss, R. {1988) Zur Bedoutung des Gesichts fiir die Pamerwahl. Home
37:188-201. [TRA]

Finch, C. E. & Gasden, R. G. (1986) Animal models for the hunun
menopause. In: Aging, reproduction, and the climacteric, ed. L.
Mastrodanni Jr. & C. A, Paulsen. Plenum Press. [aDTK}

Fisher, R. A. {1930) The genctical theory of natural selection., Oxford
University Press.  [aDTE, KW]

Fiske, S. T. & Tavlor, S. E. {1991) Soclal cogaition, 2nd ed. MeGraw-

Hill. [RL]

Flinn, M. V. (1988} Correlates of reproductive suceess in a Caribbean village.
fiuman Ecology 14:225-43.  [LM]

Fortes, M. {1949) The web of kinship among the Tallensi, Oxford University
Press.  |PLwvdB]

frrank, R. H. (1988) Passions within reason. W. W. Norton,  [aDTK)

Funder, D. C. (1987) Errorsaind mistakes: Evaluating the accuracy of social
judgment. Psychological Bulletin 101:75-90. [rDTK, DCF)

(198%) Accuracy in personality judgment and the dancing bear. In:
Persounlity rescarch for the 1990's, ed. D. Buss & N. Cantor. Springer-
Verlag.  [DCF]

Funder, D. C. & Ozer. D. J. (1883) Bebavior as a function of the situation.
Journal of Personality & Soctal Psychology 44:107-12.  [rDTK]

Gergen, K. ). (1990) Metaphor, metatheory and the social world. In:
Metaphors in the history of psychology, ed. D. E. Leary. Cambridpe
University Press.  [BMB]

{1991) Emerging challenges for theery and psychology. Theory and
Psychology 1:13-35.  [BMB]

Ghiselin, M. T. (1889} Darwinism versus neo-Darwinism in the study of
hwman mate preferences. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 12:20.  [aDTK|

Gibson, G. D. {1850) Herero marriage. Rhodes Livingstone Journal 24:1-
37, [HH]

Gladue, B. A, (1989} Missing link in mate preference studies: Reproduction.
Behavioral and Brain Sciences 12:21.  [BMD)

Glenn, N. D. (1989) Intersacictal variation in the mate preferences of males
and females. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 12:21-23.  [aDXTK, NDG.
JaIT]

Gaffiman, E. (1852} On cooling the mark out: Some aspects of adaptation to
failure. Psychiatry 15451-63. [aDTK]

Goldman, N., Westafl, C. F. & Hammerslough, C. (1984) Demography of the
marriage macket in the United States. Population Index 50:2-85.  [JMT]

Goldschmidt, W. (1969) Game theory, eultural values and the bride price in
Afvica. in: Came theory in the behavioral sciences, ed. . R. Buchler &
H. G. Nulini. University of Pennsylvania Press.  [PLwdB]

Goodall, J. (1986) The chimpanzees of Gambe: Patterns of behavior., Bellknap
Press. [DB]

Goady, J. & Tambizh, §. J. (1973} Bridewealth and dowry. Cambridge
University Press.  [PLvdB]

Gottesman, L L., $hields, ]. & Hanson, D. R. {1982) Schizophrenta: The
epigenetic puzzle. Cambridge University Press (Cambridge),  [rDTK]



Seaabdy gl wntageny and phylogeny. Rarvard University

Press.  [THA|
{1881} The mismeasure of man. W. W. Norton.  [DB)

Gould, 5, ]. & Lewontin, B. . {1979) The spandrels of $an Mareo and the
Panglossian paradigm: A critique of the adaptationist programtne.
Procecdings of the Royal Suciety of Landon 205:581-98.  [CAM)]

Grammoer, K. (1989) Human courtship: Binlogical bases and cogmitive
processing. In: The sociobiology of sexval and reproduetive strategles, ed.
A. Rusu, €. Vogel & E. Volland. [KG]

Green, R. (1987) The “sissy boy syndrome”™ and the decelopment of
homosexvality. Yale University Press.  [JMT]

Greenblatt, H. N. & Smith, R. E. {1971} Marriage and divoree in Colifornia,
19661969, State of Californda, Dept. of Public Health,

Sacramento,  [RS]

