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The purpose of this chapter is to explain how exchange theory, as 
currently investigated, chiefly by psychologists and sociologists, would 

· be modified if it were made consistent with evolutionary theory in biol
- ogy, and if possible to point the way toward its constructive development

t as a result of such input.
Evolutionary approaches to the study of social behavior have been 

undergoing an extensive and dramatic refinement during the past decade. 
Unfortunately, narrow and sometimes thoroughly misleading caricatures 
of this revolution have appeared at intervals in the popular press. The 
new theories, however, are much broader and more solidly based than one 
can as yet infer by consulting popular or derived accounts. They actually 
affect our view of nearly every human attribute and enterprise, from 
senescence, sex ratios, and sexual dimorphisms to altruism, play, incest, 
and the rise of nations. I think it is important that social scientists absorb 
at least the generalities of this revolution, so that they will be able to 
accept or reject its various propositions from knowledge rather than from 
misinterpretations based on incomplete or prejudiced accounts. With this 
problem expressly in mind, I recently reviewed the history of the de-
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velopment of the major ideas used by current evolutionary social 
biologists and attempted to show how they can be applied in the analysis 
of human sociality (Alexander, 1977a). That review includes a fuller 
exposition of arguments mentioned and used in the pages that follow. The 
original sources for these arguments are represented by the following 
publications, or may be traced from them: Alexander (1971, 1974, 1975; 
1977, a,b), Alexander et al. (1979), Alexander and Noonan (1979), 
Hamilton (1963, 1964, 1966, 1967, 1970, 1971, 1972), Lewontin (1970), 
Trivers (1971, 1972, 1974), West-Eberhard (1976), Williams (1957, 1966, 
1975). 

To understand an evolutionary biologist's view of social exchange it 
is necessary to begin with approaches and concepts normally unfamiliar 
to social scientists. Evolutionists differ from social scientists in at least 'l 

two important regards. First, they are not primarily, and most often not at 
all, concerned with the human species. Second, they are, at least initially, 
concerned more with what are usually termed ultimate (historical, 
functional) causes than with proximate (ontogenetic, physiological) 
causes. That is to say, the primary motivation of the evolutionist is to 
understand the continuous history of differential reproduction, or natural 
selection, that biologists assume lies behind every trait of every organism. 
Even when an evolutionist studies ontogeny directly, he regards the 
organism's ability to respond to immediate sequences of stimuli and to 
change as a result of certain sequences of stimuli primarily as a product of 
the long history of natural selection working on the genetic systems of the 
organism's ancestors. In the evolutionist's terms, proximate rewards (such 
as pleasurable sensations) can be regarded as satisfactorily accounting for 
behavior only if we ignore the questions of why particular proximate 
rewards exist, and why there are variations in proximate rewards. It is one 
thing to understand why placing one's hand in a fire should hurt, or why 
eating when hungry should give pleasure; it is quite another to under
stand why one has a conscience that causes uneasiness when something 
is obtained for nothing, or why one sometimes experiences pleasure from 
giving costly aid to another person. From the social scientist's viewpoint, · 
the relevant question may be whether or not enlightenment, from evolu
tionary approaches, in regard to such "why" questions can contribute to 
an understanding of the proximate mechanisms that interest them-for 
example, to an understanding of the ontogenetic backgrounds of tenden
cies to engage in certain kinds of social exchange. I hope that the argu
ments in this chapter demonstrate that the answer to this question is 
emphatically affirmative. 

Two important consequences derive from the evolutionists' general 
inattention to the human species . One is that evolutionists' hypotheses 
may not seem quite in focus for questions of primary interest to social 
scientists. Another is that uniquely human attributes may be ignored 
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completely (an example possibly relevant to this chapter is what I later 
discuss as "pure" reciprocity). Evolutionists, one must understand, seek 
their generalizations, not because they best describe or predict human 
behavior, but because they apply either to all organisms or to large 
numbers of species that share such attributes as particular kinds of breed
ing or communicative systems or particular patterns of group-living or 
parental care . An evolutionist may assume that if he locates principles 
that are broadly applicable they will have some significance for the study 
of humans; but he is unlikely to regard this as requisite, or even centrally 
important. 

Moreover, evolutionists characteristically proceed by identifying 
phenotypic traits, including expressions of behavior, and then attempting 
to determine their adaptive (reproductive) significance, using field obser
vations or experiments, preferably carried out under conditions resem
bling those to which the species has been subjected for a long time . This 
approach is one of the reasons that evolutionists are, at least initially, 
relatively unconcerned with the precise sequences of ontogenetic stimuli 
that lead to particular behaviors, and why they may defer ontogenetic 
studies, or leave them entirely to other kinds of investigators. Moreover, 
evolutionists obviously do not encounter the major stimulus to ontoge
netic analyses characteristic of human-oriented studies; namely, the prob
lem of how behavior can or should be modified in connection with social, 
educational, medical, or other such programs . 

In the light of these differences it is not surprising that evolutionists' 
approaches to behavior should be regarded as alien by social scientists, 
who are interested in modifying behavior by altering its ontogenetic 
bases, and who deal with the one species whose behavior is, as a whole, 
ultimately modifiable, compared with that of other organisms. Also con
tributing to misunderstanding may be the fact that evolutionists, because 
of their kinds of questions, rely heavily upon comparative study and field 
observations, whereas social scientists, because of their kinds of ques
tions, are often restricted to rigorously designed experiments and chiefly 
compare the different members of a single species. 

In one sense the evolutionist's approach is incompatible with the 
peculiar nature of human behavior, except in a strictly historical context . 
How can one study the so-called "traits" of an organism when the results 
of the study are available to the organism as it progresses, and when the 
mere identification of a supposed trait sets in motion deliberate and 
not-so-deliberate cost-benefit analyses of the trait by the organism itself, 
newly aware of it, that may cause the trait to cease being one? Probably no 
other organism can accomplish this kind of alteration of its phenotype-at 
least not by deliberate reflection-and one can scarcely resist compound
ing the paradox by declaring this capability itself a human behavioral 
trait. 
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Th~ ability of humans to change their behavior if, on reflection, they 
do ?ot hke _w~at they see prob~bly lies behind statements by self-declared 
anhdetermm1sts that there 1s no "human nature"-statements that 
rais_e an?the~ issue that distinguishes the approaches of biological and 
social scientists to ~e analy_sis of ~ehavior. The evolutionists' tendency to 
assume that behavioral traits exist, and their associated neglect of on
togeny, have suggested to some an undue preoccupation with the genetic 
back~r?und of behavior-even an intolerable assumption of genetic de
termimsm o~ beha_vio~a~ rigidity: After all, natural selection can only work 
"'.hen th~re 1s hentabihty associated with the variations that are causing 
d1fferenhal reproduction. Social scientists are keenly aware that all or 
ne_arly all of the behavioral variations they observe are learned, and from 
this ~o_wledge they understandably acquire a certain skepticism about 
the sigmficance of natural selection in shaping human behavior. It does 
not help that evolutionary biologists, who, as I have already said, tend 
to leave ontogenetic details to others, are relatively ignorant about both 
hu~an be~_avior and its developmental background, and are thus prone to 
making naive remarks on matters in this realm. 

