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Abstract—We argue that several reproductive strategies that pargn- Aside from a lack of power, are there any other reasons pepple
tal investment theory suggests are adaptive for men and for wammeight not use these reproductive strategies? People may choose not to
are in fact most adaptive for individuals able and willing to use poweuse them if their values and ideals for social relationships are indom-
in dominance relationships. We tested whether people’s support fatible with dominance. We hypothesize that people who oppose
social dominance mediates their willingness to use these reproduttéaial inequality generally will be less likely to engage in these|re-
strategies. We hypothesized that the strategies of multiple simulgpoductive strategies than people who approve of social domingnce.

neous mating, resistance to caring for children as one’s own,

hnversely, approving of social dominance will enable the use of

sexual jealousy will be appealing especially to men who approve @productive strategies that create and sustain inequality. This varia-

social dominance, and that finding a high-status, high-eaming maf@n in people’s general approval of either dominance or egalit
will appeal especially to women who approve of social dominancglationships is calledocial-dominance orientatiofSDO).

ian

Support for the hypotheses using multiple samples and multiple mea-people with high SDO levels support group-based social inedual-

sures was found, and theoretical issues are discussed.

Evolutionary theory predicts that gender differences will ex
when such differences maximize reproductive success. Relyin
Trivers’s (1972) parental investment theory, which emphasizes|
importance of internal fertilization within the female, some evolutig
ary psychologists have predicted that men will attempt to acq

several mates simultaneously, will have high thresholds for accey ng,
children as their own, and will be sexually jealous and controlling in

their sexual relationships (see Buss, Larsen, Westen, & Semme
1992; Wilson & Daly, 1992), and women will maximize their su
stantial “investment” in pregnancy and lactation by obtaining a hi
status mate who controls economic resources (cf. Buss, 19
Numerous studies have shown that men and women indeed diff
their preferences for these reproductive strategies (see Buss, 199
Feingold, 1992, for reviews).

Situating psychological differences in the biology of reproducti
however, gives scant attention to the political aspects of sexual
tionships, that is, those aspects that concern power. Two other i
lectual traditions explicate the political contexts of heterosex
relationships. First, Marxist-feminist scholarship has substanti
Engels’s (1891) thesis that gendered divisions of labor and ge
inequality in economic power in the public sphere (e.g., wage diff
ences) reinforce divisions of labor and gender inequality within

family, and vice versa (e.g., Collier, 1988; Hamamsay, 1957; Okin
1989; Reskin, 1988; Sanday, 1981). Second, evolutionary anthro)pt?I
ogy has shown that in stratified societies, the reproductive strategie

implied by parental investment theory are associated with gre
fertility (e.g., Betzig, 1993; Dickemann, 1981). These anthropolog

studies show that use of these strategies not only creates gender

equality and social stratification, but is also predicated on those s
conditions (see also Gailey, 1987). In other words, the reprodug

strategies under discussion are most useful to men and women| wh

are willing and able to exploit existing inequalities to their individy
reproductive advantage.
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ity, whereas those with low SDO levels support group-based equality.
For example, people’s SDO levels correlate positively with their sup-
ort for ideologies justifying gender inequality and ethnic inequality
%ehg., sexism, racism, meritocracy, fate) in their societies (e.g., Pfatto
tﬁtem., in press; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994).
- The present research examined the relation of SDO to gendered
reproductive strategies. SDO is systematically related to gender in
H'Gther arenas. Occupational roles that enhance hierarchy appeal to and
t . . .
judged more suitable for high-SDO people. Such roles are |also
r(Blﬁglged more suitable for men than women, and men predominate in
b_suCh roles. Roles that attenuate hierarchy appeal to and are judged
more suitable for low-SDO people. Those roles are judged more suit-

98 ble for women than men, and women are overrepresented in them

i
J

.al

N irfatto, Stallworth, Sidanius, & Siers, 1997). SDO correlates With
orientations toward interpersonal relationships stereotypically ¢on-

NJ

F@Ned of as gendered: People with higher SDO levels are more|Ma-
Jnchiavellian, power-hungry, cruel (Altemeyer, 1998), psychologically