CGross, M. (1984) Sunfish, salmon, and the evolution of alternative
reproductive stralegles and tactics in fishes. In: Fish reproduction;
Stralegies and tacties, ed. G. Potts & I Wootton. Academie
Press. [aDTK]

Gross, M. & Averill, M. B. (1983) Evolution and the pateiarchal myths of
scarcity wnd competition. In: Discovering reality: Feminist perspectives on
epistemology, mataphysics, methodology, and philosuphy of science, ed.
S. Harding & M. B, Hintikka. D, Reldel. [BMB)

Guttening, M. & Sccord, P. T. (1983} Tag many women? The sex ratie
question. Sage. {aDTX]

Hamilton, W. D. (1964) The genelic evolution of social behavior. fournal of
Theoretical Biology 7:(-51.  [PB]

[araway, D. (1990} Investment strategies for the evolving portfolio of primate
females. In: Body/politics: Women and the disconrses of science, ed. M.
Jacabus, E. F. Keller, & 5. Shuttleworth, Rowtledge, {BMB]

(1991) Simians, eybargs, and women: The reinvention of nature,
Rautledge,  [BMB)

Harman, §. M. {1981} Testosterane replacement therapy. Medical Aspects of
Human Sexnelify 150):111-12.  {DB]

Hurpending, FL & Penninglon, R, (1991) Age structure and sex biased
mortality ameng Ovaherero pastoralists. Humean Biology 63:327-

52, [HH)

Harrison, A. A. & Saced, L. (1977) Let's make a deal: Analysis of revelations
andd stipulations in Tonely hearts advertisements. Journal aof Personelity
and Secial Psychology 35:257-64.  [aDTK)]

Hass, P I2 {1974) Wanted and unwanted pregnancies: A fertility decision-
making model. fourral of Sociad Issuer 30:125-65. [LM]

Hendrick, 5. 5. (1981) Self-disclosure and marital satisfaction. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 40:1150-59. [aDTK]

Hill, E. & Hill, M. A. {1988} Resources and repreductive effort: The positive
elfect of doing relatively well. Presented at the Evolutionary Psyehology
and Psychiatry Conference, Ann Arbor, MI, October.  [LM)

Fill, §. (1984) Prestige and reproductive suecess in man. Ethology and
Seciobiology 5:77-95. [aDTK, LM]

Hinde, R A (1983 Why do the sexes behave differently in cluse
relationships? Jowrnal of Social mud Personal Relationships 1:471-

500 [alXTK]

Hogan, R. & Emler, M. P. (1978) The biases in contemporary soclal
psychology. Social Rescarch 43:479-534.  [¢DTK]

Horvath, T. {1979) Correlates of physical beauty in men and women. Socfal
Behacior and Personnlity 7:145-51, [TRA]

House, J. 8., Lobhins, C. & Metener, H. 1. (1982) The association of social
relationships with mortality: Prospective evidence from the Teeumseh
Commumity Health Study. American fournal of Epidemiology 116:123-
10, {aDTE)

Housckneeht, S K. (F979) Timing of the decision to remain voluntarily
chitdless: Evidence for continuous socialization. Psychology of Women
Quarterly 481-96, |LM]

Howard, L. & Zenan, N. {1991 A main-syueeze poll. Newsweek, March 25,
p. 8. |DWH]

Hubibard, R, {1983} Have only men evolved? tn: Discovering reality: Feminist
perspectives on epistemology, metaphysics, methodotogy, and philosophy
of science, ed. S. Harding & M. B. Hintikka. . Reidel. [BMB]

[uston, T. L. & Levinger, G. (1978) Interpersonal altraction and
velationships. Anneal Revlew of Psychology 29:115-56.  {aDTK)]

[rons, W, {1975} The Yomut Trrkmen. Anthropologicab paper No. 58,
Museum of Anthropology, University of Michigan. {PLvdB]

{1989) Mating preference surveys: Etlinographic ollow-up would be a good
next step. Bahavivral and Brain Sciences 12:24.  [DWNR}

Jacobson, P. H. (1959 Awmerican marriage aned dicorce. Rinchart,  [GL)

Jnmes, W, (1890) Principles of psycholegy. Holt.  [aDTK]

James, W. M. (1974) Marital coital rates, spouses’ ages, family size and social
class. Journel of Sex Rescarch 10:205-18.  [aDTE)]