The common assumption that an evolutionary view of behavior re
quires_ a genetically deterministic or rigid behavioral ontogeny is, how
ever, mcorrect, even though no one can deny that evolutionists have 
sometimes promoted such an assumption by their attitudes. The very 
concept of phenotype, as opposed to genotype and as used by 
evolutionists, is antithetical to the notion of genetic determinism. The 
evolutionary raison detre for phenotypes, as products of genotypes, is that 
they represent flexibility in responding to variable environmental con
ti ng_encies. Phenotypes are genotypes ' ways of meeting unpredictable 
environmental outcomes in better (i.e., more reproductive) fashions. If 
genes were to determine phenotypes rigidly, regardless of environment, 
then there would be no reason for behavior as such to evolve or to be 
ma~ntain~d; for behavior, from its evolutionary origins, has typified the 
ulhmate m phenotypic flexibility. On the other hand, it does not follow 
that if environments determine phenotypes, at some given time or in some 
given population and regardless of genotype, then the nature of the 
phenotype is necessarily independent of evolutionary history (Alexander 
t977b). ' 

The ability to learn, and directional tendencies in learning of what
~ver sort, are surely products of natural selection. Hence, learning must 
result from the action of genes that specify that the organism should 
d_evel?p in such a fashion as to be able to respond appropriately to any 
situation from some array of likely situations when the particular one that 
will eventuate cannot be identified ahead of time. In no way can evolution 
be a reasonable theory about life unless it has the power to explain 
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learning and to encompass all theories of learning-indeed, unless it 
leads to more useful predictions about the nature of learning than any 
other theory does. 

The ability of humans to learn different things is an evolved ability, 
and the evolutionary function or background of learning is such that we 
could predict on evolutionary grounds that most observable variations in 
behavior in any species whatsoever would be the result of learning. To 
refine and investigate this view of learning in regard to humans we need 
to know two kinds of things; (a) what is the actual nature of human 
learning (for example, its ease in different directions) and (b) in what 
kinds of situations has the human kind of learning ability been favored
hence, what has actually been learned during human history (and how 
has it helped the learners)? 

I believe that these questions can be asked profitably about social 
exchange. How do we learn, for example, what constitutes an appropriate 
return on a social investment in different circumstances? What causes us 
to feel rewarded by, say, helping offspring who do not help us back, even 
by sacrificing our lives for them, yet consistently to begrudge lesser 
expenditures to most others, or to feel cheated if we are not compensated 
for such expenditures immediately? 

Elsewhere I have argued (Alexander, 1977, a,b) that the differences 
between social and biological scientists that restrict the effectiveness of 
their cooperation are not likely to be resolved until both together have 
developed a mutually acceptable set of theories about the relationships 
between genes and human behavior, or genes and the structure of 
culture-in other words, a much better understanding of what learning is 
all about. I suggest that the search must be expressly for the ways in 
which genes and behavior are related (as they obviously must be, in some 
fashion), and not simply for evidence about the kinds of ways in which 
they are potentially independent. 

Despite the various problems in attempting to understand our own 
behavior, I believe that the evolutionary approach of first locating and 
analyzing traits is easily justified. The initial interest of the evolutionist is 
in how a trait is expressed in the usual environment of a species, which is 
what determines its adaptiveness (again, its reproductive significance 
during the history of its expression). The evolutionist's approach thus 
parallels the way in which natural selection actually works. It does not 
matter, in selection, how a trait comes to be expressed-only that it is 
expressed in the optimal way and at the optimal time and place. Accord
ingly, ontogenies vary for different organisms and different behaviors 
simply because, first, different kinds of ontogenies deliver particular 
phenotypic responses more or less reliably, and, second, natural selection 
always begins with "last year's model" and the previous lines of speciali-
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zation may have caused different routes of further specialization to be 
more or less likely. Thus, the best way for a young songbird to learn the 
appropriate song pattern may be by listening to its parent, but this is not 
possible for a cricket, because its parents die before it even hatches. Once 
an organism has evolved either of two such different systems of song 
acquisition as typify insects and birds, it is at least a little less likely to 
evolve the other . The same relationship may exist between different 
systems of behavior within a single species. 

As applied to humans, the evolutionary approach of first locating and 
analyzing traits is valid if the analysis remains historical-that is to say, 
if we remind ourselves continually that in this approach we are justified 
only in examining the past and in analyzing what humans had done 
before the kinds of thinking we are undertaking here became a part of the 
causative or motivational background of the human behaviors we are 
attempting to investigate. 

II. The Sexual Organism as Nepotist 

Evolutionists develop their theories and investigations around the 
assumption that all of life has, since its origin, been subjected to a con
tinual, unrelenting process of natural selection or differential reproduc
tion. The overwhelming evidence for the correctness of this view causes 
evolutionists, since and including Darwin (1859), to assume that the traits 
of organisms, in their usual environments, tend to develop in the indi
vidual so as to maximize its reproductive success. Peculiar as it may seem 
to those unfamiliar with evolution, biologists assume that organisms are 
designed (by evolution) solely to reproduce. They tend to regard the 
abilities and tendencies of modern humans to behave otherwise, on occa
sion, as products of massive novelty in the human environment; and they 
tend to wonder whether humans are not behaving so as to maximize 
reproduction in many more circumstances than are usually suspected. 
That such a view does indeed seem bizarre or even ludicrous to most 
people is suggested by the fact that reproduction has not been mentioned 
in any of the publications on social exchange that I have encountered 
during the development of this chapter. Evolutionists, in the confidence 
of their perverseness, wonder why a reproductive interpretation of human 
behavior seems to lie so far outside the consciousness of most people, and 
why such a proposition so frequently evokes exaggerated humor or heated 
denials. 