(flés_,tant, and desiring of prestige (Pratto, 1999), and less empathic¢ and
.In

[ Qmmunal (Pratto et al., 1994), than people with lower SDO level
E%zearét, men have slightly, but robustly, higher SDO levels than women
e g., Pratto et al., 1994; Pratto, Stallworth, & Sidanius, 1997; Sjda-
s, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994;_ Sidanius,_Pratto, & Brief, 1995).
or- As noted, the reproductive strategies that evolutionary psycholo-
th%iStS have described as adaptive for men and women are hierarchy
k.enhancing. As such, we expected them to appeal most to individuals
V\/I’_IO have high SDO levels, but with one important caveat. Because
e adaptive value of these strategies is tied to biological sex, then
{igvnﬁwin either gender, SDO should relate more strongly to use of|the
tegies theorized to be adaptive for that gender. In particular, we

stra
C8kpected preference for the following strategies to relate to SDO more

D

)Cs”ts‘rldnglx among men t.han among women: multiple simultaneous mat-
ti'\peq’ resistance to caring for chllqlren as o_ne’s own, and sexual |eal-
ougy. We also expected that desire for a high-status and economjcally
d owerful mate would relate more strongly to SDO among women than
among men. We examined these hypotheses in multiple samples and
using multiple measures of preference for the reproductive strategies
and of SDO. We tested whether SDO levels were related to preference
Aok each reproductive strategy within each gender, and whether the

betrength of these relationships between SDO and preferences differed
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Table 1. Sample size, demographic characteristics, and reliability of the social-dominance orientation (SDO) scale, by sample

Reliability of
Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage SDO scale
Sample N women Euro-Americans Asian-Americans Afro-Americans Hispanic-Americans (o)
1 462 53 38 40 4 8 .83
2 397 57 17 62 1 13 .82
3 142 39 56 10 1 10 .92
4 108 57 17 62 1 13 .78

Note.Samples 1, 2, and 4 completed the 14-item §B€anle, and Sampl
Malle, 1994).

e 3 completed the 16-item gBEale (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, &

METHOD

Participants

Participants were college students who identified themselve
heterosexual and as unmarried. They completed questionnaires
conditions of anonymity and confidentiality. Characteristics of
samples are summarized in Table 1.

Measures and Specific Predictions

Both validated versions of the SDO scale (the 14-item S
the 16-item SD@, Pratto et al., 1994) were administered and w
highly internally reliable in each sample (see Table 1). Participg
also answered a series of questions about their ideal mates and n
circumstances, described later in this section. Participants in Sam
also completed 8 SDO items as their ideal mates would.

Multiple mating

Samples 3 and 4 estimated the percentage chance that they
have at least one affair while married to their ideal mate (from (
100%). Higher estimates were expected to relate more strong
SDO, especially among men. Participants in Sample 4 also indic
in percentile terms, how sexually faithful they would be in marrig
compared with peers their same age and gender. Such estimateg
expected to relate negatively to SDO, especially among men.

Resistance to caring for children

Four measures assessed willingness to take on the care of ch
as one’s own. Sample 2 indicated their comfort adopting a child f
each of the main ethnic-racial groups in the United States on a g
from 1 (hot at all comfortablgto 7 (very comfortable As ratings of
cross-ethnic adoptions were invariably quite low, we used par
pants’ ratings of their comfort adopting a child from their own eth
group. Participants in Sample 4 rated whether they would be wil
to adopt a child if they were infertile (for women) or if their sper
count was too low to beget a child (for men) (“no” was coded 1; “y¢

caring for adopted children is an adaptation against paternity urj
tainty. Our third measure invoked that situation: Sample 3 particip
rated how comfortable they would be marrying if the woman
pregnant and the couple was not sure that the husband-to-be

was coded 2). Parental investment theory postulates that resistamcgot]o

all comfortable to 7, very comfortablg® All three measures werg
expected to relate more negatively to SDO among men than an
women.

Samples 1, 2, and 3 also rated the importance that one’s ideal
5 has no children from previous relationships, a preference that
Likd289) argued indicates unwillingness to care for children not

D

nong

mate

BUSS
DiO-

hogically one’s own. This measure was expected to relate more posi-

tively to SDO among men than among women. Following B
(1989), we asked participants to rate this item from “irrelevant
unimportant” to “essential.” Sample 1 made ratings on a scale fro
to 3 (following Buss, 1989), and Samples 2 and 3 made their raf]
on a scale from 1 to 7. These three samples also used the same
to rate items relating to mate’s status (discussed later).