Janson-Smith, D. (1980) Snciobiology: So what? In: Alice through the
microscope: The power of science over women's lives, ed. L. Birke, W.
Faulkner, §. Best, D. Janson-Smith, & K. Overfield. Virgo. |BMB]

Jencks, C. (1979) Who gets ahead? The determinants of econoatle success in
America, Basic Books. [aDTY, JAS]

Jussim, L. {1991} Sociak pereeption and social reality: A reflection-construction
maodel. Psycholugical Review 98:54-73, [DOT)

Kelley, K. & Byrne, D. (1992) Exploring human sexuality, Prentice
Halt. [DR]

Kenrick, D. T (1986) How strang is the case agalnst contemporary social and
persenality psychology: A response to Garlson, Journal of Personality ¢
Social Psychology 50:830-4d.  [rDTK]

(1987) Gender, genes, and the seeial environment: A biosocial interactionist
perspective. Revlew of Personality & Social Psychology 7:14-

43, [arDTK)

(1989a) Altruisin, Darwinism and the gift of fosinh Wedgewood. Comment
on Rushton. Behavieral and Brain Sciences 12:531-32. [rDTK}

{1988b) Personality and reproductive behavior: Integrating the social
psychological and the evolutionary perspectives. In: Sociobiology and the
sociel sciences, ed. R, W. Bell. Fexas Tech Press, [fDTK]

Kenrick, D. T. & Dantchik, A. {1983} Interactions, idiographics, and the
social psychological invasion of personality. Journal of Personality 51:286-
307. [rDTK]

Kenrick, D. T. & Funder, D. C, (1988) Profiting from controversy: Lessons
from the person-situation debote. American Psychelogist 43:23~
34. [rDTK]

(1991} The persau-situation debate: Do traits really exist? in: Contemporary
research in personality, ¢d. V. Derlega, B. Winstead, & W, H. Jones.
Nelsen-Hall.  [rDTK]

Kenrick, D. T. & Gutierres, §. E. (1980) Cantrast effects and judgments of
physical attractiveness: When beauty becomes a social problem. Jottrnal
af Personality & Social Psychology 38:131-40. [rDTK)

Kenrick, 12, T. & Hogan, R, (1992) Evolution and social cognition. In: The
suciobiological inagination, ed. M, Maxwell. SUNY Press, in
press.  [cDTK]

Kenrick, D. T. & Keefe, R. C. (1991) Age preferences in mates reflect sex
differences in repraductive stralegics. Behavioral and Broin Sciences
14:1-28.  [DB}

Renrick, D. T. & Stringlield, B, Q. {1980) Personality traits and the eye of
the beholder: Crossing seme traditional philosophical boundaries in the
search for consistency in all of the people. Psychologicel Revicw 87:88-
104. [rDTK)

Kenriek, 13. T. & Trast, M. R. (1987) A biosocial theory of heterosexual
refationships. ln: Females, males, and sexuality: Theory and researeh, ed.
K. Kelley. State University of New York Press.  [aDTK]

(1888) A reproductive exchange mocdel of heterosexunl relationships: Putting
proximate economics in ultimate perspective. Recfew of Personality and
Social Psychology 10.492-118.  [aDTK]

Kenrick, . T., Groth, G. E., Trost, M. R. & Sadalla, E. K. {1990) Effects of
gender, self-appraisal, and involvement level on mate selection:
Integrating, sociohinlogical and secial exchange perspectives on
relationships, in preparation.  [aDTK]

Kenriek, [ 1., Gutierres, §. E. & Goldberg, L. (1989) Influence of eratica
on ratings of strangers and mates. Jowrnal of Experimental Socia!
Psychology 25:159-67.  [rDTK]

Kenrick, D. T., Montello, D, & MacFartane, §. {1985} Personality: Social
learning, social coguition, or saciohiology? In: Perspectives in Persumality
fval. 1), eel. 1L [Togan & V. H. Jones, JAE Press.  {aDTK]

Kenrick, 1D, T., Neaberg, 5., Zierk, K. & Krounes, [. (1991) Contrast cfiects
and mate attractiveness: Gender differenees in eriterin fit an evolutionary
madel. Unpublished manuseript, Arizona State University.  [rDTE)