The evolutionary view of the organism as a reproductive system is 
crucial to an understanding of the evolutionary approach to social ex
change. It assumes that organisms have evolved so as to pass through two 
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phases during their lifetimes-a resource-garnering (or growing, develop
ing, juvenile, or "somatic") phase and a resource-redistributing (or adult, 
parental, or "reproductive") phase (Figure 7.1). The first phase overlaps 
the second, except in species like salmon and soybeans, which reproduce 
once suddenly (hence, are called "semelparous"). In repeat breeders 
("iteroparous" species}, such as most mammals and birds, resource
garnering (e.g., eating) must go on after resource redistribution (e.g., 
production nf offspring) has begun, at least to an extent sufficient to 
maintain the organism as long as it is able to reproduce. 

Given the evolutionist's focus on reproduction, we can next tum to 
· the point that most organisms reproduce sexually rather than by fission

ing or budding. Associated with sexual reproduction, senescence has 
become prominent, evidently as a consequence of deleterious late-acting 
effects of genes that accumulate unavoidably because they are concomi
tants of beneficial early-acting effects that are reproductively more valu
able because they affect (a) individuals with more of their reproduction 
left and also (b) a greater proportion of the population, because some 
individuals inevitably die as aging takes place (Hamilton, 1967; Williams, 
1957). Reproduction in sexual organisms with finite lives because of the 
process of senescence necessarily occurs only through producing and 
assisting othei; genetically related individuals. The evolutionist thus sees 
sexual organisms like ourselves as having evolved to be wholly devoted to 
nepotism, which ' includes the production and care of offspring as well as 
assistance to other genetic relatives. In other words, if altruism is defined 
as passing benefits to others, humans along with all other social or
ganisms are seen as having evolved to be altruists, but altruists of a very 
special sort, whose altruism has as its background the spreading of the 
genes each of us possesses in our individual genotypes. It is difficult to 
imagine a concept more crucial to the analysis of social exchange. 

As a consequence of this approach, the evolutionist tends to divide 
instances of social exchange into two categories: those occurring between 
relatives (nepotism) and those occurring between nonrelatives (reciproc
ity). The difference is that, on the one hand, in the case of social benefits 
given to genetic relatives, including offspring, returns in kind are not 
necessarily expected; the "payoff," in historical terms, may be entirely 
genetic, through the reproduction of the assisted individual. In the case of 
nonrelatives, on the other hand, in historical terms the evolutionist would 
expect tendencies to give-or to be altruistic or to engage in social 
donorism-only when the likelihood is great that more than compensat
ory benefits will be returned by the recipient, either to the donor or to the 
donor's relatives . Every act of social donorism is seen as involving some 
cost, however slight, in calories, time, or risks. 

With certain obvious exceptions, reciprocity and nepotism corre
spond roughly to what Blau (1964) distinguished as social exchange 
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Figure 7.1 A diagram purporting to show all routes by which expenditures of calori 
and taking of risks by humans can lead, both directly and indirectly, to genetic reproductio 
Reproduction will be maximized when the benefits from egocentric activities and reciproc 
transactions (resource-garnering) maximally exceed their costs, and when their benefits a 
channeled to the closest relatives with the greatest ability to use the benefits to maximize ti 
reproduction of their relatives in turn (resource redistribution). I suggest that as sociali 
!ncreases in complexity during evolution from relatively nonsocial beginnings (A), folio, 
mg nepotism only to offspring (BJ nepotism to nondescendant relatives becomes relative 
more important, then (chiefly in humans) direct reciprocity (C), then (probably only 
humans) indirect reciprocity (DJ. Expansion of nepotism to nondescendant relatives a1 
Increasing group size must, in human history, have set the stage for an Increasing pro1 
lnence of reciprocal transactions. In large and highly organized states or nations, as co1 
pared with simpler forms of social organization. indirect reciprocity must generally be mo 
prominent-indeed, probably a criterion. Simple bands must have been predominant 
systems of nepotism to descendant and nondescendant relatives with relatively little co1 
plexity in reciprocal transactions. Opportunities to engage advantageously in reclproc 
transactions must begin to appear as systems of nepotism among nondescendant relativ 
become extensive and complex, a development that also Increases the potential for cheati1 
by potential recipients of nepotism. Selective pressures leading to larger groups thus rep1 
sent pres~ure for increa~d engagement in reciprocal transactions, and increasingly elab 
rate cheating and the ab1hty to detect and thwart cheating. Beyond some level of group sb 
only other competing groups of humans seem an appropriate source of such pressure f 
increasing group size and complexity (See also Alexander, 1977a). 
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based on, respectively, extrinsic and intrinsic personal attractiveness 
(note the relationship between (a) nepotism and (b) altruism to a mate, 
who represents the other parent to one's children) and what Hatfield et al. 
(Chapter 4 of this volume) have termed casual and deeply intimate social 
interactions. Using evolutionary theory, we would predict that in the 
Hatfield et al. proposed comparison of these two classes of interactions, 
profound differences will appear if the study is done in contexts appro
priate to the history of human sociality. If the study is not done with 
careful reference to historical contexts, then analysis of the second class of 
interactions seems likely to give results that are complex and inconclu-

. sive compared with those of the first. 
Even a casual examination of treatments of social exchange reveals 

that the aspects which evolutionists would label as nepotism have largely 
been ignored by social scientists investigating exchange systems. Homans 
(1974), for example, in his volume on elementary forms of social behavior, 
says, "Mother love and sexual love are surely elementary social behavior, 
yet I have nothing to say about them whatever [p. 15]." He also notes, of 
course, that he is forced to leave out much else. Sahlins (1965), discussing 
"the sociology of primitive exchange," proceeds from the household 
outward to the intertribal sector using the word reciprocity throughout 
and omitting all mention of nepotism or the possible significance of 
genetic kinship. 

Why this consistent omission, downplaying, or confusion about a 
whole class of social interactions between individuals, and, no less, in 
books and articles devoted to this precise topic? Words like nepotism, 
relatives, family, kinship, and marriage, and terms of relationship such as 
those in the diagram in Figure 7 .2, are entirely absent from the pages of 
most major works on social exchange. 

