quency, Journal of the Acoustical Society of Amer-
ca, 86, 21382148 (1989); W A_ Yost and S, Sheft,
Modulation detection interference for discriminating
a change in the depth of amplitude modulation,
Journal of the Acoustical Socicty of America, 88,
5146 (1990). in most MDI experiments, the probe is

4,000 or 1,000 Hz, and the masker is separated in
frequency from the probe by more than two octaves.
The: stimuli are usually 500 ms in duration and are
presented at 60 to 75 dB SPL, usually in a back-
ground of continuous, wide-band, low-intensity
noise that serves to mask the listener's ability to lis-

ten in frequency regions outside those associated
with the probe, masker, or both.

8. The explanation of CMR and MDD based on
fusing spectral companents that are comodulated is
only ene of a number of proposed explanations for
the phenomena.
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Human Nature, Individual Differences,
and the Importance of Context:

Perspectives From

Evolutionary Psychology
W. Todd DeKay and David M. Buss

Evolutionary psychology is
emerging as an important theoretical
perspective in many branches of
psychology: cognmon ! perception,
psycholmgu:stlcs social pbychol-
ogy,” developmental psychology,?
clinical psychology, and personality
psychology.” Its promise lies not in
supplanting other psychological per-
spectives or research programs, but
rather in adding additional layers of
analysis and understanding to hu-
man psychological phenomena. Ev-
olutionary psychology starts by pos-
ing three important questions that
have been relatively neglected over
the past century: What are the ori-
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gins of hurman psychological mech-
anisms? What adaptive problems se-
fected for their existence? What
functions were they designed to
serve?

Most psychologists are Darwinian
in the sense that they believe that
evolutionary processes are responsi-
ble for human origins.® It is widely
recognized that the only available
alternatives—creationism and
“seeding theory—offer no real sci-
entific value. The crucial issues are
which evolutionary processes have
shaped human psychological mech-
anisms and how these mechanisms
have been shaped. Among the major
evolutionary processes—mutation,
inheritance, drift, isolation, and se-
lection——it is generally recognized
that natural selection, or the differ-
ential repraduction of genetic vari-
ants by virtue of differences in de-
sign, is the principal guiding force in
the creation of complex, functional
mechanisms known as adaptations.

The focus on selection as the key
causal process has some heuristic
value, but by itself does not get us
very far. Evolutionary theory at this
general level of abstraction offers
only a few predictions (e.g., that ad-
aptations cannot exist exclusively for
the benefit of another species or
conspecific competitors) and only
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the crudest heuristic value (e.g.,
events surrounding survival and re-
production take on special impor-
tance). Evolutionary psychology, in
contrast, combines the principles of
natural selection with {(a) specific ev-
olutionary subtheories, such as the
theory of parental investment and
sexual selection; (b) an analysis of
the specific adaptive problems hu-
mans have faced over evolutionary
history; and (c) specific models of
psychological mechanisms and be-
havioral strategies that may have
evolved as solutions to those adap-
tive problems. Evolutionary psychol-
ogy acquires the heuristic and pre-
dictive value we associate with
powerful scientific theories when
these conceptual elements are com-
hined.

Since the cognitive revolution,
psychologists have become increas-
ingly aware of the need to under-
stand decision-making rules and
other information processing de-
vices in the head. But although most
psychologists have jettisoned behav-
iorism’s unworkable antimentalism,
many have retained the behavioris-
tic assumption of equipotentiality
and assumed that cognitive mecha-
nisms are general-purpose, free of
content-specialized procedures.”
Because psychological mechanisms
are often presumed to operate in the
same manner regardless of content,
the selection of stimuli used in cog-
nitive experiments has often been ar-
bitrary, stripped of context, content,
and meaning to the organism—



nonsense syllables provide a proto-
typical exemplar.

