Following areview of evolutionary approaches to the five-factor model (FFM), I develop
a synthetic perspective that incorporates three levels of analysis: personality systems as
universal psychological mechanisms, systematic group (i.e., gender, birth order, age,
ethnic) differences that can be illuminated by evolutionary theory, and individual
differences. At the level of universal mechanisms, personality systems are species-
typical systems with adaptive functions in the human environment of evolutionary
adaptedness. At the level of group differences, the evolutionary theory of sex, parent-
offspring conflict theory, and life history are used to analyze sex, age, and ethnic
differences in personality systems. At the level of individual differences, variation in
personality consists of a range of viable evolutionary strategies for humans. Humans
evaluate and act on the genetic and phenotypic diversity represented by this range of
viable strategies to solve adaptive problems. Evolutionary perspectives on cross-cultural
variation are noted and illustrated.
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KEVIN MAcDONALD
California State University-Long Reach

An evolutionary perspective on personality raises fundamental questions
about how evolutionists go about their business. Historically, the five-factor
model (FFM), which is composed of five broad dimensions of personality
(ie., Surgency/Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroti-
cism, and Openness to Experience) thought to encompass most, if not all,
personality traits, was notderived in an a priori manner. Rather, it was derived
by subjecting sets of self-descriptions and other descriptions in the English
language to factor analysis (Digman, 1996). The result is a set of language-
specific factors that make up the most important dimensions of individual
differences; important in the sense that the people developing that language
have gone to the trouble to develop a “dense cluster of loosely synonymous
terms” (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996, p. 26) to describe and often to evaluate
the behavioral tendencies of self and others,

Given thesc origins, it is entirely conceivable that variation in particular
traits would only be of interest within specific cultures. If this turns out to be
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the case, an evolutionist could atiempt to understand how individuals’ stand.
ings on these various trait, as perceive by self or others, were related 1o
variation in social status or mating opportunities, and therefore how thege
traits are related to achieving evolutionary goals within particular cultures,
Also relevant would be studies linking the evolved design features of the
human mind to the types of variation valued in particular cultures, However,
there would be no implication that the types of variation humang find
Interesling are universal, and there would be no expectation that the variation
itself would reflect variation in evolyed mechanisms.

Although the above may be termed a weak evolutionary theory, a srong
cvolutionary perspecive seeks evidence that the traits humans find interest-
ing in self and others reflect variation in evolyed systems that are universal
among humans. Further, the strong version posits that information about thig
tradt variation s niversally interesting to humans in navigating their social
environment and theteby solving adaptive problems. If that is the case, then
1t opens the way for a synthetic theory of personality. Following a review of
evolutionary approaches (o the FFM, [ will develop a synthetic perspective
that incorporates three levels of analysis: personality systems as universal
psychological mechanisms, systematic group (i.¢,, gender, birth order, age,
ethnic) differences that can be illuminated by evolutionary theary, and
individual differences (see Table 1).

The strong version of an evolutionary approach posits universality of
human interests and universality in the neurophysiological mechanisms
underlying trait variation, It is important, therefore, to establish that there i
congiderable evidence for the universality of the FFM in diverse huma
languages. (In the absence of a rich adjectival repertoire reflecting the FFM
space, it would be important to establish in some other manner that a culture
altends (o and considers FFM trait variation important information in evaly-
ating self and others.) There is, in fact, considerable support for the wide-
spread occurrence of the five-factor structure in naturgl languages. The “Big
Five have been isolated in Amefican English (Goldberg, 1990), Dutch (De
Raed, 1992), German (Ostendorf 1990), Russian (Digman & Shmelyoy,
1996), and Chinese (Trull & Geary, 1997), among other languages. The Big
Five may well not constitute all o the evolved s humans are interested
n, As Buss (1996) notes, personality descriptors that are appropriate for only
one Sex (e, coy) have been systematically excluded in constructing the
FEM, suggesting that the FRM does not tap variation in some evolved
systems. Nevertheless, there is every indication that they constitute a sef of
rais tha are universally cmbedded in human languages,
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TABLE 1
Levels of an Evolutionary Perspective on Personality

Personlity systems as universal psychological mechanisms
Personality systems as universal design features of humans homalogous with similarly
functioning systems in other vertebrates
System X Contex! interactions and compartmentalization
System X Systemm interactions
System X Context X Trait interactions
System-specific environmental influcnces
Approaches to group differences in wniversal mechanisms based on evolutionary theory
The evolutionary theory of gender differences in personality
Age differences in personality systems
Evolution and birth order differences in personality
Life history theory and personality
Evolutionary perspectives on individual differences
Individual differences within the normal range s variarion i vigble Strafegies
Individual differences at the extreme ends of the normal tange a5 maladaplive or high-risk
strategics
Social evaluation: Individual differences i others personalities as a resource environment
Sell-evaluation and self-presentation of personality traits as mechanisms for maximizing
one's resource value in the social environment

EVOLUTIONARY PERSPECTIVES
ON THE FIVE-FACTOR MODEL

EVOLUTIONARY THEORY AND THE CIRCUMPLEX
MODEL OF INTERPERSONAL DESCRIPTORS

The Circumplex Mode! of Intetpersonal Descriptors results in two factors,
labeled Dominance (related to Surgency/Extraversion) and Nurturance/Love
(telated to Agreeableness), These dimensions have been analyzed within an
evolutionary framework (Trapnell & Wigging, 1990; Wiggins & Trapnell
1996; Wiggins, Trapnell, & Phillips, 1988), Dominance and Nurturance/Love
are highly sex differentiated, and these authors note that evolutionary theory
predicts that males and females would be expected to have different interests
In negofiating status hierarchies (related to variation in Dominance) and in
long-term intimate relationships (related to Nurturance/Love). This logic,
which I believe is correct,is described more fully below.
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HOGAN'S SOCIOANALYTIC THEORY

In agreement with many others, Hogan (1996) proposes that humans
evolved as a group-living species in hich negotiating status hierarchies
and achieving social acceptance were of great impottance for achieving
reproductive success, Social interaction essentially involves exchange proc-
8365 in Which the currency is tatus and acceptance. However, these goals
are in dynamic tension with each other. Increasing one’s social status offen
comes at the expense of others, whereas conforming to others' desires (and
thereby winning acceptance) results in diminished opportunities for success,

Hogan (1996) emphasizes that people observe others” behavior and de-
velop theorics about their behavioral tendencies These perceptions constitute
the reputation of the person, and one’s Teputation is an important resource,
People manage their reputation and go to great lengths to protect their
reputations. However, peaple also have 2 self-conception of their own
personality that is partly a function of real behavioral tendencies influ-
enced by individual differences in biological systems (temperament) an
paly a function of their own idealized self-image, the latier subject to
self-deception,

Nevertheless, Hogan's (1996) socloanalytic perspective minimizes the
importance of nearophysiological systems, Instead, trait variation is sub-
stantially a product of a more or less skillful process of image manage-
ment, and image management is fraught with deception and self-deception,
Although everyone wants 1o receive socig] rewards from others, Hogan
posits that humans do not,in general, behave in an adaptive manner and hat

people have varying success in Manipulating their self-image to achieve
social rewards,

Peaple are not rational. Adults are typically unaware of the identites that guide
their social behavior, and they ate often careless about or indifferent to the
manner in which others react to ther, I addition, some people are more
attentive to these processes than others, (Hogan, 1996, . 168)

People are also constrained in the identiies they adopt by the identites they
are exposed to in their immediate environment,

On the other hand, others'ratings of one’s personality are more or less true
summaries of behavioral tendencies and to gether consttute one’s reputation.
As indicaled above, Hogan (1996) places a great deal of emphasis on 2
person’s reputalion as central {o personality psychology, Indeed, the FFM
mainly concerns (he structure of observe ratings of otfers, and people’s
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personality as revealed by others’ FEM ratings contitutes their reputation in
the eyes of others.