To shed light on this question, let me return briefly to considering the 
significance of the relationship between proximate and ultimate mecha
nisms of behavior. Homans ( 197 4) speaks of social exchange in the follow
ing words: 

Let not a reader reject our argument out of hand because he does not care for its 
horrid profit-seeking implications. Let him ask himself instead whether he and 
mankind have ever been able to advance any explanation why men change or fail to 
change their behavior other than that, in their circumstances, they would be better 
off doing something else, or that they are doing well enough already. On reflection 
he will find that neither he nor mankind has ever been able to offer another-the 
thing is a truism. It may ease his conscience to remember that if hedonists believe 
men take profits only in materialistic values, we are not hedonists here. So long as 
men's values are altruistic, they can take a profit in altruism too. Some of the 
greatest profiteers we know are altruists [p. 79) 

Elsewhere Homans implies the significance and the difficulty of the 
question of ultimate causation, and then adroitly sidesteps it, with these 
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words: "Sometimes it may be hard indeed to explain why [a man's] 
present values are what they are .. .. Nor, thank God, is it, as we shall 
see, the business of this book to explain [p. 45]." 

But how can we deal with exchange theory in a truly general way 
until we know something about the circumstances in which altruism is its 
own reward, and the consequences of altruism in those circumstances? 
This is all the more true because what Homans has said about profit
seeking is indeed a truism . One gets the impression that altruism (in 
Homans' sense), "intrinsic attractiveness" (Blau's [1964) term}, and "deep
ly intimate" interactions (Hat field et al. Chapter 4 of this volume) have 
been avoided because sense has not yet been made of them in terms of 
social exchange. They are seen as different from exchanges in which 
goods or service is in evidence, but no one seems to know why, or even 
exactly how, they differ. They are described as having their own reward, 
but this does not explain why it should be so, given our obvious and 
heralded tendencies to adjust our situations constantly so as to profit or be 
better off in all other situations. The question is whether or not sense can 
be made of social exchange without considering these aspects. What is the 
real meaning of "profit" or "better off" in statements like Homans'? Do 
these terms refer to personal well-being? If we say, "Usually, but not 
always," then, when do they, and when not? The evolutionary answer is 
simple: whenever greater profit to one's genotype is possible by hurting 
one's self or helping someone else, or-as in our evolutionarily novel 
modern environment-whenever the historical equivalent of this situa
tion occurs even though actual genetic relatives happen not to be in
volved. I do not believe that any human behaviors will be discovered that, 
when all the circumstances are known, and in the absence of obvious 
pathology, will gainsay this explanation. 

Obviously, the evolutionary view of social exchange, as I have de
scribed it so far, is still oversimplified and unsophisticated, especially in 
respect to the very complex social organizations of modern humans in 
enormous technological nations; and it is almost certain to be regarded as 
bizarre by anyone encountering it here for the first time. Nevertheless, I 
see this view as an appropriate starting point for the study of human social 
interactions, and I am convinced that a history of differential reproduc
tion will eventually be accepted as the basic principle upon which social 
exchange theory must be built. To put it another way, I believe that the 
general theory of social behavior that Hatfield et al. (Chapter 4 of this 
volume) mention but regard as not yet appropriately sought is already 
available and needs only refinement and development to be immediately 
and broadly applicable to our efforts to understand human sociality and 
its ontogeny. I think it is already obvious to anyone familiar with ex
change theory in the social sciences that its findings have begun to 
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converge dramatically with the predictions that derive from an evolution
ary view of social exchange. 

III. Historical Relationships Between Nepotism 
and Reciprocity 

Although evolutionists tend to regard nepotism and reciprocity as 
entirely distinct, it is worthwhile to examine their probable historical and 
functional relationships to each other. Alexander and Borgia (1978) argue 
that nepotism to nondescendant and distant descendant relatives is an 
extension of (evolutionarily) earlier altruism extended solely as parental 
care. They cite the ubiquity of parental care in social organisms, the 
relative accuracy of assessment of parenthood as compared to other rela
tionships, and the paucity of evidence for undirected altruism (i.e., 
equally toward all interactants) as opposed to individualized altruism 
toward relatives of different degree. I will argue here that reciprocity is in 
turn derived from nepotism. 

Pure social reciprocity can be defined as interactions that normally 
occur between nonrelatives, the structure and circumstances of which 
indicate clearly that each party may be expected (by the observer) or 
expects (in the case of humans) to receive benefits greater than those 
given. This outcome is possible whenever there is a disparity between the 
needs of the participants and their abilities to give. For example, when 
anyone purchases an item in a shop, both proprietor and customer must 
feel that they will receive more value than they give, else the transaction 
will not occur. The exchange is agreed on because the customer has 
money and needs the product and the proprietor has the product and 
needs the money. Such exchange is the easiest to analyze without an 
evolutionary perspective, because the items of exchange and their values 
are apparent (see Homans, 1974, p. 62, for a nonevolutionary analysis 
using almost identical phrases). 

As a case of pure reciprocity, we should expect that the above ex
ch~nge, especially if it occurs between nonrelatives or strangers, is likely 
to i~volve an almost simultaneous transfer of money and goods; in this 
fashion each party's risks are minimized. This aspect of exchanges should 
be most evident in interactions likely to occur but once. 

Aside from the interactions of unrelated mates in parental species, 
pure reciprocity must occur rarely in nonhuman species, and may actu
ally be unusual in humans, outside modern nations. Although Trivers 
(1971) argued for the possibility of nonhuman cases of reciprocity-the 
two cases he cited involved cleaning and cleaned fish of different species 
and alarm calls in flocks of birds-his cases may be questionable. West-
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Eberhard (1976) has explained the various ways in which the alarm calls 
can be viewed in strictly selfish or nepotistic terms, and there- is no 
evidence that either species of fish in the cleaner-cleanee relationship 
ever actually behaves altruistically. The cleaner may be simply acquiring 
food in the best way available to it, and the cleaned fish may refrain from 
consuming its cleaner not because the cleaner will then be available for 
subsequent cleaning but, in evolutionary terms, because the cleaner is 
poisonous and ill-tasting. 

The reason for suggesting the infrequency of pure reciprocity in 
humans outside modern nations is that nonrelatives probably interacted 

· only rarely in the small, relatively sedentary bands in which humans are 
generally presumed to have lived throughout most of their evolutionary 
history . Wiessner (1977) has found that Kung Bushmen almost never 
engage in exchange (xhora) with individuals not known to be related to 
them. Among the Yanomamo Indians, neighboring tribes and even enemy 
groups are essentially always composed of known relatives (Chagnon, 
1979, and personal communication). 