Kenrick, D. T, Sadulla. £ K., Groth, G. E. & Trost, M. R. (1990)
Evolution, traits, and the stages of human courtship: Qualifying the
pareatal investment model. Journal of Personality 58:97-117.  [arDTK,
1.M]

Lancaster, J. & King. B. (1985) An cvolutionary perspective on menopause.
In: {n her prime, ed. |. Brown & V. Kerns. Bergin & Garvey, [rDTK,
CAM]

Langlois, j. H. & Hoggman, L. A. {1990) Attractive faces are only average.
Psychological Science 1:115-21.  [aDTK, TRA, DS]

Leonard, J. L. {1968) Homo sapiens: A good fit to theory, but osing some
eriigmas. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 12:26-27. [aDTK, JAS, WGS)

Lippa, R. (1990) Gender and social behavior. In: Introduciion to social
psychology, ed. R A, Lippa. Wadswarth.  [RL)

Lackard, J. §. & Adams, R. M. (1981} Human serfal polygyny: Demagraphic,
reproductive, marital and divorce datn. Ethology and Sociolriology 2:177-
56, [aDTK, KGJ



Lumsden, C. |.. & Wilson, E. Q. (1881} Cenes, mind, and culture: The
coevolutionary process. Harvard Univorsity Press.  [arDTK, KGJ

{1985) Thw relation between biclogical and cultural evolution. Journal of

Social and Biological Structures B:343-59. [rDTK]

Mackey, W. ©. {1980) A sociobiological perspective on divorce patterns of
men in the United States. Jonrnal of Anthropological Research 36:419-
28. [aDTK]

Mackey, W. C. & Mealey, L. {Submitted) Human sex vatio as a funetion of
the woman's psychodynamics: Empirical tests from hrec samples,
Journal of Personality and Individual Differences. [LM]

Malloy, T. E, & Albright, L. (I1890) Interpersonal pereeption in a social
context. fournal of Personality and Social Psychology 58:419-28. |DCF]

Margotin, L. & White, L. {1987) The continuing role of physical attractive ness
in marriage. Jourpal of Marriage 49:21-27. [aDTK]

Mathes, E. W., Brennan, S. M., Haugen, P. M. & Rice, H, B, (1335}
Ratings of physical attractiveness as o function of age. Jewrnal of Social
Psychology 125:157-68.  [aDTK]

Maynard Smith, J. (1958} The cffects of temperature and of cgg-laying on the
longevity of Drasophila subobsenra. Journal of Experimental Biclogy
35:832-42.  [alDTK]

Mayr, E. (1983} How to carry out the adaptationist paradigm? American
Naturalist 121:324--34. [CAM]

Mazur, A. & Lamb, T. {1980) Testosterone, status, and mood in hwman
males. Horiones and Behavlor 14:236-46.  [aDTK)

McArthur, L. Z. & Baron, R. M. (1983} Towsrd on ecological theory of social
perception. Pspehological Revlew 80:215-38. [DCF]

McDaugall, W, (1908) Social psychology. Methuen. [aDTK]

{1930) William McDangall. In: A history of psychology in autoblography,

vol. 1, ed. . Murchison. Clark University Press. [DAD]

MeCrath, ]. E. {1982) Dilemmatics. In: Judgment calls in rescarch, ed. J. E
McGrath, J. Martin & R. A. Kukla, Sage. [rDTK]

Mend, M. (1928) Caming of age in Samon. Morrow. [TMT]

(1935) Sex aml temperament in three primitive socielics. Morrow. [J™MT)
Mealey, L. (1985} The relationship between social status and biologieal

success: A case study of the Mormon religious hicrarchy. Ethology and
Sociobiology 6:249-57. [aDTK, LM]

(L980) Differential use of reproductive strategies by human groups?
Psychological Seience 1:385-97. [LM]

Mealey, L. & Mackey, W. C. (1080} Variation in offspring sex ratio in women
af differing social status. Ethology and Sociabiology 11:83-95. [L.M]

Mealey, L., Bouchard, T. |. Jr. & Segal, N. (in preparation) Heritable and
envirommental variables affect reproduction-related behaviors, but not
ultimate reproductive success.  [LM]