Evolutionary psychologists, in
contrast, argue that evolved psycho-
logical mechanisms cannot be solely
general-purpose, are highly likely to
be saturated with content, and oper-
ate differently in response to external
input about different adaptive prob-
lems.” Just as the body contains a
large number of specific and dedi-
cated physiological mechanisms
(taste buds, sweat glands, lungs,
heart, kidneys, larynx, pituitary
gland), so, according to evolution-
ary psychologists, the mind contains
a large number of specialized psy-
chological mechanisms, each “‘de-
signed'’® to solve particular adaptive
problems. Because what constitutes
a “‘successful soletion” to adaptive
nroblems differs across domains
{e.g., criteria for food selection differ
from criterta for mate selection), the
requisite psychological solution
mechanisms are likely to be special-
purpose and domain tailored.

Some psychologists do not realize
that manifest behavior depends on
psychological mechanisms plus in-
puts into those mechanisms, both
environmental and interoceptive.
Environmental inputs alone cannot
cause behavior in the absence of
psychological mechanisms designed
to process input. If a human, a
chimp, and a dog react differently to
identical environmental cues, it is
because there is something different
about the psychological mecha-
nisms of the human, the chimp, and
the dog. The central goal of evolu-
tionary psychology is to identity
these evolved psychological mecha-
nisms and to understand their func-
tions.

A common misconception about
evolutionary approaches is that they

postulate “‘instincts’’—rigid, geneti-
cally inflexible behavior patterns
that are invariantly expressed and
unmodifiable by the environment.
Although this view may have char-
acterized some previous evolution-
ary perspectives, nothing could be
farther from the current views in ev-
olutionary psychology.

Contextual evolutionary analysis
takes place at several levels in the
causal sequence leading to manifest
human behavior. One is the histori-
cal context—the selection pressures
that humans and their ancestors
have faced over thousands of gener-
ations. Because we share part of our
evolutionary history with other spe-
cies {e.g., humans and chimps share
common ancestors), we share some
mechanisms with those species
(e.g., mechanisms of vision). But be-
cause human evolutionary history
differs from that of all other species
and the selection pressures we expe-
rienced were different in many ways
(e.g., importance of long-term reci-
procity, degree of group-on-group
warfare, magnitude of male parental
investment), many of our evolved
psychological mechanisms are
unique to us (e.g., those underlying
complex toolmaking and tool use,
language, culture, and conscious-
ness). Evolutionary psychology re-
quires an analysis of both these
shared and unique features of our
historical context.

A second level of contextual anal-
ysis in evolutionary psychology is
antogenetic. Evolutionary analyses
of ontogenetic context have taken
two forms. First, experiences during
development can dispose individu-
als toward different strategies.”
There is some evidence, for exam-
ple, that ahsence of the father during
childhood shunts individuals toward
a more promiscuous mating strat-
egy, whereas the presence of an in-
vesting father during childhcod
shunts individuals toward a more
monogamous mating strategy.?
Clearly, more research is needed to
verify this finding. Second, develop-
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mental experiences may set different
thresholds on species-typical psy-
chological mechanisms. The thresh-
old for responding to a threat with
extreme violence is apparently low
in some cultures, such as among the
Yanomamo Indians of Brazil, and is
high in others, such as among the
tKung San of Botswana. Ontoge-
netic contexts include, of course,
sex-differentiated socialization as
well as culturally variable input.”

The third level of contextual anal-
ysis entails description of the imme-
diate situational inputs that activate
particular psychological mecha-
nisms. Just as callous-producing
mechanisms are activated only if a
person experiences repeated friction
to the skin, so psychological mech-
anisms such as those responsible for
sexual jealousy,” detection of cheat-
ers, or discriminative parental so-
licitude'” are activated only by par-
ticular contextual input such as cues
to infidelity, cues to nonreciproca-
tion, or the simultaneous presence
of genetically related children and
stepchildren, respectively.

A central goal of evolutionary
psychology is to explicate historical,
ontogenetic, and situational forms of
contextual input.