The concept of pure reciprocity returns us to the question of the 
relationship of nepotism to reciprocity and the origins of pure reciprocity. 
Although either nepotism or reciprocity can exist in the absence of the 
other, most of the time the two probaflly occur together. Thus, every act of 
nepotism involves a certain risk. Even a mother nursing a baby and, for 
the purposes of this example, expecting no altruistic returns at all (hence, 
engaged in so-called "pure" nepotism) would be, like a bank loaning 
money (hence, engaged in so-called "pure" reciprocity), making an in
vestment that carries with it a certain risk. The baby may be susceptible to 
an inevitable, and maybe inevitably fatal, childhood disease; it may be 
sterile; or for other reasons it may yield no genetic returns whatever to the 
mother. (Note: In an example like this I am suggesting nothing at all about 
the conscious motivations of the mother, or her attitude toward her moti
vations, although the enormous emotional concern and satisfaction of 
mothers in this kind of circumstance can scarcely be regarded as inciden
tal to a history of differential reproduction.) 

Pure nepotism, then, is represented by cases in which one who gives 
benefits to a genetic relative expects absolutely nothing in return except a 
further reproduction of the genes one shares with the recipient of one's 
altruism. Such cases must be more unusual than is commonly suspected, 
although much of parental care to very young and helpless juveniles 
would qualify, and certainly so in species in which the _pa~ent tends 1:11e 
offspring briefly, and then dies or leaves and never agam interacts with 
them. 

Nepotism in humans, however, seems usually to take a somewhat 
different form. Anyone who helps a cousin or other distant relative, 
though he may be satisfied even if no direct compensation ever occurs, is 
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likely to expect that, should the situation later be reversed, the relative 
will return the favor. Even parents, among humans, commonly behave as 
though they expected their offspring to return certain kinds of favors or 
assistance to them because they have provided for the offspring. I suggest 
that this tendency is due, at least in part, to the long period of life during 
which humans are able to reproduce, or redistribute resources in their 
own interests-a period that commonly overlaps that of their offsprings' 
ability to redistribute resources, and during which the parents' interests 
will frequently differ from those of their offspring (Alexander, 1974; 
Trivers, 1974). That exchanges between relatives lead to special kinds of 
expectations is suggested by many aspects of everyday life, one being the 
commonly heard admonition to be cautious about doing business with a 
relative . 

Reflecting upon cases in which nepotism and reciprocity are mixed, 
we perceive that their differences are not so profound as they might at first 
seem. Each involves investment, with some risk. From a reproductive, or 
evolutionary. viewpoint, if a social investment has some likelihood of not 
being returned, then it is better given to a close relative than to a distant 
one. Then, if reciprocity fails, there will at least be a chance of genetic 
return. We may expect that, during human history, frequent recurrence of 
disparities in ability to give and ability to use among social 
interactants-who in primitive societies would virtually always be 
relatives-would lead to social investments of a sort ordinarily calling for 
reciprocity but not necessarily requiring it for the interaction to have at 
least some reproductive benefit for the investor. Even in pure reciprocity 
the eventual fate of any resource garnered is-again , in historical terms
redistribution via nepotism in the interests of genetic reproduction. In the 
admonition about doing business with a relative the emphasis is on 
business, and it may be best interpreted as meaning that doing business 
with genetic relatives may severely prejudice the likelihood of overcom
pensating return-in other words, that relatives are more likely to feel free 
to renege on a debt, and to get away with it should they try. In-laws, who 
are commonly included among one's relatives (the explicit way in which 
this comes about, and the reasons for its acceptance, are themselves 
,intersting to contemplate), are perhaps most notoriously regarded as poor 
risks in transactions. It is relevant to this chapter's concerns to reflect that 
we have no genetic interest whatever in our spouse's relatives (unless the 
spouse is a relative), and hence suffer no nepotistic loss if resources are 
not returned to "their side of the family." Thus, married adults (at least, 
those who have not considered the arguments presented here) might be 
expected to look favorably upon investments in the spouse's side of the 
family only if the spouse's family is wealthy or if there are other reasons to 
believe it likely that a debt will be more than repaid. I am not suggesting 
that it is impossible to teach someone to behave otherwise, or even to 
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refrain from reproducing, for that matter; but only that such teaching has 
probably been quite rare during human history. · 

This comparison of nepotism and reciprocity exposes some problems 
in analyzing social interactions in terms of their backgrounds in differen
tial reproduction. Perhaps the greatest difficulty evolutionists encounter 
in assessing the adaptive significance of traits is in identifying the envi
ronment in which the trait evolved and in which, therefore, it is adaptive. 
In an evolutionarily novel environment any trait may be expressed 
maladaptively, or its evolved function may be completely misinterpreted. 
It may not be widely appreciated that the resulting difficulties are prob
lems not only for the evolutionists but also for other investigators. Every 
experiment carried out in an evolutionarily novel environment may mis
lead the experimenter in profound ways. Of this possibility it can be said 
that there may be no more general problem in behavioral science nor one 
that better reveals the reasonableness of attempting to understand the 
evolutionary approach to the study of life. 

Probably no organism has ever modified its social environment as 
rapidly as have humans during recorded history. Within a few hundred 
generations we have gone from a simple, sedentary band structure in 
which nearly all social interactants were relatives of known (or assigned) 
degrees to enormous, mobile urban societies in which sometimes almost 
none of our lifelong associates are genetic relatives. In such novel situa
tions, how can we understand social exchanges in evolutionary terms? On 
the other hand, how can we understand them otherwise? 

The search for an answer, paradoxically, returns us to the question 
that I said earlier is deferred or ignored in most evolutionary studies: that 
of ontogeny. How do we, as individuals, acquire our social responses to 
others? How, in a clan of permanently interacting relatives of different 
degree, could patterns of nepotism and reciprocity appropriate to repro
duction be generated and maintained? How would the mechanisms in
volved there translate into patterns of sociality in modern technological 
societies? What would the answers to these questions mean for tests of 
exchange and equity theory in experimental situations? 

IV. Analyses of Human Nepotism 
and Reciprocity 

I have made two attempts to test the model of human social altruism 
which divides altruism into nepotism and reciprocity (Alexander, 1974, 
1975, 1977, a,b). The first effort (Alexander, 1975) centered on a lengthy 
review of the sociology of primitive exchange by a cultural anthropologist 
(Sahlins, 1965). Sahlins divided reciprocity into three classes, termed 
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generalized, balanced, and negative reciprocity (Figure 7 .3). He de
scribed generalized reciprocity as concentrated in the household and 
characterized by one-way flows of benefits, and he used the suckling of 
children as an example. The notion of balanced reciprocity he applied to 
(in his words) "transactions which stipulate returns of commensurate 
worth or utility." He described negative reciprocity as "the attempt to get 
something for nothing with impunity." Balanced reciprocity, he 
suggested, is concentrated within villages and lineages, among people 
who interact repeatedly, whereas negative reciprocity is centered outside 
tribal boundaries (see Alexander, 1975; and Sahlins, 1965, for more de
tails). 