The FFM contains the categories that people use to evaluate one another,
through the vehicle of reputarion, these categories reveal the amount of statug
and acceptance that a person has been ranted, and that he or she can normally
Expect to receive, A “reputation,” defined in (erms of the FEM, 15 an indey,of
how well a person is doing in the game of life, Because the game, at a deep

level, concerns reproductive success, it s ulimately quite serious, (Hogan,
1996, p. 173)

Individuals’ standing on a particular trat is essentially a strategy for getting
on in life but, because Hogan emphasizes taits as seen by others, it also a
barometer of usefulness to others. For example, people high on Prudence
(Conscientiousness) are advertising their trustworthiness and dependability
within the group,

THE THEORY OF DAVID BUSS

Buss (1996) notes that evolutionists suppose that natural selection has
resulted n a complex artay of mechanisms designed to solve adaptive
problems. Many of these mechanisms are designed to navigate the social
environment (e.8., finding a mate, raising children, and negotiating status
hierarchies). Solving these adaptive problems involves attending (o the
differences among people (e.g., differences among potential leaders) rather
than the universal features of human nature (e.g, having two legs). “Over
evolutionary time, those individuals who attended to and acted on individual
differences in others that were adaptively consequential would have survived
and reproduced more successfully than those who were oblivious fo adap-
tively consequential differences in others” (Buss, 1996, p. 185). As a result
of this evolutionary logic, Buss (1996) proposes that natural selection has
tesulted in difference-detection mechanisms designed to cvaluate individual
differences in others,

Two general types of adaptive problems are strategic interference and
strategic fucilitation. Strategic facilitation involves solving adaptive prob-
lems related to finding allies, whereas strategic interference involves solving
adaptive problems related to conflicts of fnterest with others, The FFM then
identifies “in broad brush strokes” (Buss, 1996, p. 188) the dimensions of
individual differences in others that must be assessed in determinin g the costs
and benefits of pursuing particular siralegies in a complex social environ-
ment. For example, individuals perceived as characterized by the positive
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poles of the FRM dimensions of Conscient
generally be viewed g potential allies who
sllrutcgizing, wheteas those characieriged by the negative poles of hege
dimensions will be associated with Sirategic interference,
| Poople also yge information about their gy standing on personality
dimensions to solve adaptive problems, Thus, a person high in surgency may
be betler able 1 solye problems involving groups by seeking 4 socially
dominant role, whereas 5 person high in conscientiougness might develop a
slrutegy of being dependable and teliable i performing tasks important for
the group’s sucess, Similarly, men high on Surgency tend to retain mates by
tesource display actics (¢.8. spending money on the mate), whereas men
low in Surgency use debasement a5 g strategy (i, becoming mordinately
submissive to the mate).
However, teflecting fhe Importance of deception ag a general evolutionary
Sltategy, Buss (1996) proposes that ascriptions of traits to self and others may
olten be deceptive, Poople will tend to CXaggerale positive traits to impress
athers and (hey will erogate potenial rivals by exaggerating negative trats
Morcover, they do so in ways that are in accord with the evolutionary theory
of sex differences, For example, women tend to vajue surgency and dom-
nance in mates more than men do because men’s position in the status
icrarehy isa critical esource foy men's mate value. Men are also more likely
o exaggeralc their accomplighments and portray (hemselves as successfully

navigating social hicrarchics while portraying their competitors as low on
thesc traits,

lousness and Agreeablepess will
can facilitate one’s ow adaptive

A SYNTHETIC EVOLUTIONARY THEORY

PERSONALITY SYSTEMS AS
UNIVERSAL PSYCHOLOGICAL MECHANISMS

i the following, T will attempt to weave together some of the insights of
the above evolutionary perspectives into a synthetic evolutionary theory of
personality and (he FEM,

MacDonald (1991, 1995q) develops an evolutionary perspecive on the
Iwa worlds of personality psychology: the world of universa] psychological
uechanisms and the world of individual differences, With other evolutionary
(heorists, the mind is conceptualized as a set of mechanisms designed by
tatural seloction o solve adaptive problems, Although the sacial evaluation
ol indivicual phenotypic differences is indeed an important aspect of an
evolitionary upproach, at o fandamentallevel these mechanisms are concep-
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tualized as adaptive systems that serve 4 variety of social and nonsocia|
functions in the environment of evolutionary adaptedness, This perspective
expects to find homologous (i.c., inherited from a common ancestor) systems
in animals that serve similar adaptive functions, and it expects that these
systems will be organized within the brain as discrete neurophysiological
systems. It also expects tha each system will be responsive to particular
environmental contexis (resulting in System X Context interactions) and that
different personality systems will be in competition with each other within
individuals, leading at times to psychological ambivalence.

Consider, for example, the behaviora] approach systems, labeled here
Dominance/Sensation Seeking, related to Surgency/Extraversion n the FFM
and Dominance in the Circumplex Model of Interpersonal Descriptors
Dominance/Sensation Seeking consists of individual differences in socia
dominance as well as several other highly sex-differentiated, noninterper-
sonal approach behaviors, including sensation seeking, impulsivity, and
sensitivity to reward. Being high on behavioral approach is also associated
with aggressiveness and higher levels of sexual experiences. Just as the
vertebrate eye was designed by natural selection to respond to the properties
of light and the structure of surfaces as enduring and recurrent features of (he
nvironment, the behavioral approach personality systems are designed to
motivate organisms to approach sources of reward (6.6, sexual gratification)
that occurred as enduring and recurrent features of the environments in which
humans evolved. Furtherniore, just as creatures with highly sophisticated
visual abilities were favored by natural selection because they were able to
solve recurrent problems presented in navigating a three-dimensional world,
the behavioral approach system served to promote biological fitness by
molivating organisms 1o acquire resources, including sexual resources and
soctal status,related to reproductive success, Finally, justas some individuals
can see better than others, the fact that there is variation in the systems
underlying vision s not incompatible with 4 functionalist interpretation of
these systems viewed as normative, universal mechanisms. Barring severe
organic visual impairment, ll peaple have eyes with a lens that functions to
regulate the amount of light entering the eye, but some individuals see better
than others. Similarly, we ll have behaviors] approach systenis conceptual-
ized as universal humen adaptations. However, because of genetic and
environmental variation, some of us are more predisposed foward social
dominance, reward seeking, sensation seeking, and o on, than ofhers,

The adaptationist perspective proposes that the trait distributions of Cop-
scientiousness/Behavioral Inhibition and Neuroficism (Affect Intensity) re-
flect phenotypic variation in systems that serve critcal adaptive functions.
Conscientiousness/Behavioral Inhibition functions to monitor the environ-
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ment for dangers and impending punishrments ang 10 persevere in asks tha

ae not intrinsically tewarding but are important 1o fulf) long-range goals,
Widiger and Trull ( 1992) find that the psychiatric disorder most associpied
with conscientiousness ig obsessive-compulsive disorder, a disorder thag
lends (o co-occur with 5 variely of phobic sates and ofhey anxiety disorders

(6.4 Marks, 1987; Ghmnan, 1993). Gray (1982, 1987) has shown thag anxiety
180 critical emation of obsessive. compulsive disorder. Phobias ag obsessive-
compulsive behavior are linked 1g e same systems because of (he gengrg]
tole for anicty in these digorders From this perspective, the adaplive
funclion of the Conscientiousness systen is 1o check for possible hreats
cmanating from the ehvironment, including physical contamination, nonat-

tainment of goals related (g self-preservation, and gther possible sources of
danger and punishment,