Menken, J. & Larsen, U. (1986) Fertility rates and aging. hw: Aging,
reproduction, and the climacterie, ed. L. Mastroisnni & C. A. Panlsen.
Plenum Press, [aDTK]

Maoney, |. (1980) Lave and fove sickness. Johns Hopkins University
Press. [JMT)

Marawski, [. (. {1985) The measurcment of maseulinity and femininity:
Engendering eategorical realities. Journal of Personality 53: 196
223, [BMB)

Morawski, J. G. & Steele, 1. 5. (1991) The one or the other? Textual analysis
of masculine power and feainist empawerment, Theory and Psychology
1:107-3). [BMB)

Moss, L. f. (1964} Teenage marriage: Cross-national trends and spciolugical
factors in the decision af when to marry. Acta Sociologica B:98-

115, [LM]

Murdock, G. (1949) Social structure. Macmillan.  [NWT]

(1959} Africa: Its peoples and their culture history. MeGraw-Hill. [FLvd B}
Nadel, §. F. (1442} A black Byzantivm. Oxiord University Press.  [PLvdli]
Naficy, A, (1981) Mate selection: The relative contributions of age, physical

Attractivencss, and incone to desirability as romantic and marriage
pariners. Unpublished Ph.I). dissertation, The University of Texas at
Austin.  [LM]

Nieschlag, E. & Michel, E. (1986) Repreductive functions i grandfathers. In:
Aging, veproduction, and the climacteric, ed. L. Mastroianni, Jr. & C. A.
Paulsen. Plenum Press.  [aDTK]

Nur, N. (1989) The sociobiology of human mate preference: On testing
evalutionary hypotheses. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 12:28-

29, JaDTK}

Nyborg, H. & Boeggild, C. (1989) Mating behavior: Moves of mind or
malccules. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 12:29-30. [aDTK]

Orians, G. H. (1969) On the evolution of mating systems in hirds ancl
mammals, American Naturalist 103:580-603, [AJVN]

Parker, G, A. (1970) Sperm competition and its evalutionary consutuences in
the insects. Biological Reviews 45:525-88. [aDTK)

Partridge, L. & Farquhar, M. {1981} Sexual activity reduces lifespan of male
fruit Mlies. Nature 294:580-82. [aDTK]

132 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN S50 T (v 1o,

Pactridge, L. & Harvey, P. H. (1988) The ecological context of life history
evolution. Sclence 241:1449-55. [aDTK]

Pennington, R. {1990) The fortility of the Herero and Mbanderu pasteralists of
Botswana. Ph.D. thesis, The Pennsylvania State University, University
Park, PA. [HH]

{1081} Child fostering as a reproductive strategy among southern African
pastoralists, Ethology and Sociobiplopy 12:83-104. [HH]

Pillard, B. & Weinrich, J. (1987) The periadic table madel of the gender
transpaositions: Part L. A theory based on maseulinization and
defeminization of the brain. Journal of Sex Research 23:425-54,

(™

Plomin, R. (1986) Decelopment, genetics, and psychology. Erlbaum. [JPR}

Plutchik, R. (1980} Emotion: Theory, research, and expericnce. Academic
Press.  [aDTK]

Presser, H. B. (1975) Age differences between spouses: Trends, patterns, and
social implications. American Behavioral Sclentist 19:190-205, [rDTK,
R5]

Pressley, P. H. (1981) Parental effort and the evolution of nest-guarding
tactics in the three-spined stickleback. Gasterostens acculeatus L.
Evolulion 35:282-95. [aDTK)]

Radcliffe-Brown, A. R. & Forde, D., eds. (1950) African systems of kinship
and marringe. Oxford University Press.  {PLvdB]

Rajecki, D. W., Bledsoe, S. B. & Rasmussen, |, L. (in press) Successful
personal ads: Gender differances and similaritics in offers, stipulations,
and outcomes. Basic and Applied Social Psychology. [DWR]

Ralls, K. (1976) Mammals in which females are larger than males. Quarterly
Reutew of Biology 51:245-T6, [arDTK]

Remoll, FL. T. (1980} Female choice: An investigation of human breeding
strategy. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Rutgers University. [LM]

Resnik, R. (E936) Age related changes in gestation and pregnancy outcome.
In: Aging. reproefuction, and the elimacteric, ed. L. Mastrojanni & C. A.
Paulsen. Plenum Press.  [aDTK]