I interpreted Sahlins' model to be "an uncanny match for that of the 
evolutionary biologist." Sahlins' generalized and balanced reciprocity I 
saw as "roughly the equivalent of what the biologists have called kin 
selection [i.e., nepotism] ... and reciprocal altruism ... respectively. 

:: • .... ::; 
.! 

Balanced Negative 
Red proc i I y Reciprocity 

Figure 7.3 An effort to explain in terms of natural selection the basis for variations in 
the kinds of social interactions attributed to primitive societies by Sahlins (1965). The 
material in the lower left quadrant has been added to Sahlins' diagram . See text for further 
explanation . 
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Evolutionary theory not only recognizes the two categories almost pre
cisely as Sahlins has distinguished them, with the exceptions noted, but it 
specifies the social levels at which generalized reciprocity gives way to 
balanced reciprocity ... [Alexander, 1975, p. 92]." This match is espe
cially significant because Sahlins then had no knowledge of the evolu
tionary viewpoint. 

Sahlins (1976), in a book denouncing the use of evolutionary theory 
in the analysis of human sociality, has denied the match I suggested, in 
the following words: 

Sociobiologists, notably Alexander (1975), have taken the equally well-known 
tendency of economic reciprocity to vary in sociability with "kinship distance" as 
cultural evidence of biological "nepotism," hence as a proof of kin selection . . . . 
this conclusion is based on an elementary misunderstanding of the ethnography. 
The kinship sectors of "near" and "distant," such as "own lineage" vs. "other 
lineage," upon which reciprocity is predicated, do not correspond to coefficient of 
relationship , so the evidence cited in support of kin selection (e.g., Sahlins, 1965) in 
fact contradicts it . .. [p. 112]. 

Sahlins' denial seems to me preposterously careless and incomplete. 
He does not explain why his detailed descriptions of the three kinds of 
reciprocity are almost perfect reflections of evolutionary analyses of 
nepotism and reciprocity (Alexander, 1974; Trivers, 1971; others); or why, 
within the social system, they should center so precisely on what evolu
tionary theory predicts they will. His denial is focused on the nepotistic 
aspects of my analysis. But the example of suckling children was his own. 
Is he denying that people are altruistic toward their offspring, or that 
one-way flows of benefits typify such altruism? The word lineage was his 
own. Does he deny that persons in the same "lineage"- explicitly as 
anthropologists use the term-are more often genetically related, or more 
closely related, than persons in different lineages? He evidently refers at 
least in part to what anthropologists term the classificatory aspects of 
kinship systems. One aspect of classificatory kinship is that terms like 
mother, father, brother, sister, aunt, uncle, and cousin are frequently, and 
sometimes formally and consistently, applied to persons that do not have 
the genetic relationship to Ego of such relatives as are shown in Figure 
'1.2. Superficially, this might seem to prejudice the likelihood of a biologi
cal background for kinship systems; but the opposite argument can be 
made. Suppose that I as an individual, or the members of my society 
generally, should wish to adjust the apparent social distance, or the 
privileges and responsibilities, of some particular members or classes of 
members in the society. First, that such shifts are even possible indicates a 
certain regularity within society. And second, that terms commonly de
noting classes of genetic relationship are employed to create the adjust
ments indicates that the regularity is based on genetic relationship. After 
all, if I should wish to draw inward, socially, a particular individual, what 
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re~on ~s there for me to use a kin term like brother except that brother 
ordmarily refers to someone with the close relationship that I wish to 
create? 

A sec~nd cl:15~ific~tory aspect of kinship involves the fact that not 
every possible distmction among kin is made (see Figure 7.2). Maternal 
a?d paternal _aunts and uncles may not be distinguished, or the various 
kinds of cousms. For example (as in Figure 7.2), mother's brother's da h
ter is not distingu~shed from mother's sister's daughter, father's sis~!r•s 
daug~t?r, o~ father s brother's daughter. In many cases the sexes may not 
b? distinguished. In other words, relatives derived through obviously 
?iff~rent route~ are _classi_fied together. On the other hand, Figure 7.2 
mdicates that, m this society at least, there are tendencies to lump to
gether relatives of the same degree, the same dependency relationships 
and the same sex, an~ to distinguish those that differ in these respects. ' 

These two classificatory aspects of kinship systems, then, can be 
used to s11:pport rather than negate the notion that genetic relationships 
and nepotism represent the basic cement of human sociality (see Alexan
d_er, 197~, a,b, !or~ fuller discussion). Yet neither Sahlins' original analy
sis n~r his derual mcludes any mention of the altruism of nepotism. Is he 
denymg that nepotism exists? If not, then where does it fit into his 
scheme? Does he actually mean to deny that it contributes to the particu
lar a~angement of sociality that he proposes? Obviously, this question is 
crucial to anyone examining the distribution and background of social 
exchange. 

Sahlins indicates that the social relations of people involved in what 
he calls "primitive exchange" do not correspond to genetic relatedness. I 
am aware of no evidence to support this claim, and note that ethnog
raphers co~monly have not secured the necessary kind of information. 
Contrary evidence, however, is available. Wiessner (1977) in a 2-year 
stu?y o~ reciprocity among Kung Bushmen, has discover~d. first, that 
reciprocity (xharo) is almost always restricted to known relatives and 
second, that there _is a di~ect correspondence between the percent~ge of 
each class of genetic relative with whom xharo is practiced and the actual 
degree of relatedness in genes identical by descent: A higher proportion 
of one's 50~/o relatives than of one's 25% relatives are objects of xharo, and 
an e~e~ highe~ pr~portion of them than of one's 12.5% relatives, etc. 
Sahlms assertion is ~lso ~ountered by Chagnon's (1975) findings that 
~mong the Yanomamo Indians the genetic relatedness of the inhabitants 
Is a_ be~ter co~relate than the size of the village of the likelihood of village 
fiss1onmg: Villages composed of more closely related people are likely to 
grow to larger sizes before splitting. 