Alfect Intensity functions
arousal in acutely demandiy
avoidance behaviors, Affec

o mobilize behavioral resources by moderating
g situations in the service of hofh approach and

Intensity may be viewed a5 5 general behavioral
“engine” that is used in the service of both beavioral approach and hehay-

ioral voidance. It is a behavioml scaling system that allows the OIganism to
scale 1s responses to curren envitonmental opportunites and thregts, Larsen
and Diener (1987) note that emotionally intense individuals respond rela-
tively strongly to emotional stimulation independent of the emotion involved,
including both positive gq negative emotions, Affect Infensity may be
viewed as a generalized motivation-cohancement system fhat can be directed
Loward behavioral approgch (Dominance/Sensation Seeking) as well as be-
havioral avoidance and checking for possible threats in the environmen
(ConscientiousnesyBehaviors] Inhibition), Individuals high on Affect Inten-
sity are thus highly motivated to intensive interaction with the environment,

In addition, Nurturance/Love is proposed to undetlie adzptive relation-
ships of intimacy and ofher long-term relationships, especally family rela-
lionships involving reciprocity and transfer of resoutces others (e.g,,
matemal and paternal investment in children), whereas the Qpenness 1o
Experience factor (aps variation in intel; gence and what one might term
optimal Piagetian learning—intrinsically motivated curiosity and interest in
intellcotual and uesthetic experience combined with imagination and creatiy-
ity in these arcas.

The functionalist account of the systems underlying the factor space of the
FEM is strengthened by lindings that individhual differences iy personality are
associuted with individual differences iy Physiological systems common to
all humans, There 15, in fact, considerable evidence linking personality
Systems with specific brain regions and neurochemicals (Eysenck, 1967,
1982 Gray, 1982, 1987, see reviews in MacDonald, 1988, 1995a), Moreover,
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functionally and nearophysiologically similar systems are apparent in animal
rescarch (e.g,, Gray, 1982, 1987). There is also evidence for personality traits
in wolves (shyness/boldness, social dominance; MacDonald, 1983) and
sunfish (shyness/boldness; Wilson, 1994) conceptually linked to FFM d;-
mensions, and there is evidence that individual differences in personality
among chimpanzees can be undersiood within the FFM framework
(Figueredo & King, 1996; King & Figueredo, 1994).

Implications of te universalistic/systemic perspective: Interaction among
personality systems. Some of the traditional problems of personality theory
come into clearer focus within an evolutionary framework. Given that each
system is a biological adaptation, each adaptation is responsive to its own se(
of environmental cues, thus resulting in what one might term System X
Context interactions (MacDonald, 19954). Thus, the Conscicntionsness/
Behavioral Inhibition system is triggered by perceptions of impending pun-
ishment or danger. People perceiving themselves to be in such siations
experience emotions of fear and anxiety and they are motivated to alter (he
situation by, for example, remeving or escaping from the danger. Behavioral
Approach mechanisms may be externally cued, as when males perceive
attractive, nubil, sexually receptive females, or they may be internally cued,
as with a system such as Sensation Seeking in which individuals actively seek
out exciting, stimulating, and even dangerous environmens,

Cross-cultural variation in System X Context inferactionsis undoubtedly
considerable. As an illustration, an mportant type of System X Context
interaction is compartmentalization, hat i, people can have radically differ-
ent telationships with others depending on the context becanse different
biological systems are involved (MacDonald, 1992, 19953), One difficulty
with developing an adaptationist perspective in personality is that there is n
reason (o suppose that the dimensions revealed by factor analysis map in a
I:1 manmer with biological adaptations. In the case of Nurturance/Love, the
opposite emotions of hostility and affection load on the same factor and the
dimension itself ranges from individuals who are prone to affection and
empathy to individuals prone to Sociopathy and hostilty. Watson and Clark's
(1992) findings that hostiity was not only negatively related to Agrecable.
ness but also related more strongly to Agreeableness than to Neuroticism, in
one sample, 8 particularly interesting. This suggests that (his dimension
teflects variation in two types of discrete emotion systems: affection/love/
empathy and hostility, Because these are opposite emotions, this variation
may not reflect a unitary biological system, Hostilty as an emotion s linked

Lo interpersonal aggression, whereas affection ig associated with long-term
relations of trust and infimacy,
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1t may well be (hat, in general, people who are highly prone to intimacy
HIC not prone {0 interpersonal aggression and hostlity (therehy accounting
for the patierns found in factor analytic studies). However, there s every
reason o suppose (hat they may be. A discrete systems perspective Suggests
that people may be pronc to both of these emotions wih the result tha their
relationships are compartmentalized. The ability to form cloge friendships
and family relationships and (o engage in high-investment parenting may be
n important aspect of adaptalion, but bein g able o compartmentalize one’s
relationships is also highly important skill, The ability to engage in close
lamily relationships would thug be highly compatible with engaging in purely
instrumental behavior toward other individuals outside one’s family or in-
group, including behavior of an cxploitative nature (see Trapnell & Wiggins,
1996, The resultis System X Context interaction resulting from the fact fhat
separately evolved sysiems associated with fhe same personality dimension
cun be recruited in different situagions

Data on cooperation and competition generally indicate that childrey are
able to compartmentalize theiy telationships between seltings (MacDonald,
1992). For example, the classic sudy of Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, and
Sherif (1961) showed that fostering competitive goals esulted in groups with
strong in~group/ont-group feelings. Reciprocated positive affective relation-
ships within a group were ot incompatible with a complete lack of empathy
and high levels of brutality against outsiders and, in evolutionary terms, the
prototypical in-group may be the family and other close relatives,

Cross-culturally, the importance of compartmentalization is expected to
vry depending on whether the society tends toward individualism o collec
tivism in Triandis’s (1995) sense, Individualism/collectivism congitutes 2
dimension of individual differences, with group (cross-cultural) differences
in the tait resulting in differences between saceties in the extent to which
emphasis i placed on the goals and needs of the in-group, rather than on
indivicual rights and inferests, Collectivist cultures are characterizeq by
highty compartmentalized in-group and out-group telationships, There is an
“unquestioned attachment” (Tiands 1990) tothe in-group, including

the perception that ingroup norms are universally valid (a form of ethnocen-
(rism), automatic obedience to ingroup authorities [1¢. authoritarianism], an
willingness to fight and die for the ingroup. These characteritics are usually

associated with distrust of and unwillingness to cooperate with oltgroups.
(Trinndis, 1990, p. 55)

In collectivist cultures, morality is conceplualized as that which benefits the
group, and aggression and exploitation of outgroups are acceptable (Triandis,
1990, p. 90). On the other hand, individualists are less compartmentalized,
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They have more positive attitudes toward strangets and out-group members,
and are more likely to behave in a prosocial, altruistic manner to s{rangers,
People in individualist cultures are less awae of in-group/out-group bound-
riesand thusdo not have highly negative atltudes toward 0ut-gtoup members
(Triandis, 1991, p. 80).