A long-standing dogma in this
century’s social science has been
that the nature of humans is that they
have no nature, except perhaps a
few highly domain-general learning
mechanisms, Evidence that such a
view is empirically untenable has
been accumulating over the past
decade."’ Conceptual analyses by
scientists in artificial intelligence,
psycholingutistics, cognitive psy-
chology, and evolutionary psychol-
ogy are showing why such a view is
untenable even in principle.” Hu-
mans could not passibly perform the
numerous complex, situationally



contingent tasks that they do rou-
tinely without considerable intricate
and domain-dedicated psychologi-
cal machinery. These psychological
mechanisms, coupled with the so-
cial, cultural, and ecological inputs
that reliably activate them, and
linked to the adaptive problems they
were “‘designed”’ to solve, provide a
starting point for a description of hu-
man nature,

Although exactly which cou-
plings are part of human nature must
be determined empirically, possible
candidates include childhood fears
of loud noises, darkness, snakes,
spiders, and strangers; characteristic
emotions such as anger, envy, pas-
sion, and love; characteristic facial
expressions such as those showing
happiness and disgust; competition
for limited resources; specific mate
preferences; classification of kin;
love of kin; preferential altruism di-
rected toward kin; socialization
from senior kin; play; deceit; con-
cepts of property; enduring recipro-
cal alliances or friendships; retalia-
tion and revenge; sanctions for
crimes against the group; rites of
passage; concepts of self; concepts
of intenttons, beliefs, and desires as
part of a theory of mind; status dif-
ferentiation; status seeking; prestige
criteria; humor; gender terminol-
ogy; sexual attraction; sexual attrac-
tiveness; sexual jealousy; sexual
modesty; toolmaking; tool use; tools
for toolmaking; weapon making;
weapon use; coalitions that use
weapons for war; collective identi-
ties; cooking; coyness; crying; and
probably hundreds more (see
Brown'' for an extended list of pos-
sibilities).

Hearing references to concepts
like human nature, evolved mecha-
nisms, and evolutionary biology,
people tend to think the reference is
to robotlike automatons, rigidly pro-
grammed by genes to carry out ac-
tivities that are inflexible and imper-
meable to environmental, social,
and cultural influences. Even the
most casual observation shows that

people are not like this. We respond
with enormous flexibility and vari-
ability to even the slightest shifts in
context. This observation, reason-
ably enough, causes most scientists
to reject notions of instinctual rigid-
ity, programmed inflexibility, and
environmental unmodifiability.

A central message of evolutionary
psychology is that the enormous
flexibility and context contingency
of human behavior requires a highly
articulated, extremely complex ar-
chitecture of dedicated, species-
typical psychological mechanisms,
Without those mechanisms to guide
action, the islands of adaptive solu-
tions could never be discovered
amid the expansive oceans of mal-
adaptive possibilities.

SEX DIFFERENCES

Evolutionary psychology provides
a powerful framework for predicting
when we should and should not ex-
pect sex differences. Men and
women are expected to differ only in
the delimited domains where they
have faced different adaptive prob-
lems over the course of human evo-
lutionary history. In domains where
the sexes have faced the same adap-
tive problems, no sex differences are
expected.

Historically, men and women
have faced many adaptive problems
that are highly similar. Both sexes
needed to maintain body tempera-
ture (adaptive problem of thermal
regulation), so both sexes have
sweat glands and shivering mecha-
nisms. Repeated friction to certain
areas of the skin was damaging to
both sexes in ancestral environ-
ments, so both sexes have callous-
producing mechanisms. Analo-
gously, both sexes needed to solve
the adaptive problem of identifying a
good cooperator when seeking a
ong-term partner, and this may be
one reason why both sexes, across
all cultures whose partner prefer-
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ences have been studied, value
kindness in a partner so highly.'?

In several domains, however, the
sexes have faced different adaptive
problems. For 99% of human evolu-
tionary history, men faced the adap-
tive problem of hunting and women
of gathering, possible selective rea-
sons for greater male upper body
strength and spatial rotation ability
and for greater female spatial loca-
tion memory." Internal fertilization
and gestation produced an adaptive
problem for men, but not for
women, of uncertainty of parent-
hood. Cryptic or concealed ovula-
tion may have created the adaptive
problem for men of knowing when a
female was ovulating. The dual male
mating strategy, seeking (a) short-
term sex partners with little invest-
ment and (b} long-term marriage
partners with high investment, cre-
ated for women an adaptive prob-
lem of having to discern whether
particular men saw them as tempo-
rary sex partners or as potential
spouses.'* Sex differences in mate
preferences,'®'® courting strate-
gies, ' and sexual fantasies'® cor-
respond remarkably well to these
sex-linked adaptive problems. Evo-
lutionary psychology offers the
promise of providing a powerful and
coherent theory of sexual differences
as well as sexual similarities.