Roe, A. & Simpsan, G. G., eds. (1958) Behavior and evolution. Yale
University Press. [DAD]

Hosenbaum, M. E. (1986) The repulsion hypothesis: On the nondevelopment
of relationships. fournal of Personality & Social Psychology 51:1156-

6. [rDTK|

Rosenblatt, P. C. (1974) Cross-cultural perspective on attraction. In:
Foundations of interpersonal atiraction, ed. T. L. Huston. Academic
Press. [aDTK]

Rushton, J. P. (1989) Genetic similarity, humnn altruism and group selection.
Behaviaral and Brain Sciences 12(3):503-59.  [arDTK, LAL, JPR]

(1990} Sir Francis Galtan, epigenetic rules, genetle similarity theory, and
human life-history analysis. fournal of Personality 58:117-40. [JPR}

(1991) Do ~K strategies underlic human rage differences? Canadian
Psychology 32:23-42. [JPR]

Byan, M. J., Fox, J. H., Wilczynski, W. & Band, A, S. (1990) Sexual
selection for sensory exploitation in the frog Physaleewmus pustulosus.
Nature M3:66-67.  [AIN])

Sadalla, £. K., Kearick, D. T. & Vershure, B. {1987) Daminance and
heterosexual attraction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychotogy
52:730-38. [arDTK]

Sanclelowski, M. J. (1990) Failures of volition: Female agency and infertility in
historical perspeetive. Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society
15:475-99. [GMB]

Sayers, J. (1982) Biological politics: Femintst and anti-feminist perspectives.
Tavistock. [BMB]

Searr, 5. (1985) Constructing psychology: Making facts and Fables Tor our
times. American Psychologist A0:499-512.  [BMB)

Schaffer, L. 5. (1983) Toward Pepitone’s vision of a normative social
psychology: What is a social norm? Journal of Mind & Behavior 4:275-
94 {aDTK]

Schneirla, T. G. (1959) An evolutionary and developmental theory of hiphasic
processes underlying approach and withdrawal, Nebraska Symposinm on
Muotivation T:1-12. [DAD]

Schoen, R. (1984) Who marrles whom? Age preferences in the 1970 U.S.
marriage market. Revue, Informatique et Statistique dans les Sciences
Hurnaines 20:203-16. [RS]

Schoen, R. & Thomas, B. (1966} Intergroup marringe in Hawaii, 1969-71 and
1978-81. Saciolagical Perspectives 32:365-82, [RS]

Schoen, R. & Wooldredge, |. (1989) Marriage choices in North Carolina and
Virginia, 1969-71 and 1978-81. Journal of Marriage and the Family
51:465-81. [R$]

Schoen, R., Wooldredge, §. & Thomas, B, (1988} Ethnic and cducational
effects on warriage choice. Social Sclence Quarterly 70:617.-30, [RS]

Sherman, P. W, (1988} The levels of analysis. Animal Behavipur 36:616—
19, [CAM]

Shively, C. & Smith, D. G. (1985) Secial status and reproductive success of



male Macaca fascicularis. American Journal of Primatology 9:129—
35 [GL)

Shykedl, J. A. (1991) Female behavioural ecologists respond to novel male
traits, ISBE Newslelter 3:2-5. [A]N]

Stmpson, J. A. & Cangestad, 8. (1991} Individual differences in sociosexuality:
Evidence for convergent and discriminant validity. Journal of Personality
¢ Soctal Psychology 60:870-83. [DTK]|

Slaman, 5. & Sloman, L. {1988) Mate selection in the service of human
evobution, Journal af Social and Bioleglcal Struciures 11:457—

64. [2DTK, DS, LM, SAS]

Sontag, §. (1979) The double standard of aging. In: Psychology of women, ed.
). Willinms. Academle Press.  [aDTK)

Sorensen, T. I. A., Nielsen, G, G., Andersen, P, K. & Teasdale, T, W,
(1988} Genetic and envirenmental influences on premature death in adult
ndoplees. New England Journal of Medicine 318:727-32.  [JPR]

Spenee, J. T., Deaus, K. & Helmreich, R. L. (1985} Sex roles in
contemporary American society. In: Handbook of soctal psychology vol.
IL, 3rd ed,, ed. G. Lindzey & E. Aronson. Random House. [BL]