Besides System X Context interactions, there can also be System X
System interactions. For example, there is evidence for mutyal inhibitory
influences between the brain mechanisms underlying behavioral inhibition
and behavioral approach. Mesulam (1986) describes reciprocal inhibition
between the frontal and parietal lobes,the atteg viewed as an approach system
characterized by diffuse attention and impulsive responding. Tucker and
Detryberry (1992) emphasize the inhibitory role of the frontal cortex, They
note that individuals with frontal lesions are prone o impulsive responding
and social disinhibition, as well g inadequate anticipation of aversive out.
comes. Gray (1987) also notes reciprocal inhibitory influences between the
behavioral infibition system (BIS) and he reward-based approach systems,
Gray notes that in rats, the inhibitory influences from the BIS are more
poweful than the reverse, perhaps because the rat, as a prey species, is biased
toward behavioral inhibition. Both systems may be aroused in particular
Situations, as when a previously rewarded behavior has been punished,

The model implied by the evolved Systems perspective is, therefore, ysefyl
for conceptualizing conlicts between evolveq systems as well as for situation
specificity. For example, the behaviora| approach associated with Dominance/
Sensation Seeking and the behavioral avoidance systems associated with
Conscientiousness/Behavioral Inhibition ape psychometrically independent,
implying that individuals can be more or [egs sensitive to immediate rewards
and more or less sensitive to punishments and deferring gratification. Nev-
ertheless, each system has tnhibitory effects on the other system $o that in a
situation with both potentially immediate rewards as well s potentially
greater long-range rewards achievable by delaying gratification, both 8ys-
tems are activated. Individuals high on Dominance/Sensation Seeking are
highly attracted to immediate rewards ang tend to engage in behavioral
approach. In contrast, introverts, being less attracted to the potential rewards,
are more ikely to have approach tendencies inhibited by mechanisms unde-
lying Conscientiousness and delay of gratification. A situation characterized
overwhelmingly by potential long-range rewards activates the Congcien-
liousness system, even for individuals moderately high on Dominance/
Sensation Seeking, whereas a situation characterized overwhelmingly by
potential reward with no benefit 1o be atiined by delaying gratification
activaes the reward/approach systems cven for individuals who are highly
conscientious, The result is what one might term System X Trait X Situation
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varintion, in which (he system s undetstood gg universal mechapigy
fesponsive (o particular pereeiveg environment| contingencies and he
Lraif represents individual differences in PRORGESS 10 activating particular
systems,

This perspective is also compatible with com
interactions between evolve motivational system, Approach/Avoidance
conflicts have been central 1o evolutionary perspectives beginning with the

clhologists, but different evolyed Systems may also combine i influcncing
the phenotype and thus resul iy ¢or

mplementary motives, For example,
- Watson and Clack (1992) found that NEO-Achievement (NEO-PLR; see

Costa & MeCrae, 1992) was telated to positive affect and extraversiop s
well s the Dependability and Orderliness facets of Conscientiousnegs, Qe
Wouldexpect thatactual achievement would require not only ambition (desire
lor resources and social siatug telated 1o behavioral approach) b algo
utteution (o detail, perseverance in fhe face of difficully, the abiity to
adequntely deat with pogsible Uhreats, dependabiliy, and perhaps orderliness
(teloted to Conseientiousness), In fieneral, a great many FRM adjectives load
o sccondary faclors as well g g principal factor (Hofstee, De Raad, &
Goldbery, 1992)-~u finding that is hore interpreted ag indicating that these

djectives are shorthand descriptions for hyw g person stands on more than
one evalved system.

plementary ang conflicting

Aiergrchical model, Among humans, thig conceptualization is compat-
ible with Fmmony's (1989) hierarchical model in which behavior related to
personality oceursad several levels hased ultimately on the motivating aspects
ofevalved personality systems (see Figure 1), For example, the emotions of
anxicty mndor relief consequent Lo achieving safely are central to mecha-
nisns designed o avoid petceived danger. Within Emmons's (1989) scheme,
(hese emations act as motive dispositions. People are able to engage inawids
range of low-level behaviars ditected at approaching or avoiding these
lfective motive dispositions, Thus, humans are able to deduce imminent
dangerby using an laborale wray of apen-ended, general-purpose, information-
pravessing mechanisms and leaming (6.g., uncovering an elaborate plot as 2
resiltof sophisticated knowledge of computers). This appraisal of imminent
danger would then trigger the behavioral inhibition system, checking behav-
tors unid eelings of aniely, Humans are also able to devige g variety of
Mexible, open-ended strategies that are not highly channeled by evolutionary
[rocesses i an aempt 1o Jower their anxioty (¢.., concocting an claborate
sehetme o escape imavinent danger),

Theresultis a hierarchicnl modelin which the highest levels often involve
alfective goals subsumed by the evolved systems underlying the FEM~what
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Level | EVOLVED MOTIVE DISPOSITIONS
{Domain-Specific Mechanisms)
Level 2 PERSONAL STRIVINGS
(Direct Psychological Bfects of Domain-Specific Mechanisms)
Level 3 CONCERNS, PROJECTS, TASKS
(Utilize Domatn-Genea] Mechanisms)
Level 4 SPECIFIC ACTION UNITS
(Utilize Domain-Ceneral Mechanisns)
EXAMPLE:
Bvolyed Motive Disposition INTIMACY
Personal Striving INTIMATE RELATIONSHIP WITH A PARTICULAR PERSON

Concemn, Project, Task ~~ Arrange meefing  [mprove appearance (et promotion

Action Units Find phone nutnber Begindieting  Work on weekends

Figure I: Hierarchical Model of Motivation Showing Relationships Between Domain-
Specific and Domain-General Mechanisms
Source; Emmons (1989),

I have termed evolved motive dispositions (MacDonald, 1991). Such
perspective provides a robust role for general-purpose cognitive processes
(e.g., schemata, taks, and Strategies; the g factor of 10 tests) used in
attempling to achieve these goals as well as in cvaluating situations relevant
to affecive goals. Secondarily reinforcing rewards, such ag money, would
then be conceptualized as lower-level goals that can be used to facilitate the
attainment of evolved motive dispositions at the highest level.

Although the evolved goals central to personality systems are expected to
be universal, cultures differ in the means required to attain these goals. Thus,
negotiating a marriage is very different depending on the presence of bride-
wealth or dowry, whether polygyny is permitted, and whether parents control
the marriages of children (typical of collectivist sociefies) or whether mar-
riage is controlled by the individual (typical of individualist societies).
General-purpose cognitive mechanismg (e, the g factr of IQ) tests) are of
critical importance in navigating cross-cultural variation in effective means
of attaining evolved goals. Further, a5 indicated i the following, human
groups differ on the mean level of evolved motive diferences asaresult of
both genetic and environmental influences. Human groups evolving under
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different cnvironmentg) contingencics develo
systems (sce scetion on life-history theory)
late environmental influences tg maximize
systems (see the following scction),

pdifferent levels of personality
and cultures are able to manipu-
or minimize evolved personality

An evolutionary perspective on environmenta) influences. The results of
behavior-genetic research indicate that environmental variation has consig-
erableinfuence on phenotypic variationin personality, but with the exception
of Agrecableness, there is 1o evidence that environmental variafiop Is shared
within families (c.g, Bouchard, 1997), Within g evolutionary systems
perspective, environmental influcnces are conceptualized s involving spe-
cfic types of stimulation dirccted o patticular evolved systems, Thus,
cnvironmental influcnoes affeating the Conscientiqugness system would be
expeeted to be events related to possible threats to personal safety or long-
term goals, whereas environmental influcnoes relageg to Nurturance/LLove
would be expected 1o fnvolve wamh agd affection that typically oceuy in
close funly relationships,