In a footnote (Footnote 2 p. 109), Sahlins attempts to deny that 
hu~ans _tend to live in social groups composed of genetic relatives. He 
rehes chiefly on the fact that marriages often occur between unrelated or 

7. Natural Selection and Social Exchange 215 

distantly related groups. But he ignores two crucial facts: (a) that tending 
a spouse is essentially an act of nepotism toward one's offspring (as can 
be the social cultivation of the relatives of one's spouse and (b) that the 
common occurrence of marriages between nonrelatives or distant relatives 
(the human tendency to outbreed is shared widely throughout the animal 
and plant kingdoms) is surely the principal reason why marriage rules are 
one of the most prominent of all aspects of human culture-marriages 
literally determine patterns of inheritance. 

Elsewhere (Alexander, 1977, a, b; 1974), I have delibera tely consid
ered other formal aspects of human kinship systems that do not seem to 
accord with nepotistic predictions, especially the phenomenon of a mother's 
brother acting as the chief or sole male parent and the asymmetrica l 
treatment of cross- and parallel-cousins (i.e., offspring of different-sex 
and same-sex siblings, respectively). Those analyses have demonstrated 
that, although these phenomena have been used to deny a biological 
basis for patterns of kinship behavior, they actually support an evolu
tionary model rather strongly. The reasons are that in societies where a 
mother's brother is a prominent figure, this particular uncle because of 
low confidence of paternity is likely to be the closest identifiable adult 
male relative of at least some of his sister's offspring; and in polygynous 
societies, putative parallel cousins are on the average more closely related 
than cross-cousins, because they are often half-siblings. 

V. The Evolution of Nepotism and Reciprocity 
in Humans 

Nepotism and reciprocity are vastly more complex in humans than in 
any other organism. Some of the reasons, at least, are obvious (see Figures 
7.1, 7.2). As Figure 7 .2 suggests by the familiarity of its terms ofrelation
ship to all in this society, and as is known by all anthropologists , humans 
everywhere maintain a remarkably extensive and detailed knowledge of 
the identity of their genetic relatives . Indeed, there are no indications that 
in any other species has there developed such a complete and precise 
picture of what actually represents the potential avenues of genetic repro
duction via nepotism. Noonan and I (1979) have argued that the expan
sion of the potential for reproduction via nepotism, both because of the 
expanding group of socially available relatives and because of increases 
in wealth and power differentials associated with the appearance of the 
cumulatively heritable accoutrements of culture, may have been largely 
responsible for the evolutionary divergence of humans from other pri
mates, and even for the evolution of human cognitive capacity. We 
suggest that this situation was promoted by obligatory group-living, 
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coupled with escape from the over-riding influences of large predators on 
the social structure (which we believe still largely structures the sociality 
of other group-living primates) into a condition in which bands of hu
mans became one another's chief competitors and sources of mortal peril. 
A particularly important consequence, we suggest, was a dramatic in
crease in the value of paternal care , leading to an emphasis on the be
haviors of females that increased their mates' confidence of paternity (e.g., 
the concealment of ovulation) and favoring males with high promise as 
capable and faithful fathers over males physically capable of acquiring 
and holding females during their display of oestrus (the latter kind of 
male predominates among most primates living in multi-male bands) . All 
of these factors, we argue, combined to revolutionize the sociality of 
ancestral humans and to differentiate it from that of their primate relatives 
also living in polygynous, multimale bands. Whether or not this scenario 
is approximately correct, the complexity of human knowledge of genetic 
relatedness is a fact that bears directly upon efforts to develop satisfactory 
approaches to social exchange and its ontogenetic bases . 

VI. Ontogeny and Social Exchange 

Assuming that nepotism exists , and is at least sometimes correlated 
in its intensity with our obvious knowledge of the relatedness of different 
individuals in our network of kin, what causes this knowledge to develop 
in the individual, and how are systems of nepotism and reciprocity 
maintained from generation to generation? What kinds of gene action 
could account for individual humans behaving socially in such fashions 
as to maximize their reproduction via altruism to relatives? 

Consider first the investments parents make in their offspring. Except 
for one of the two parents-usually but not always the mother-evidence 
of genetic relationship is always circumstantial. Some female mammals 
can observe their babies being born and keep them in direct contact until 
umistakable recognition has been established. Male seahorses, which take 
unfertilized eggs more or less directly from the female, place them in a 
brood pouch, and fertilize them there, are in a similar position. But all 
other assessments of genetic relationship, and thus all behavior appro 
priate to them, are necessarily based on circumstantial evidence. In other 
words , particular social interactions predict particular genealogical rela
tionships. I may, with some accuracy, assume those individuals who are 
cared for by the same adult female and male as I to be my siblings; a 
caterpillar may assume its siblings to be whoever hatches next to it at 
about the same time . I assume my offspring to be those juveniles accepted 
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as my offspring by the woman with whom I live. Error is obviously 
possible in all of these cases . 

One might suppose that nepotism could be, or even has to be, based 
on the appearance of mutant genes that enable their bearers to recognize 
their own effects in other individuals. Such a gene would have to, first, 
have an effect on the phenotype; second, cause its bearer to be able to 
recognize the effect in others; and, third, also cause its bearer to take the 
appropriate social action (Hamilton, 1964). Not only are these require
ments of gene action unreasonably complex, but any such mutant would 
act on the basis of its own presence in the genotype of the potential 
recipient of its bearer's altriusm , independent of the· probability of the 

· presence of other genes in its genotype that also contribute to its bearer's 
. altruism, if only incidentally . Thus, the mutant would necessarily act 

against the interests of all other genes in its own genotype. The extraordi
nary organization of the genotype could not be sustained if such genes 
became prevalent. Any gene mutating so as to suppress such an "outlaw" 
effect would thereby help itself, and in any large genotype the mutational 
probabilities of suppression , as opposed to the probability of sustaining 
outlawry, would be enormously high (Alexander & Borgia, 1978). 

If ,nepotism depends upon circumstantial evidence of relatedness, 
then social interactions must lead to an accurate assessment of genetic 
relationships. The interesting consequence is that the essential ontogene
tic basis of appropriate patterns of nepotism in any species need be no 
more complex or deterministic than learning through ordinary positive 
and negative reinforcement schedules. In other words, whatever it is 
that enables us to construct a diagram of the sort seen in Figure 7 .2 , 
whatever it is that makes the labels there familiar to all of us, whatever 

~ enables us to put ourselves in the role of Ego and then fill in the diagram 
with actual names of actual people---whatever that learning process has 
been in each of us-it is entirely adequate to account for any ability by any 
of us to behave so as to maximize our genetic reproduction via nepotism. 
Indeed, it is the only proximate, genetic, ontogenetic , physiological series 
of events that is even an appropriate candidate. All that remains is to 
establish that the usual context of distinguishing relatives is favoritism , 
based on relatedness , needs, and available alternatives in dispensing 
altruism . If we do indeed treat our closer relatives better and help our 
dependent relatives more-that we do is, I believe, already an established 
fact (Alexander, 1974, 1975, 1977, a)-then an evolutionary model for the 
history of human sociality is appropriate. And nothing more determinis
tic is required than regular and predictable differences in our learning 
experiences with different relatives, which lead to regular and predictable 
differences in our treatment of them. What would have evolved would be 
our tendencies to behave exactly as learning psychologists already know 
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we do under negative and positive reinforcement schedules-or, more 
precisely, our tendencies to react as we do to particular learning 
schedules that are then labelled as positive and negative because of our 
reactions to them. 