bre

IS Sexual jealousy
"aliNGye used three different measures of sexual jealousy. Partici
p|ﬂ éamples 1, 2, and 3 indicated the percentage chance that they
file for divorce if they found out that their ideal mate had an ext
marital affair. Refusal to grant a divorce under these circumstal
indicates higher sexual jealousy because it indicates unwillingne
oelcquish the sexual relationship. We therefore expected these r3
to relate negatively to SDO, especially among mdtarticipants in
y3ample 3 indicated the percentage chance that their ideal mate
atbdye at least one extramarital affair while married. Higher estim
gmdicate more suspicion underlying sexual jealousy, and so this 1
ware was expected to relate positively to SDO, especially among
Participants in Sample 4 used percentiles to rate how sexually fai
their ideal mate would be, compared with peers the same age
gender. This measure was expected to relate negatively to SD(C

laggﬁially among men.

om
caleMate status

igocial status,” come “from a respected family,” and be “we
hieducated” were averaged for Samples 1 and 2. For Sample 3, ra
irgf the importance of being “a good provider” and making “lots
m
pS”

1. This measure therefore assessed resistance to caring for childre

ogically one’s own for men, but not for women.

cer-5 Divorcing an unfaithful spouse might protect against paternity un

ari'ét?nty, so one might imagine that it should relate positively to SDO, at I¢
@mong men. However, correlations showed that the divorce measure re
ek to measures of sexual jealousy than to measures of resistance to

begotten the child she carried (ratings were on a scale fromotlat

58
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Table 2. Gender differences on reproductive strategies and their correlation with social-dominance orientation (SDO)
Women Men
r r
Sample Reproductive strategy measure with SDO Mean SD Mean SD with sext
3 Probability of own extramarital affair(s) —.39%* 3.36 8.24 8.47 18.1 19*
4 Probability of own extramarital affair(s) 15 11.8 19.8 24.3 25.2 27*
4 Percentile self more faithful than -.09 88.2 13.5 81.8 21.4 -.18
2 Level of comfort with adoptidh -.12 5.72 1.88 5.87 1.76 .04
4 Willing to adopt if infertil€ .33* 1.08 0.27 1.22 0.42 .21
3 Comfort with paternity uncertairy .19* 2.57 1.67 2.11 1.34 -.15
1 Ideal mate has no previous childfen .08 1.87 1.20 1.83 1.21 -.03
2 Ideal mate has no previous childfen .03 6.17 1.33 6.05 0.99 -.12
3 Ideal mate has no previous childfen -.18* 4.76 1.96 4.25 1.99 -.17
1 Likelihood of divorcing unfaithful spouse -.02 711 26.7 66.7 29.17 -.08
2 Likelihood of divorcing unfaithful spouse .03 71.7 25.4 73.81 28.8 -.07
3 Likelihood of divorcing unfaithful spouse 24%* 65.3 30.4 46.6 28.0 -.30**
3 Likelihood ideal mate will have affair(s) -.13 7.64 12.9 8.64 13.0 .04
4 Percentile ideal mate more faithful than -.31** 915 11.9 86.2 16.3 -.19
1 Ideal mate’s social stattis 24%* 1.68 0.74 1.57 0.76 -.08
2 Ideal mate’s social stattis .26** 4.89 1.33 4.47 1.26 —.21**
3 Ideal mate’s social stattis =27 3.77 1.43 3.04 1.35 —.25%*
1 Ideal mate’s income level (in $1,000) -.01 102.0 47.7 72.9 40.3 -.31%
2 Ideal mate’s income level (in $1,000) .05 85.2 515 70.3 61.5 -.13*
3 Ideal mate’s income level (in $1,000) -.10 124.9 63.4 118.3 72.1 .04
4 Ideal mate’s income level (in $1,000) .16 515 26.6 37.0 14.5 -.31*F
Note.Probabilities and percentiles were rated from 0 to 100.
3Coded 1 for women and 2 for men.
PRated from 1 igot at all comfortablgto 7 (very comfortabli
“Rated 1= no, 2 = yes.
9Rated from 0 ifrelevant or unimportantto 3 (essentigl.
“Rated from 1 ifrelevant or unimportantto 7 (essentig).
*p < .05. **p < .01.

money” were also included in this average. Desire for a high-st
mate was expected to relate positively to SDO, especially am
women.