Lor example, ifindecd the psychobiology of the human affectiona] system
underlying Agrecableness is a reward system that makes close relationships
pleasurable (MacDonald, 1992), it is difficult to conceive how the primary
source of environmental influences in the human alfectional system, under
normal circumstances, could be other than from adu caretakers—typically
Lamily members, If the relevan eavironmental stimulation is that which we
lnbel warm and affectionate, this typeof stimulation s unlikely to come from
aller sources, af least during infancy and carly childhood. Thus, it is not
surprising (ha Agreeableness shows evidence of shared environmental influ-
cnce (Bouchard, 1997; Tellegen et al, 1988). When it comes to being
allectionate, parental warmth is, to o significant extent, an expression of a
parental personality trait and therefore likely to be a general disposition of
(he parent, Although some children may be easier to love because of their
own level of warmth and affection and some children may be less favored by
parenis because, larexample, they are physically weak, all things being equal,
warm parents are likely to treat all their children with a fairly similar level of
allection, wherens cold, indifferent parcnts are likely to treat their children in
a similar negative maner,

On the other band, the behavioral genetic data indicat that environmental
Influcnees on other personality systemns are unshared and thus are better
coneeptualized as coming from a varicty of nonfamily sources as well s
funily influences hat arc nol shared by siblings, such as birth order aug
gemer. Lnvironmental contexts relevant to the behavioral approach systems
would often involve social dominance situations and reward-seeking and
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tsk-taking opportunities arsing outside the family or in unshared situations
within the family. For example, within the family, sbling-sibling competition
may influence social dominance systems but would do so in a manner that
would be unshared between siblings and perhaps lead to birth order effects
as documented by Sulloway (1996). Similar comments could be made for
conscientiousnessbehavioral fnhibition and affecy intensity: Events that
strengthen or weaken these systems may occur outside the family context, in
schools and in neighborhoods where children are exposed to unshared
environmental influences such as frightening events that affect one sibling
and not another, different experiences with peers (e.g., bullies at school), and
teachers with different expectations and effectiveness in influencing consci-
entiousness in their students,

Given the plasticity of human behavior, i s expected that cultures will
attempt to shape evolved motive dispositions in an adaptive manner by
manipulating environmental influences on evolved personality systems
(MacDonald, 19883, pp. 142-153, 194-105, 224-228,296-307). For example,
In societies with low levels of economic production, sexual competition is
telatively low and the affectiona] System functions as a mechanism of socia]
cohesion. Socialization of children tends to emphasize warm parent-child and
husband-wife elationships (e, Blain & Barkow, 1988; Draper & Harpending,
1988; Weisner, 1984). However, s societies become more economically
productive, larger groups with higher levels of male sexual competition (a
indicated by the prevalence of polygyny) and relationships of dominance and
subordination tend to occur, The family becomes enmeshed in extensive
kinship networks and children are socialized for aggression (a component of
Dominance/Sensation Secking) via hostile, rejecting parenting and the pIo-
vision of physically aversive events, Further examples of cultural manipula-
tion of environments influencing FFM taits are discussed in the conclusion,

APPROACHES TO GROUP DIFFERENCES IN UNIVERSAL
MECHANISMS BASED ON EVOLUTIONARY THEORY

Sex differences in personality systems. Also adding to the plausibility of
an evolutionary approach is the finding that sex differences within the
five-factor space conform well to expectations resulting from the evolution-
ary theory of sex (MacDonald, 1988, 1991, 1995%; Trapnell & Wiggins, 1996;
Wiggins, 1991). Factor rotations that maximize sex differences are moy
ineresting to the evolutionist because we haye 3 powerful evolutionary
theory of sex differences, Evolutionary theory predicts hat fn species with
sex-differentiated patterns of parental Investment, the sex with the lower ey
of parental investment (typically the males) s expectedto pursuc amore high-
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risk strategy compared to females, inchiding being prone to risk taking,
neophiliz, and exploratory behavior. This follows because the high-investment
sex (typically females) is expected 10 be able to mate relatively eagily and is
highly limited in the number of offspring (Trivers, 1972) However, mating
is expected to be problematic for the low-investment sex, with the result hat
males must often compete with other males for access to females, whereas
mating for females is much Jess problematic,

Mating for males is thus expected to be much more of 5 high-stakes
enterprise, where successfil risk Laking has & much higher payoff than is the
case with females. As a result, the evolutionary theory of sex makes predic-
tions of sex-differentiated behavior tha gowell beyond expected differences
In maling strategies and even social dominanee o encompass a wide range
of behaviors that influence regource acquisition, Males in general are ex-
pected to be higher than females on behayiora| approach syslems (including
sensation seeking, rsk taking, impulsivity, and social dominance) and lower
on behavioral withdrawal systems (including caution and fear) Females are
also expected and found to be higher on the Nurturance/Love scale of the
Circumplex model (Trapnell & Wiggins, 1996; Wiggins, 1991)—a point that
will be retumed to later in this aricle

Theoretically expected sex differences i Sensation Secking have been
found eross-culturally in stydies performed in America, England, Scotland,
Thailand, and Jepan (Zuckerman, 179). These scales tap variation in afirac-
tion to physically dangerous activities and lack of fear of physical harm,
promiscuous sexual activity, disinhibition, and susceptibility to boredom, In
factor analytic studies, Sensation Seeking, like IAS-R-BS (see Trapnell &
Wiggins, 1990) DOM (Dominance), ines up between Extraversion-Sociability
and the Eysenck Personality Questionnaize (EPQ) Psychoticism (Zuckerman
1991), a measure that is conceptually associated with lack of nurturance and
love. Indeed, Zuckerman (1984) notes that Sensation Secking is associated
with an “impulsive type of Extraversion” characterized by social domi-
nance, surgency, and aggression. In accord with evolutionary expectations,
men score significantly higher on the TAS-R-BS DOM scale (Trapnell &
Wiggins, 1990). Taken together, the data indicate g highly sex-differentiated
interpersonal and noninterpersonal Space l2pped by IAS-R-BS DOM and
several central aspects of Sensation Secking, MacDonald (19952) reviews
several other sex-differentiated aspects of the five-factyy space, including
affect intensity and certain facets of Conscientiousness,

Developmental changes inpersonaliry Systems. The developmental trajec-
Lory of the behavioral approach systems also reflects evolutionary design,
Developmentally, there is a patiern in which the most sexually differentiated
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aspects of behavioral approach are maximized during late childhood and
early adulthood whereas non-sex-differentiaed aspects of behavioral ap-
prozch appear early in infancy and are associated with positive emotionality,
Sensitivity to reward emerges very early in life as a dimension of tempera-
men! and is independent of measures of behavioa] inhibition, the latter
system developing in the second half of the first year (Bates, 1989: Rothbart,
1989). Later in childhood, sociability has been linked (o the more general
trait of extraversion (Buss & Plomin, 1984; John, Caspi, Robins, Moffitt,
& Stouthamer-Loeber, 1994), and such 2 telationship continues during
adulthood,

Although there is ittle evidence for age changes during adulihood in
NEO-PL-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992) Extraversion (McCrae & Costa, 1990),
it 1S of interest that sensation seeking, including the promiscuous sexual
activity loading on the Disinhibition subscale (Zuckerman, 1979), and ag-
gression (Wilson & Daly, 1985) peak in late adolescence and young adult-
hood, followed by a gradual decline during adulthood. The cross-cultura
prevalence of the young-male syndrome s highly compatible with evolution-
ary thinking: Sex-differentiated Systems are expected to be strongest at the
time of sexual maturation and maximup divergence of reproductive strate-
ges. Because mating i theorized to be relatively problematic for males, jt is
during young adulthood, when males are attempting to establish themselves
In the wider group and ecoumulate resourees necessary for mating, that the
male tendencies toward sengation seeking, rsk taking, and aggession are
expected 1o be at their peak.