Stanovich, K. E. {1991) Copnitive science meets beginning reading.
Psychological Science 270-81.  [DCF]

Stearns, 5. . {1976) Lile history tactics: A review of the ideas. The Quarterly
Review of Bislogy 51:3-47.  [aDTK]

Stern, B. R. & Smith, . G. (1984) Scxual belavior and paternity in three
captive groups of rhesus monkeys (Macace mufatta). Anhnat Behaciar
32:23-32. [GL]

Stevens, G. & Schoen, R, (1088) Linguistic intermarriage in the U.S. forrnal
of Marriage and the Family 50:257-79. [RS]

Stoller, R. {1982) Transvestism in women. Archites of Sextal Behavior 11:99-
15, [JMT)

Stane, €. P. (1943) Muitiply, vary, let the strongest live and the weakest
die — Charles Darwin. Psychological Bulletin 40:1-24.  [DAD)

Stumpf, S. E. (1966) Socrates to Sarire: A histery of philosophy. McGraw-
Hill. [rDTK]

Surbey, M. (1987) Anorexiz nervosa, amenorrhea, and adaplation. Ethology
ane Sociobiology 9 (The ethalogy of psychiatrie populations) 4756765, ed.
J. Beierman.  [QBC)

Swedbund, A. C. & Armelegos, G. ). (1976) Demographie anthropology.
RBrown. [DB]

Symaons, 1. {1979) The evolution of hennan sexuality. Oxford University
Press. {nDTEK, TRA, PLvdE, RL, LN, JAS. DS, IMT, NWT]

(1980) Précis: The evolution of himan sexuality. Bekacioral and Brain
Seiences 3(2):171-214. [G]B)

{1985) Darwinism nnd contemporary marriage, In: Contemporary marriage:

"Comparatice perspeclives on o changing instilution, ed. K. Davis.
Sage. [DS, JMT)

{1987a) An evolutionary approach: Can Darwin's view of life shed light on

human sexnality® In: Theories of human sexuality, ed. . H. Geer &
W. T. O'Danchue. Plenum Press.  [DS]

{1987h) I we've all Danwinians, what's the fuss about? In: Sociabisfogy and
psychology: ideas, issues and applications, ed. C. Crawford, M. Smith &
D. Krebs. Erlbaum.  [NWT)

(19894} A eritique of Darwinian anthropelogy. Ethology and Sociohiology
10:131-44. [rDTK]

{1983} The psychology of human mate preferences. Behacioral and Brain
Sciences 12:34-35.  [aDTK, DS]

Symons, D, & Ellis, B. {1989 Human male-femele dilferences in sexval
desire. 1n: Sociobiolagy of reproductive strategies, ed. A. Rasa, C. Vugel
& E. Valand. Chapman (all.  [JMT, NWT]

Theissen, D. D. & Gregg, B. (199} Human assortative mating and genelic
equilibrium. Etholagy and Sociobiclogy 1:111-40.  [LM]

Thorehill, N, W, (1988} Characteristics of female desirability: Facultative
standards of beauty. Behucioral & Brain Sciences 12:35-36. {aDTK}

Thomhill, B. & Thernhill, N. W. (1891) Coercive sexuality of men; Is there
psychaolagical adaptation to rape? ln: Sexual coercion. A source book on
its nature, canses and prevention, ed. E. Grauerholz & M. A. Kosakwski.
0. G, Henth & Co. [NWT]

{in press) The evolutionary psychology of men's coereive sexvality.
Behavioral and Brain Scicnces.  [NWT]

Tinkle, D. W, (1963} The concept of reproductive effort and its relation to the
evolution of life histories in lizards. American Neturalist 103:501-

16. [aDTK]

Lgferviuee sviliicn Wonlcule; Age prederences in mates

Todd, J. T., Murk, L. §., Shaw, R. E. & Pittenger, J. B, (1980) The
perception of human growth, Scientlfic American 242(2):132-44. [TRA]

Tolman, B. C. (1622} Con instinets be given up in psychology? Journal of
Abnormal and Sacial Psychology 17:139-52, [DAD]

(1932) Purposive behavior in animals and men. Century. [DAD)

Tooby, J. (1982) Pathogens, polymorphism, and the evolution of sex, fournal
of Theoretical Biology 9T:557-76. [DS]