Mate’s economic power

Samples 1, 2, 3, and 4 indicated their ideal mate’s annual inc
level using the following categories: under $20,000, $20,0
$30,000, $30,000-$40,000, $40,000-$55,000, $55,000-$70
$70,000-$100,000, $100,000-$150,000, $150,000-$200,000,
over $200,000. In our analyses, we used the median of each cate
using $10,000 for the lowest category and $225,000 for the hig
category, and we expected this quantity to relate more positivel
SDO among women than among men.

RESULTS

Men scored reliably higher than women on SDO in Sample % (
.27,p < .01), Sample 2r(= .11,p < .05), and Sample 3 (= .25,p
< .01), but not in Sample 4r(= 0). The reproductive strategie
showed some reliable gender differences and correlations with
(see Table 2). Our hypotheses concerned gender differences in th
of the relations between reproductive strategies and SDO. It wag

atgender in which we expected the larger relation to SDO (see Tabl

om

oRY1, N = 16) = 1,p > .203
To test our specific hypotheses concerning gender difference

the relation of SDO to these strategies, we conducted a separa
gression of SDO on preference for each reproductive strategy w
each gender, and then tested for differences in the size of the s

Ou&ngt tests.

000,

and

goryMultiple Mating
hest

Y 10 As expected, SDO was more strongly related to self-rated lik
hood of having an extramarital affair among men than among wo
(see slopes antltests of the difference in the slopes in Table
Corroborating this finding, SDO was more negatively related am
men than among women to participants’ percentile ratings of t
own expected sexual faithfulness.

? 3. We considered the standard deviation for men and for women diffg
’@Qvo significant digits differed. There were 10 cases in which the gender
€ $l&@xpected larger relation to SDO also had the larger standard deviati
5 B&%es in which the other gender did, and 5 cases with equivalent sta

the case that variance on reproductive strategies was larger i
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Table 3. Slopes of the regression of “masculine” reproductive strategies on social-dominance orientation, for
women and men
Slopé t-test result®
Strategy and specific measure Sample Women Men t df p
Multiple mating
Probability of own extramarital affair(s) 3 1.62 8.81%** -40.99 125 .0005
Probability of own extramarital affair(s) 4 1.93 5.09 -4.60 85 .0005
Percentile self more faithful than 4 -4.13 -8.00 22.02 84 .0005
Resistance to caring for children
Level of comfort with adoption 2 -0.28 -0.59* 2.42 194 .01
Willingness to adopt if infertile 4 -0.04 —0.19** 0.84 85 .10
Comfort with paternity uncertainty 3 -0.15 -0.38* 1.35 124 n.s
Ideal mate has no previous children 1 0.00 0.21* -2.21 405 .01
Ideal mate has no previous children 2 0.01 -0.10 0.98 321 n.s.
Ideal mate has no previous children 3 0.30 0.62* -2.02 124 .026
Sexual jealousy
Likelihood of divorcing unfaithful spouse 1 0.24 -2.51 28.62 405 .0005
Likelihood of divorcing unfaithful spouse 2 -0.97 -3.54 26.48 321 .0005
Likelihood of divorcing unfaithful spouse 3 -3.11 -8.06* 31.69 125 .0005
Likelihood ideal mate will have affair(s) 3 -1.46 5.28** -43.67 125 .000p
Percentile ideal mate more faithful than 4 -3.92 —=7.76** 3.93 86 .0005
®Asterisks indicate a significant difference of the slope from zero.
bt tests compared the size of the slopes between men and women.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Resisting Responsibility for the Care of Children Sexual Jealousy

As expected, sexual jealousy was more strongly related to $DO
All measures of unwillingness to take responsibility for the carg &mMong men than among women. The difference in the slopes was refiable

children showed a reliable relationship to SDO among men but| f8f €ach of the five tests and on all three measures (see Table 3).

among women (see Table 3). Men with higher SDO levels were |less .

willing to adopt children, less willing to marry with paternity uncef- High Mate Status and Mate Economic Power

tainty, and more desirous that their mate had no previous children{thanimportance that one’s mate have high social status was more

men with lower SDO levels. strongly related to SDO among women than among men (see Table 4).