Nevertheless, boys are higher on behaviora approach even during infancy
in cross-cultural samples (see Rothbart, 1989 for 4 review), and sex differ-
ences in aggression (Eagly & Steffan 1986), externalizing psychiatric disor-
ders (conduct disorder, oppositional/defiant disorder), sensation seeking
(Zuckerman, 1984), and rough-and-tumble play (often associated wifh
aggression) can be seen beginning in early childhood (DiPietro, 1981;
Humphreys & Smith, 1987: MacDonald & Parke, 1986; 0'Brien & Huston,
1985). The social interactions of boys ate also more characterized by domi-
nance interactions and forceful, demanding interpersonal styles (Charles-
worth & Dazur, 1987: Cowan & Avants, 1988; LaFreniére & Charlesworth,
1983; Savin-Williams, 1987),

Evolution and birth order effects. Sulloway (1996) provides evidence for
modest birth order effects on the five-factor dimensions, Firstboms were
found to be lower on Openness higher on Conscientiousness, lower on
Agreeableness, higher on negative emotionality (Neuroticism), higher on
social dominance, and lower on sociability (a facet of Surgeney/Extraversion
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1'c]lutcd alsoto Agreeableness), Sulloway emphasizes ey behavioral geneic
chdclnce Indicates that unshayed environmental influences account for gp-
proximately half of the phenotypic variation in personality. Birth order—cgp-
ccplun]lizcd % a proxy for differences in age size, power, status, and privi-
Ilcgc-»ls proposcd as the mogt important systemafic unshared environmental
n (luence on personalty. Each child atiemps 1o ocoupy a niche within the
{amily. The oldes child occupies the first available niche, iden
Strongly with parents and with aughoyi
Younger children identify less with
eXperience and ideas.

Sulloway's (1996) evolutionary perspective draws o parent-offspring
conflict theory (Trivers, 1974), Drawing on a wide range of data, including
cross-cultural data, § uloway shows that parents end tofavor oldeg offspring
because they have g higher reproductive value (ie, they are closer 1o
reproducing themselves), particularly n situations where resources g lim-
ted. This i theorized 1o increage festborns' identification with adu valucs
and to facilitate the Conscientiousnesg system. Because they share only half
Of their genes, sblings also have conflct with each other over resources,
and older siblings e typically able to dominate their younger siblings
because of their advantages in size and sirength, This strengthens the trait of
Social Dominanee, Subsequent-born children, on the other hand, resent this
domination and developa suite of srategies that enables thern fo oceupy other

niches within the family dynamic, incuding higher levels of sociability and
aprecableness.

tifies more
ty, and tends to reject new ideas
their parents and are more 0pen (o fiew

Life history theory and personality. Life history theory attempis to under-
stand variation in the reproductive strategies adopted by different [ife forms,
Lifc history theory implies considerable coherence o individual develop-
ment becausc a reproductive Strategy involves a coordinated response fo the
rganis’s environment resulting from the need fo optimally partition mating
effort (L., the effort expended in attractin g mates) and parenting effort i,
the cffort devoted to nurturing children), The fundamental dimension of
reproductive strategics may be construed as 2 dimension that ranges from
i high-pm'cnlal-investmcnt/low-mating-effort strategy to a low-parental-
investment/high-mating-effort strafegy,

Areproductive strategy involvesa response toa central, external, ecologi-
cil continpency that selects for optimum levels of partitioning mating effort
anl parenting cffort, The result is that variables such ag mortality rates,
longevity, pair bonding, age of first reproduction, period of pre-adult depend-
eney,and levels of paternal and maternal investment evolve a8 a coordinated
tesponse to the cuvironment, Thus, for example, species adapted to environ-
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ments where there is arelatively stable, predictable resource base tend o have
asuiteof teats allowing them to produce highly competitive offspting. Such
species would be likely to have traits such as pair bonding between parents,
high-investment parenting (including palernal provisioning of the young)
low feriity, and delayed maturation of the young

Thearetically, high-investment parenting s associated with adaptation to
ecologically adverse or highly competitive environments where high levels
of parental investment are critical to rearing successful offspring (Kleiman,
1977, 1981; Southwood, 1981). This makes intuitive sense because in
ecologically adverse or highly competitive situations, male provisioning of
food or other tesources might tip the balance in favar of offspring compared
to the offspring of males who do not provision their young. Indeed, several
thearists have proposed that the adverse environment created by the Ice Age
had an important role in shaping the intelligence and high-investment repro-
ductive behavior of northern populations (Lynn, 1991 MacDonald, 1994;
Miller, 1994a, 1994b; Rushton, 1995). Within this framewaork, natural selec-
tion resulted in a uniform tendency toward high-investment parenting as a
tesult of long-term resource scarcity. Males whodid not provision their young
left ew descendants. Therefore, long-term selection in resource-scarce envi-
ronments is expected (o lead to high-investment parentin g

In- addition to ecologically adverse environments, highly competitive
environments may algo lead to high-investment parenting. Here, the theorets-
cal focus has been o the /K continuum of reproductive Strategies. I-selected
speces evolve in response to highly unstable environments where there is
lttle predictability of resource availability. These species adopt a low-
investmenthigh-fertility reproductive strategy to take advantage of tempo-
rary situations where there are abundant resources and litle compefition, The
low investment of relatively r-selected Species i a response 10 a highly
unpredictable resource environment in which there is selection for very rapid
reproduction with litle parental effort during the relatively short-lived peri-
ods of resource abundance, On the other hand, K-selected species evolve in
response to a highly stable, predictable resource environment, These species
adopt a high-investment/low-fertlity strategy to compete with conspecifics
and with other species (Southwood, 1981),

The data reviewed by Belsky, Steinberg, and Draper (1991) illustrate the
utilty of a lfe history perspective, They especially note the large intercorre-
lations among spousal harmony, parent-child telationship quality, children’s
Interpersonal tyle, iming of puberty, sexual behavior, and level of parental
investment. As indicated above, behaviors related to parental investment and
reproduction are central to Life history theory. The coherence of individyal
development also appears to involve measures of intelligence (c.g., Rushion,

b
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1993) related to the Openness factor of the FRM, 1Q is the single most
powerful measure of individual differences psychologists have developed
and s relaled to variation i a very wide range of human activities,

As indicated above, the Circumplex Model of Interpersonal Descriptors
(Kiesler, 1983; Trapnell & Wiggins, 1990: Wigginset al,, 1988) results in 2
dimensionof Nurturance/Love, Here, Nurturance/Love s proposed to under-
lie adaptive relarionships of ntimacy and other long-erm relationships,
especially family relationships, nvolving teciprocity and transfer of re-
sources to others (e.g., matetnal and paternal investment in children), Indi-
vidual differences in warmth and affection observable i early parent-child
relationships, including secure attachments, are conceptually linked with this
dimension later in life (MacDonald, 1992). Secure attachments and warm,
affectionate, parent-child telationships have been found to he associated with
ahigh-investmentstyle of parenting characterized by later sexual maturation,
stable pair bonding, and warm, teciprocally rewarding, non- exploitative

Interpersonal relationships (Belsky e al, 199 I,

Life history theory also offers acompelling tool foranalyzing raciallethnic
differences in personality systems, As noted above, regarding the Iee Age as
animportant selective force in humag evolution, ifferent human groups have
evolved under somewhat different environmenta| pressures. There i evi-
Eience that children from the Mongoloid gene pool are lower on affect
Intensity, less aggressive and disruptive, and more cooperative than Cauca-
sian children (Brazelton, Robey, & Coltier, 1969; Ekblad & Obweus, 1986;
Freedman & Freedman, 1969; Orlick, Zhou, & Partington, 1990; Tremblay
& Baillargeon, 1984). For adults, Vernon (1982), using a variety of standard
pers.ona]ity instruments, found that Mongoloids were more introverted, more
mnsiely-prone, less aggressive, and lower on social dominance than Cauca-
Stans, whereas Rushton (1995), using the EPQ, found that Mongoloid san-
ple§ were less extraverted and more neurotic than Caucasians. Also, noting
various physical adaptations for extreme cold typical of Mongoloids, inclug-
ing flattened face, narrow eyes, shortened limbs, and the epicanthic fold, Lynn
(1991) and Rushton (1995) have theorized that this suite of traits resulted
{rom selection for behavioral restraint during the Ice Age.