The simplest relationship between gene effects and social behavior 
that might lead to the regularity of nepotism that this hypothesis requires 
is the accumulation of genes causing us to be positively reinforced ac
cording to the number and intensity of physiologically or socially "pleas
ant" interactions with any particular individuals. In small clans of genetic 
relatives that effect alone could · cause us to favor closer relatives; and 
humans have almost certainly lived in such groups throughout nearly all 
of their history. The effects I am suggesting would have to be modified· 
and qualified by many other kinds of learning in different circumstances _ 
to explain a great deal of sociality. For instance, an utterly and continu
ously dependent juvenile might gain by being positively reinforced by 
almost any kind of repeated interactions with an adult-even unpleasant, 
traumatic ones-and I believe there is good evidence that dependent 
juveniles are so reinforced . On the other hand, some degree of generality 
is implied. For example, parental teaching about who are relatives are 
becomes no more than a subset of this hypothesis. 

When I initially had this rather simple idea about learning to be 
appropriately nepotistic, I immediately tried to think of exceptions: When 
do we treat with extreme altruism individuals with whom we have not 
had long histories of positive social interaction? It seemed to me that 
instances of such treatment should be unusually dramatic if genes with 
the effects I have just described have accumulated, for in such instances 
the postulated gene effects would in some sense have to be overridden. I 
thought of several cases, such as that of newborn babies, and that of 
strangers yoked together by disasters and wholly dependent upon one . 
another for survival : Each of these deserves analysis. But the example that 
stuck in my mind is the event that we call "falling in love." Humans, 
apparently everywhere, tend to select as mates individuals with whom 
they have had relatively few social interactions, or, in some cases, who are 
even poorly known; and at least in our own society we draw them rapidly 
from strangeness to ultimate intimacy and make them long-term or life
time partners, usually in what must be referred to as the dearest of all 
biological enterprises. There is much evidence in music, art, and litera
ture that few events are more dramatic in human sociality than falling in 
lov~alling, it seems to me, across the breach from social strangeness to 
social intimacy. I consider this phenomenon to be at least potentially 
supportive of the existence and importance of the kinds of gene effects I 
have here postulated (see also Alexander, 1977, b). 

Now, perhaps, we can make certain rudimentary predictions about 
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positive and negative reinforcements that should be associated with the 
altruism of social exchange. Thus (to speak of one extreme), we should be 
most positively reinforced by (i.e., experience the greatest pleasure from) 
altruism toward persons we have known intimately and for very long 
periods, because such individuals are overwhelmingly likely , in terms of 
the history of human sociality, to represent close genetic relatives such as 
parents, offspring, or siblings-that is, family, or members of the inner
most circle of the diagram in Figure 7 .2. There are obvious exceptions
for example, when siblings are in intense competition for parental ben
efits that are all-important to each of them. In a modern urban environ 
ment such persons as roommates, school friends, business associates, 

: companions at work, or neighbors may assume roles causing us to treat 
them, in varying degrees, as if they were genetic relatives. 

At the other extreme we should begrudge essentially all benefits 
given to virtual strangers whether or not, or maybe even especially when, 
they are able to translate the benefits into their own well-being or repro
duction. This will be most true, moreover, as the risk of not being repaid 
in kind increases, and certainly true in view of the fact that altruism to 
strangers is never likely to be rewarding unless there is a high likelihood 
that it will become public knowledge, or that some other circumstance 
will accrue that affords a likelihood of compensation in kind from others, 
or from society at large. One such circumstance is a probability of our 
being made a hero, or a public example of the fact that altruism is 
rewarded. 

Between these two extremes will be a confusing mingling of the two 
tendencies -they represent. Unfortunately for those interested in the de
velopment of exchange behavior in the social mixes of our modern envi
ronment , most of our responses to the possibilities of social exchange are 

- likely to generate in this intermediate realm. Thus, the existence of a 
nepotistic human background can scarcely be ignored in efforts to under
stand what exchange theorists have termed equity and social and dis
tributive justice (Waister & Waister, 1975; Homans, 1974). 

VII. Conclusions 

A marriage of the approaches and theories of biological and social 
scientists, in the interests of solving problems about human behavior , is 
long overdue. It is time for biologists to realize that including humans in 
their theoretical considerations would be useful and broadening, espe
cially to their views of the mechanisms and evolution of ontogenies. It is 
time for social scientists to take more seriously the fact that evolution is 
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the process behind all traits of all life, and that to consider behavior in 
terms of a history of natural selection does not require or even suggest an 
intolerably deterministic approach to ontogenies . 

Evolutionists divide socially altruistic behavior into nepotism and 
reciprocity. The two usually occur together in humans. Predictions about 
these two kinds of altruism or social donorism differ. Nepotism is al
truism directed at genetic relatives and does not necessarily call for 
returns in kind; reciprocity is altruism from which an overcompensating 
return is expected to the altruist or its genetic relatives. Analyses of 
several aspects of human social systems indicate that nepotism and reci
procity tend to be dispensed in genetically appropriate fashions. Both are 
necessarily based on learning, and raise fascinating questions about how 
their expressions maintain reproductively appropriate patterns, as they _ 
probably do most dramatically in societies least subjected to the extraor
dinary changes that have occurred in what are now large, mobile, urban 
societies. 

From an evolutionary viewpoint, current exchange theory would 
likely be significantly more predictive if (a) genetic reproduction were 
seen as the historical force behind the functional aspects of social ex
change, (b) serious efforts were made to incorporate analyses of nepotistic 
interactions, and their surrogates in modern society, and (c) the question 
of why particular proximate mechanisms have evolved in different cir
cumstances were used to help distinguish the different categories of such 
mechanisms and to analyze their nature and effects. 
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