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES

Evolutionary psychology aspires
to understand not just our species-
typical, sex-differentiated, and cul-
turally differentiated nature, but also
the ways in which individuals differ
within species, within sex, and
within cultures. Several promising
avenues of investigation are being
pursued. One approach attempts to
understand individual differences re-
sulting from different experiences
during development. The father-
absence versus father-presence the-
ory of individual differences in mat-



ing strategies developed by Draper
and Belsky” represents a fascinating
example of the developmental evo-
lutionary psychological approach.

A second approach examines in-
dividual differences as a function of
different environments that are cur-
rently inhabited. People married to
partners who are perceived by oth-
ers as relatively desirable, for exam-
ple, may be reliably prone to jeal-
ousy over time, not because they are
inherently “/jealous people,” but be-
cause they inhabit an enduring en-
vironment that recurrently activates
jealousy mechanisms.

A third approach examines what
may be termed ‘‘reactive individual
differences.” Individuals who are
mesomorphic are better able to carry
out an aggressive strategy, whereas
those who are ectomorphic may per-
force cultivate diplomatic skills.'” In
this example, it is not the case that
some individuals are innately more
aggressive or agreeable, but rather
that all people have the potential for
both characteristics, and the strategy
that gets adopted is contingent on
species-typical decision rules that
evaluate anatomical input and stra-
tegic success.

A fourth evolutionary approach to
individual differences develops
models of frequency-dependent se-
lection that predict genetic differ-
ences among members of the same
sex. Gangestad and Simpson,’? for
example, have explored individual
differences in “sociosexual orienta-
tion,” the degree to which individu-
als seek sex with many partners with
low investment in each versus with
few partners with high investment in
each. They present evidence that
these individual differences may be
heritable, may be bimodally distrib-
uted, and may covary with other
personality characteristics in ways
that support a conception of evolved
strategy differences.

Because the analysis of individual
differences represents the most re-
cent and least explored avenue of
tnquiry within evolutionary psychol-

ogy, it is not clear which among
these four approaches {or alternative
approaches) will prove most useful.
indeed, some represent competing
approaches to the same set of phe-
nomena. Draper and Belsky,* for ex-
ample, propose that differences in
maling strategy stem from critical
events during development,
whereas Gangestad and Simpson'®
propose that they stem from herita-
ble differences caused ultimately by
frequency-dependent selection.
Both approaches, however, repre-
sent improvements over prior evolu-
tionary approaches that examined
sex differences in mating strategies
but ignored individual differences
within sex in the strategies adopted.

No evolved psychological mech-
anism has been explored compre-
hensively in all its facets, including
the historical selection pressures that
forged it, its ontogenetic context, the
situational inputs that activate it, its
species-typical nature, and its sex-
differentiated, age-differentiated,
culturally differentiated, and indi-
vidually differentiated features. In
this sense, evolutionary psychology
offers a promissory note, and it is
reasonable to hold it to a rigorous
theoretical standard: What new in-
sights are gained by adopting this
perspective? Its value, like the value
of all theoretical perspectives, must
be gauged by its conceptual and em-
pirical harvest.

This section explicates one case
that illustrates the potential payoff of
evolutionary psychology—the psy-
chology of jealousy. Jealousy is nei-
ther a peripheral nor a trivial emo-
tion, for it is experienced in all
known cultures and is the leading
cause of spousal battering and hom-
icide worldwide.'® Why do humans
experience jealousy? Do the sexes
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differ in events that elicit its expres-
sion? What contexts activate jeal-
ousy? And of what value is evolu-
tionary psychology in shedding light
on this pervasive and sometimes
deadly mechanism?