EVOLUTIONARY PERSPECTIVES ON INDIVIDUAL
DIFFERENCES IN PERSONALITY SYSTEMS

| We have seen above that ¢volutionary perspectives on personality have
hlgh]ighted the importance of the social evaluation of individual differences
In personality, However, if indeed the evolved systems underlying homan
personality are homologous to systems that have an ancient history among
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the vertebrates, it 1 reasonable to think more broadly about the role of
individual differences. In general, personality distributions are conceptual
ized as subsuming more than one viable adaptive strategy (Belsky etal,, 1991;
Gangestad & Simpson, 1990; MacDonald, 1991; Wilson, 1994; see also
discussion in Buss, 1991). This perspective proposes that personality vari-
ation represents a continuous distribution of phenotypes that matches a
continuous distribution of viable strategies. Genetic variation in personality
and other valued traits serves to faciitate the production of a wide range of
variation (within a delimited range) that facilitates the occupation of a wide
range of possible niches in the human and nonhuman environment.

There is abundant evidence that intraspecific genetic variation is associ-
ated with variation in habitat preference, and that genetic variation is finked
with environmental heterogeneity and uncertainty (Futuyma & Moreno,
1988; Hedrick, 1986; Wilson, 1994), At different times, different parts of a
personality distribution may be favored by natural selection resulting, for
example, in separate niches for risk takers and risk avoiders. However,
assuming fitness differences within the normal range of personality variation
are not dramatic, the phenotypic distribution will be approximately normal
and the fitness distribution wil, in effect, be something of a plateau because
there are no consistent forces of selection getting rid of variation over the
great majority of the distribution.

Inthe case of personality systems, itis more likely that stabilizing selection
(1., Selection against extremes) rather than directional selection occurred.,
Individuals who are very high or very low on particular traits would appear
to be at a disadvantage, but there is a broad range of genetic variation in the
middle of the distribution underlying a range of viable strategies. Thus, this
approach is highly consistent with attempts to conceptualize psychopathol-
ogy in terms of maladaptive extremes on FFM dimensions (e.g,, Costa &
Widiger, 1994). On the other hand, some individuals extreme on FFM
dimensions may also be seen as engaging in high-risk evolutionary strategies
(MacDonald, 1995a). For example, several authors have noted that bipolar
affective disorder is linked with creativity in normal or mildly affected
relatives of psychiatrically impaired individuals (Andreasen, 1978; Richards,
Kinney, Lunde, Henet, & Merzel, 1988), with creativity associated with the
manic phase (Ien, Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987).

System X Context interactions may also result in cross-cultural variation
in maladaptive behavior. Evolutionists have theorized that some psychopa-
thology results from the differences between modern environments and the
environments in which humans evolved (e.g., Nesse & Williams, 1996), For
example, rates of depression may be influenced by contemporary trends
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toward families removing themselves from close kinship tes as a source of
social support. In addition, particuler cultural contexts may render certain
behavior as pathological and maladaptive even though it would be quite
adaptive in a different cultural setting, For example, although there are
exceptions, it has ofien been informally suggested that the behavior of
ohildren with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder tends to be maladap-
live in contemporary societies where children are expected to adjust to
educations] settings, However, such children may be well adapted to life in

societies where the aggressiveness and high energy level of these children
would be valued traits,

Personality and social evalyation. The theories of Buss (1991)and Hogan
(1996) emphasize the role of social evaluation of others’ personalities as
central to an evolutionary approach, There are good theoretical reasons to
suppose that hurmans will be greatly interested in the genetic and phenotypic
diversity represented by this range of viable strategies, As Buss (1991) notes,
personaliy is an adaptive Jandscape in which “perceiving, attending to, and
acting upon differences in others is crucal for solving problems of survival
and reproduction” (p. 471).

Individual genetic and phenotypic variation constitutes the playing field
on which the evolutionary game is played. Bvolutionary theory implies that
organisms will be keenly interested in genetic variation and s expression in
a wide array of phenotypic traits. There is good evidence that mechanisms
that appraise the resource value of his variation have evolved, For example,
the phenomenon of female-mate choice, proposed originally by Darwin as &
mechanism of sexual selection, implies mechanisms for the discrimination
of phenotypic (and ultimately genetic) variants (see Andersson, 1994). In.
deed, evolutionary approaches to sexual behavior imply evolved mechanisms
that assess variation in a large nurber of traits. Thus, Buss (1994) provides
cross-cultural evidence that females prefer males who control resources and
are willing o invest themselves inthe woman's children. In addition, women
prefer men who are intelligent, kind, healthy, physically strong, dependable,
emotionally stable, ambitious, tal, and somewhat older than themselves. The
evolutionary perspective on such mechanisms—which is strongly supported
by cross-cultural research (Buss, 1994)—implies the evolution of mecha-
nisms for detecting and evaluating individual differences in a wide range of
fraits.

Hogan's (1996) socioanalytic theory, discussed above, emphasizes social
evaluation as central to personality psychology. Individual differences in
personality are thus viewed s indicators of whether individuals are suited
for particutar roles. Bach individual is expected to not only appraise the
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phenotypic traits of others but to evaluate these traits differentially depending
on the type of relationship entered into. Thus, Graziano and Ward (1992)
found that teachers perceived a stronger association between Conscientious-
ness and school adjustment than did school counselors, a finding that pre-
sumably reflects the greater interest teachers have in this kit as a coniponent
of children's adjustment.

Similarly, Lusk, MacDonald, and Newman (in press) found that ideal
leaders were expected to be higher than ideal friends in scales intended to tap
yariation in physical attractiveness, intelligence, conscientiousness, activity,
and sociability, but lower in emotionality and disabilities—a rait profile that
presumably reflects individuals’criteria for being a good leader. Ideal frends,
on the other hand were expected to be higher than prospective ideal leaders
in athletic ability and Intimacy/Warmth—raits that are presumably more
important for & successful friendship. Moreover, subjects expected ideal
friends to be more similar to themselves than to ideal leaders, and subjects
rated themselves as more similar to ideal leaders and ideal friends on cale-
gories that they rated highly.