Table 4. Slopes of the regression of “feminine” reproductive strategies on social-dominance organization, for
women and men
Slopé t-test result®
Strategy and specific measure Sample Women Men t df p
High-status mate
Ideal mate’s social status 1 0.28*** 0.12* 1.73 405 .05
Ideal mate’s social status 2 0.43%** 0.15 2.89 321 .005
Ideal mate’s social status 3 0.69*** 0.36* 221 126 .025
Economically powerful mate
Ideal mate’s income level (in $1,000) 1 4.81 2.16 28.20 405 .000p5
Ideal mate’s income level (in $1,000) 2 7.20 0.69 56.23 237 .0005
Ideal mate’s income level (in $1,000) 3 10.93 5.19 35.86 123 .00p5
Ideal mate’s income level (in $1,000) 4 7.49 0.75 7.32 77 .0005
®Asterisks indicate a significant difference of the slope from zero.
bt tests compared the size of the slopes between men and women.
*p < .05. ***p < ,001.
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Desire that one’s ideal mate make a high income was also H
strongly related to SDO among women than among men (see Tab

DISCUSSION

The present research focused on how approval or disapprov
power inequalities influences the preference for reproductive st
gies that are postulated to be adaptive for each gender but re
differences in power. The results generally supported our hypoth
that within each gender, those individuals who most approve of sg
inequality report being most likely to use reproductive strategies
we argue are predicated on power inequalities. SDO was n
strongly related to the expectation of extramarital affairs, resistan
caring for children as one’s own, and sexual jealousy among men
it was among women. SDO was more strongly related to a com
mentary reproductive strategy—obtaining high-status, economig
powerful mates—among women than it was among men. Thes
sults were replicated in multiple samples and using multiple meas
of the reproductive strategies and of SDO.

The observed interactions between SDO and gender demon
that reproductive strategies cannot be understood solely in tern
the “biology” of reproduction. Rather, in keeping with the Darwini
emphasis on the interaction between the organism and the eny
ment, we argue that power distributions are as integral to reprodu
as internal fertilization is. Most especially, the present research s
that evolutionary thinking can make more specialized predictions
simply predicting gender differences that ignore heterogeneity wi
each gender and that presumably result from biological sex di
ences (Fausto-Sterling, Gowaty, & Zuk, 1997).

Instead, we predicted and showed that within each gender,
ance in preference for these strategies was associated with
Coupled with anthropological research, the present research pro

an empirical basis for the view that the reproductive strategies exagj:

ined here are most accessible to those individuals with the mean
willingness to exercise power over others. Thus, the strategies de
from parental investment theory are not merely adaptive to pro
ation, but also function to organize and reproduce unequal s
relationships (see Pratto, 1996; Pratto, Sidanius, & Stallworth, 19

Another implication of our results is that people with high and |
SDO levels probably select and create different marriage envi
ments for themselves. People prefer a spouse with a similar SDO

as themselves; in Sample 4, participants’ reports of their ideal mat

SDO scoresdq = .71) correlated positively with their own scores
= .31,p<.01, and Altemeyer (1998, p. 85) found that husbands’
wives’ SDQ, scores correlated (= .45). A marriage of two people
with high SDO levels may have a husband who provides financial
status resources as his wife wishes, but who is also sexually
economically controlling and more likely to be sexually unfaithful.
contrast, a marriage of two low-SDO people may have less ge
differentiation in terms of sexual promiscuity, sexual jealousy, so
status and earnings, and child care.

Our results point to the need for evolutionary theory to exanjine  Social dominance orientation and the legitimization of inequality across cult
the reproductive strategies and behaviors of people who are unwillin JoFumsa_'dOf QOSJS'C;'E"?: Psyﬁhﬁ'ﬁﬂgy(-lggs) Sexual selection and
; . . P atto, F., Sidanius, J., & Stallworth, L.M. . Sexual selection and the sexua
or unable to uge social dominance to their own 'T‘Q'Y'dua' adv_&!m ié’é ethnic basis of social hierarchy. In L. Ellis (Edgpcial stratification and socio-|
Indeed, evolutionary theory not only has been criticized for failing to  economic inequality: A comparative biosocial analygip. 111-136). New York:
do so (e.g., Brewer & Caporael, 1990), but also has often been cri- Praeger.

tiqued as a justification for gender inequality and social stratificat
(e.g., Fausto-Sterling et al., 1997; Haraway, 1991; Shields, 1
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ndmavis & Yeager, 1991). In fact, the present research showed thg

alepbicted only by persons who possess the means to exert powe
atghers and are willing to do so. An evolutionary psychology t
y @tends to variability associated with position within dominance r

that
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