Jealousy is a cognitive-emotional-
motivational complex that is acti-
vated by threat to a valued relation-
ship. It is considered sexual jealousy
if the relevant relationship is a sexual
one, but there are types of jealousy
that do not involve sexual threat,
Jealousy is often activated by cues to
the apparent loss of key resources
provided by the relationship—cues
such as eye contact between one’s
partner and a rival, decreased sexual
interest on the part of one’s partner,
and a partner’s increase in flirting
with one’s same-sex competitors,
Jealousy channels attention, calls up
relevant memories, and activates
strategic cognitions. Ultimately, it
may motivate actions designed to re-
duce or eliminate the threat, retain
the valued relationship, and hence
retain the valued resources it pro-
vides.

Because both men and women
over evolutionary history have been
damaged by relationship loss, both
sexes have faced adaptive problems
to which jealousy may have evolved
as one solution. There are no evolu-
tionary grounds for predicting that
one sex will be more jealous than
the uther, and indeed nearly all stud-
ies show that the sexes are egually
jealous in global measures of jeal-
ousy magnitude. Jealousy appears to
be a species-typical mechanism in
both men and women.®

But several evolutionary psychol-
ogists have predicted that the sexes
will differ in the events that activate
jealousy.''® Because fertilization
and gestation occur internally within
women and not men, over evolu-
tionary history men have faced an
adaptive problem not shared by
women—paternity uncertainty. The
reproductive threat to a man would
have come centrally from the possi-
bility of sexual infidelity by his part-



ner, whereas a woman’s certainty in
genetic parenthood would not have
been compromised if her partner
had sex with other women. Women,
however, may have risked the loss of
a partner’s time, attention, commit-
ment, protection, investment, and
resources—resources that could be
diverted from a woman and her chii-
dren toward another woman and un-
related children. For these reasons,
evolutionary psychologists have pre-
dicted that the inputs that activate
jealousy for men will be biased 10-
ward cues that relate to the sex act
per se, whereas the inputs that acti-
vate jealousy for women will reflect
cues to the loss of commitment and
investment from a man.

Recent studies provide powerful
support. Consider this question:

What would upset or distress you more:
{a) imagining vour mate having sexual
intercourse with someone else, or (b)
imagining your mate forming a deep
emotional attachment to someone else?

The overwhelming majority (85%) of
women to whom this dilemma was
posed endorsed the second choice;
most men (60%) endorsed the first.
These sex differences were also ob-
served in physiological arousal in re-
sponse to imagining the two scenar-
ios. In measures of heart rate,
electrodermal activity, and corruga-
tor contraction (frowning), men
showed greater physiological
arousal to imagined sexual infi-
delity than to emotional infidelity.
Women, in contrast, tended to show
more physiological arousal to imag-
ined emotional infidelity than to sex-
ual infidelity *

In addition to species-typical and
sex-differantiated features, however,
jealousy exhibits within-sex variabil-
ity. For example, in the study just
described, although some 60% of
the men reported that they would be
more distressed by their partner’s
sexual infidelity, the other 40% re-
ported that they would be more dis-
tressed by their partner’s emotional

infidelity. These individual differ-
ences provide an important avenue
for testing evolutionary psychologi-
cal hypotheses. One such hypothe-
sis is that relevant developmental ex-
periences must occur before the
mechanism is activated. In the case
of men, the relevant experience
might be a committed sexual refa-
tionship. In the current study, the
majority of men who had not expe-
rienced such a relationship reported
that they would be more upset by
emotional, rather then sexual, infi-
delity. In contrast, most men who
had expertenced a committed sexual
relationship reported that they
would be more upset by sexual infi-
delity. Individual differences within
men seem to be due, in part, to dif-
fering developmental experiences—
in this case, whether or not the rel-
evant activating context had been
experienced.

These studies are clearly just the
start of the exploration of this impor-
tant psychological mechanism. Ad-
ditional questions currently being
explored include these: Does male
sexual jealousy vary in intensity
across cultures according to the
magnitude of male parental invest-
ment typical for each culture? Does
female jealousy decrease as a func-
tion of decreases in a partner’s abil-
ity to provide resources? Does male
sexual jealousy decrease as the re-
productive value of his partner de-
creases? Is the partner who is rela-
tively iower in perceived desirability
more jealous than the partner who is
higher in perceived desirability? All
of these questions were guided by
evolutionary psychological think-
ing, and answers to them over the
next few years should provide an
even greater understanding of the
workings of this complex mecha-
nism.