Finally, DeKay and Buss (see Buss, 1996) show that people use different
criteria in choosing ideal mates, coalition partners, and friends, Descriptors
associated with each of the FFM dimensions were rated as important for each
of these relationships, but different descriptors were said to be important for
different relationships. Thus, for example, descriptors related to surgency
were important for all three types of relationships, but they differed somewhat
depending on the particular relationship involved. People desired ambition,
boldness, self-confidence, and exceptional leadership in a coalition partner,
whereas they desired self-confidence and ambition in a long-term mate and
boldness, self-confidence, and ambition in a friend. People also desired
kindness much more in a potential mate than a coalition partner,

Although there is a substantial universality of human interests involved in
mate choice (Buss 1994), cultures certainly differ in the extent o which
particular traits are valued. For example, traditional Jewish cultures placed
high value on intelligence, conscientiousness, and resource acquisition ability
(MacDonald 1994), On the other hand, a great many societies, for example,
the ancient Spartans, have valued military virtues (see below),

Because social evaluation looms so large in human affairs, an evolutionist
fully expects that deception and self-deception will be important aspects of
personality (Buss, 1996; Hogan, 1996). Self-presentation is aimed at maxi-
mizing one's resource value in the social environment, facilitating goal
attainment (strategic facilitation; Buss, 1996), and interfering with competi-
tors' goals (strategic interference; Buss, 1996). The material illustrating and
supporting these ideas was summarized earlier in this article,
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CONCLUSION: CULTURE AND
THE FIVE-FACTOR MODEL

The purpose of this concluding section is to summarize the waysin which
cross-cultural variation impinges on personality psychology and to discuss
evolutionary perspectives on eross-culural variation, Aprincipal focus of this
article has been to highlight the two worlds of evolutionary personality
psychology—the world of universal psychological mechanisms as a set of
adaptations and the world of individual differences as a continuous distribu-
tion of viable alternate strategies. The universality of the mechanisms under-
1ying personality psychology reflect 2 fundamental similarity of human
nterests related to negotiating status hierarchies, affiating with others
persevering in long-term goals, and so on,

However, we have seen that culures evolving under differing ecological
conditions may develop different mean levels of these universa systems, and
cultures may manipulate environmenta influences to affect the mean level
of particular personality systems. Moreover, cross-cultiral differences the
current ecological context of asociety provide different contexts forpursuing
these universal interests, and cultures may differ on the traits that are valued
most highly.

Evolutionists have developed several approzches to conceptualizing
cross-cultural varation, including co-evolutionary theories emphasizing
b‘oth genetic and cultural inheritance systems; evolutionary psychology theo-
ries in which cultural variation results from universal, domain-specific,
psychological adaptations interacting with different ecological contexts; and
behavioral ecological theories linking environmental context with behavior
that is flexibly responsive to immediate environmental demands by using
domain-general learning mechanisms (see Flinn, 1997, for review).

Different aspects of culture may be better analyzed with one or another of
these theories because in practice, it s difficult (o distinguish among them
(Flinn, 1997). Different aspects of the synthetic evolutionary perspective on
personality psychology developed here are compatible with different theo-
retical perspectives on cultural variation, Dual inheritance theories allow for
“arms races” between evolved psychological mechanisms and cultural traits,
“with cultural traits that remain attractive to psychological mechanisms being
saved, while psychological mechanisms evolve 1o select adaptive cultural
traits” (Flinn 1997, p. 41). Thus, one might imagine a cultural tral, such as
a novel weapon that gives an advantage in warfare, Such a cultral invention
could spread rapidly because groups using it would be able o subjugate
groups that did not se it. The invention would be atractive to evolyed
mechanisms underlying personality because, for example, it would allow
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males to control large numbers of females, obtain resources, and so on related
to the behavioral approach systems, Work in this tradition has not focused on
personality psychology, but there is every reason to suppose that evolved
personality systems are involved in the evaluation of cultural inventions.

The evolutionary psychology approach emphasizes System X Context
interactions as central to understanding cultural variation (Tooby & Costnides,
1992). However, the empirical focus of this approach has been to catalog
human universals (viewed as a set of universal, domatn-specific, psychologi-
cal mechanisms that evolved in response to a relatively uniform pan-human
environment of evolutionary adaptedness [EEA]). Explicit proposals for
linking cross-cultural variation to System X Context interactions have becn
lacking. Moreover, this approach ignores individual differences in psycho-
logical mechanisms and their role in social evaluation that are so central to
personality psychology.

The synthetic theory developed here is most compatible with behavioral
ecological theories (Alexander, 1990); Flinn, 1997; MacDonald, 1991). Un-
like the evolutionary psychologists who base their theory exclusively on
domain-specific cognitive processes that evolved in a relatively uniform
EEA, behavioral ecological approaches emphasize the variability of the
environments in which humans evolved. Moreover, the human mind is
conceptualized as having been designed to adapt to novelty and uncertainty
via relatively domain-general processes like social leaning and the g factor
of 1Q testing. There is an emphasis on hierarchical decision processes and
motivational structures linking domain-specific mechanisms to domain-gen-
eral mechanisms (see Figure 1), Behavioral ecologists also emphasize devel-
opmental processes, including the roles of developmental plasticity and
environmental influences in creating phenotypic vatiation that is an adaptive
response o particular ecological contexts. Finally, the behavioral ecological
approach is compatible with an emergent role for within-group political
processes that ultimately influence personality development but are under-
determined by evolutionary theory (MacDonald, 1988, pp. 289-312; 1990;
1995b).

This approach can be illustrated by briefly considering two contrasting
cultures: the ancient Spartans and traditional Ashkenazi Jewish culture.
Although the cohesiveness of these groups was likely influenced by evolved
systemns underlying the formation of collectivist groups (MacDonald, 1994),
group sirategies are conceptualized as “experiments in living” made possibic
by flexible, domain-general, cognitive processes. Thesc proccsses play a
critical role in developing viable strategies capable of navigating complex,
varizble, and uncertain human environments,
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Both of these cultures had highly elaborated practces for socializing
children derived from a clearly articulated, group-evolutionary sirategy. In
the case of the Spartans, children were taken away from the family af age 8
and socialized by the state (see MacDonald, 1988, pp. 301-304), Taking
advantage of the proximal mechanisms underlying the development of ag-
gression, children were subjected 1o a rather brutal disciplinary regimen
designed to produce highly aggressive warriors. Social evaluation withinthe
society emphasized personality traits related to military virtues (e.g., courage,
teadership, self-sacrifice for the group). Relationships were highly compart-
mentalized, with in-group relationships characterized by warmth and altru-
ism and out-group relationships characterized by exploitation and brutality.

In the case of traditional Askenazi society, child-tearing practices were
prescribed by the group (MacDonald, 1994, pp. 176-219). Particularattention
was paid to educational practices designed to maximize intelligence, consci-
entiougness, and high levels of group allegiance and within-group altruism,
Individualshigh on these characteristcs were held in very highsocial esteem,
wert able to enler into advantageous marriages, and have 4 higher level of
reproductive success. There was a complete de-emphasis on military virtues,
such as physical aggression, until the recent emergence of Zionism—a good
example of a shift in the social desirability of personalty variation. Socia]
relationships were highly compartmentalized between in-group and out-
group and parent-child relationships

conclude that an evolutionary perspecive is able to make theotetical
sense of much of the FFM literature as well ag provide personality psychology
in general with a very broad theoretical foundation, Aparticular advantage is
that an evolutionary perspective is able to provide a deductive basis for
personality research, Subtheories within the evolutionary framewark, such
as the theory of sex differences, parent-offspring conflict theory, and lfe
history theary, are able to provide a predictive basis for personlity psychol-
ogy—predictive in the sense that the patterns actually found are embedded
in & much wider theoretical framewark that ultimately links psychology to
the natural sciences,

Further research is needed to specify the systems and subsystems within
the EFM space at the level of brain mechanistms. A clear understanding of the
adaptations underlying personality at the physiological level would provide
a firm basis for personality psychology. One can foresee future when
personality psychology is fimly grounded in physiological mechanismg
resulting in theoretically predicted patterns of personality. At a higher level,
research would show how people develop a self-image of their personality
and how they attempt to manage their behavior to influence their reputations,
At an even higher level, we can examine how different cultures frame these
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evolved mechanisms by developing somewhat different lexical contexts for
then and how different reward structures develop for different patterns of
personality.
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