Tooby, J. & Cosmides, L. (1990) On the universality of human nature and the
uniqueness of the individual: The role of genetics and adaptation. fourral
of Personality 58:1-67. [RL, NWT]

Townsend, J. M. (1987) Sex differences in sexunlity among medical students:
Effects of increasing socloecanomic status, Archives of Sexual Behavior
16:427-46.  [JMT]

(1989) Mate-selection criteria: A pitot study. Etholegy and Saciobiology
10:241-53, [aDTK, JMT)

{n.d.) Sexvality and mate selection: Sex dillerences in ontogeny and criteria.
Under review, [JMT]

Townsend, J. M. & Levy, G. [, {19%0a) Ellects of potential partners” physical
attractiveness and socioeconomic status on sexuality and pariner selection:
Sex differonces in reported preferences of university students. Archives
of Sexual Behavior 19:148-64. [JMT]

(1990b) Effects of potential partners’ costume and physical attractiveness on
sexuality and partner seleetlon. Journal of Psychology 124:371-
B9, [JMT]

Trivers, R. L. (1971} The evolution of reciprocal altruism. The Quarierly
Review of Biology 46:35-57. [FB)

(1972) Parental investment and sexual selection. Tn: Sexual selection ond the
descent af mmn. ed. B. Gampbell. Aldine. [aDTK, JMT]
(1985) Social cvalution. Benjamin/Cummings. [aDTK}

Tutin, C. E. G. {1979) Mating patterns and repreductive strategics in a
community of wild ehimpanzees (Pan troglodytes schweinfurthii).
Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology 6:39-48. [DB]

Unitedl Nations (1989) 1987 demographis yearboek, United Nations. [aDTK]

U.§. Bureau of the Census {1981) Repert of the U.5. Bureau of the Census.
U. §. Government Printing Office.  [DB)

Udry, J. R. (1981) Marital alternatives and marital disruption. Journal of
Marriage and the Family 43:880-97. [JMT]

Ublenburg, P. (1980) Death and the family, feurnal of Family History
{Fall):313-20.  [GS])

van Tienderen, P. H. & van Noordwijk, A. ]. (1988} Dispersal kinship and
inbreeding in an island population of the Great Tit. fournal of
Evelutionary Biology E:117-37.  |AJvN]

Yoland, E. (1990) Differential reproductive suceess within the Krummbhorn
population (Germany, 18th and 19th centurics). Behavioral Ecology and
Sociebiology 26:65-72. [LM]

Voland, E. & Voland, R. (1989) Evolutionary biology and psychiatry: The case
af anarexia nervasa. Ethology and Soclobiology 10:223-40. [CRC]

Walster, E., Walster, G, W. & Berscheid, E. {1978) Equity: Theory aad
research. Allyn & Bacon. [aDTK]

Warden, C. J. (1932} The coolution of ltman behavior. Maemillan.  [DAD]

Wassar, §. K. & Barash, D. P. (1983) Reproductive suppression ameng female
wammals: Implications for biomedicine and sexual selection theary.
Quarterly Resicw of Biclogy 48:513-38. [CBC}

Weinrich, ]. {1988) The periedic table model of the gender transpositions:
Part [1. Limerent and lusty sexual attractions and the nature of
bisexuality. fournal of Sex Research 24:113-29,  [JMT]

Willerman, L. {1879} The psychology of individual and group differences.
Freeman,  [JAS]

Witliams, G. C. (1968) Adapation end natural selection: A eritigue of some
current ecolulionary thought, Princeton University Press.  [CAM, JAS]

{1975) Sex and ecoludton. Princeton University Press.  [aDTE]
{1985) A defense of reductionism in evolutionary biology. Oxford Surveys in
Eoletionary Biology 2:1-27.  [DS]

Wilson, R. S. (1983) The Louvisville twin study: Developmental synchronies in
behavior. Child Development 54:298-316. [JPR)

Winegar, K. (1989) “Trophies” on a pedestal: Younger mate seen as symbol of
real suecess. Arizona Republic ScptemberiF1-2, [aDTK]

Yin, P. & Shine, M. (1985) Misinterpretations of increases in life expectancy
in gerontology textbooks. The Cerontologist 25:78-82. {rDTK]