This analysis of jealousy is just
one example of the heuristic and
predictive value of evolutionary psy-
chology. The analysis illustrates sev-
eral progressive shifts in evolution-
ary thinking over the past few
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years—ithe importance of numerous
complex psychological mechanisms
sensitive to specific features of the
enviranment; the importance of his-
torical, developmental, and situa-
tional contexts; and the importance
of differences and similarities across
genders, across cultures, and across
individuals.
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Development as a Dynamic System

Esther Thelen

The goal of the study of develop-
ment is to understand how organ-
isms change over time. What are the
processes and mechanisms that al-
fow humans and other animals to
acquire complex, adaptive, stable
behavior? What are the origins of
perception, action, and thought? By
what agents do organisms [ose one
behavior and replace it with an-
other, for example, as in the transi-
tion from sucking to independent
feeding or from crawling to walking?

To answer such developmental
questions, researchers must study
the ontogeny of particular behavior-
al systems such as feeding, locomo-
tion, visual perception, language, or
social attachment. The result is that
developmental psychology is a field
rich with data and theories specific
to particular domains of develop-
ment. The theories of Jean Piaget,
Eleanor ). Gibson, and John Bowlby,
for example, address how children
come to think, perceive, and be-
come attached to their famiites. We
also have detailed knowledge, for
instance, about the developmental
psychobiology of independent feed-
ing, locomotion, and social relations
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in nonhuman animals. With rare ex-
ceptions, however, theory and em-
pirical inquiry do not cross species
and domains of interest.

But can we discover qualities of
development itself that transcend the
particulars of cognition, perception,
and social behavior? Are there gen-
eral principles of developmental
change that apply to all species and
without specific regard to what be-
havior is developing? And, if such
principles can be found, will they be
overly general, or will they be useful
for guiding and interpreting empiri-
cal studies?

Recently, developmentalists have
turned toward the now burgeoning
field of nonlinear dynamics (some-
times called chaos theory) for insight
triter general developmental process.
Social scientists are joining a grow-
ing group of mathematicians, physi-
cists, and biologists who are in-
trigued with complex systems that
change over time, and especially
with the remarkable properties of
such systems to seli-organize. (Self-
organization here means the emer-
gence of often intricate patterns from
the relations among simple parts and
without the need for prior programs
or blueprints.} The excitement over
dynamic systems has been fueled by
James Gleick’s best-seller, Chaos, as
well as by widespread media cover-
age. Although one may be justifiably
suspect of trendy science, | believe
dynamic principles will have lasting
value in developmental science.
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Dynamic principles are attractive
because they address many long-
standing puzzles that are common to
the specific domains of develop-
mental study. Fundamental is the
question of origins: Where do new
behavicral forms come from? As in-
fants take their first steps, say their
first words, or first discover hidden
objects, they perform entirely new
acts. Yet these novel behaviors, like
the origins of new species in evolu-
tion, must arise from existing struc-
tures and capabilities. One currently
fashionable solution to the problem
of origins is to claim that new behav-
iors are not really novel at all, but
are revelations of abilities that have
been there all along. These abilities
take the form of “innate knowledge”’
about physical properties of objects
or species-specific “acquisition de-
vices” that enable human offspring
to acquire language and other skills.
Such constructs allow developmen-
talists to finesse the question of on-
togenetic origins by passing it off to
the evolutionists, and thereby side-
step the hard issues of developmen-
tal process and mechanism. And
while no contemporary develop-
mentalist would eschew the impor-
tance of experience, the role of
experience vis-a-vis so-called bio-
logical constraints in generating new
forms is not well specified.

A second, recurrent problem in
developmental study is what to
make of variability, which takes two
forms: variability in the same indi-
vidual in different contexts and vari-
ability among different individuals’
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