Chapter 8: Problems of Kinship
I. Defining Family

· Emlen (1995)
· two types of families:

· simple families: single parent or conjugal pair with only one reproducing female

· extended families: groups in which two or more members may be capable of reproduction
· when the male is present, the family is biparental
· when the only the female is present, the family is matrilineal

· what about homosexual couples?

· only 3% of all bird and mammalian species live in family groups

· in most of the animal kingdom, staying with the parents incurs costs on reproduction
· reproduction is delayed

· competition for resources because they are concentrated rather than dispersed
· The evolution of families:

· ecological constraints model: families emerge when there is a scarcity of reproductive vacancies because then there are benefits to staying with the family
· familial benefits model: families form because there are many benefits for offspring in the family unit

· enhanced survival – aid and protection
· ability to compete for mates – acquire skills, size, and maturity

· possibility of inheritance

· inclusive fitness benefits – being at home puts an individual in a position to help and be helped by relatives

· Conditions for the evolution of families:
· families will form when more offspring are produced than there are reproductive vacancies
· families will form when the offspring must wait for the reproductive vacancies until they are ready to compete for them

· families will form when the benefits of staying at home are large

· Predictions from Emlen’s (1995) theory:

· regarding kinship and cooperation

· families will form when there is a shortage of reproductive vacancies but break up when there are vacancies

· families with many resources will be more stable than those without

· if the children stay in the family, they have a better chance of inheriting the family wealth

· assistance in child-rearing is more likely in families

· sexual aggression is low in families compared to groups of non-relatives

· regarding the changes associated with the elimination of a breeder
· when a breeder is lost, families will be in conflict concerning the successor

· children engage in lawsuits concerning the contents of wills and the division of the estate

· the loss of a breeder and subsequent replacement by a breeder who is genetically unrelated to family members will increase sexual aggression

· stepfathers may be sexually attracted to stepdaughters

· sibling conflict

· parent-offspring conflict

· parental conflict

II. Problems with Studying Kinship

· more difficult to study than strangers

· easier to take a sample from introductory psychology students

· extended kin don’t always live near one another

· favoring kin seems innate and obvious – hardly a groundbreaking discovery

· nepotism (favoring relatives) can be embarrassing as it runs contrary to the Western principles of democracy and egalitarianism

III. Inclusive Fitness Theory

· inclusive fitness: an individual’s own reproductive success plus the reproductive success of relatives as weighed by the degree of relatedness

· theory can be used to explain why individuals act in altruistic manners

· Degree of relatedness: see last page
· altruism: defined by two conditions, (1) incurs cost to the self, (2) provides benefits to another

· Hamilton hypothesized that altruism may occur when the benefits outweigh the costs of an action:

c < rb

where c = cost to the individual (measured in terms of reproduction)

r = degree of genetic relatedness

b = benefit to other person (measured in terms of reproduction)
· For example:

· if you were to help a sibling or parent, the benefits would need to be twice as great as the cost because they have a genetic relatedness of 0.50

· if you were to help a cousin, the benefits for the cousin would need to be eight times as great as the cost because cousins only share 12.5% of our genes

· people’s behavior will not always conform to these rules – rather, these are the conditions under which altruistic behavior can evolve
IV. Sibships

· brothers and sisters can be a social ally, but they also represent competition for parental resources

· children often face the adaptive problem of competing for access to parental resources

· Sulloway (1996)

· adaptive problems have created different niches for children that are predicated by birth order

· oldest child: usually favored and thus support the status quo and be more conservative
· has been “dethroned” by the next oldest child and thus will try to emulate parents
· act as surrogate parent – values law and order

· middle child: continually trying to surpass the older children

· more rebellious – have little to gain from the existing social structure in the family

· not likely to endure leadership by others

· youngest child: receive more parental investment as the parents view this as their last vehicle for reproduction

· there is little research on the difference between full siblings (related by 0.50) and half-siblings (genetic relatedness of 0.25)
V. Hypotheses about the Universality of Kinship (from Daly, Salmon, & Wilson, 1997)

1. Ego-centered kin terminology is used.
· kin are classified in reference to a focal individual – my brother is not the same person as your brother

2. There will be distinctions in kinship systems regarding sex.
· mothers vs. fathers – has reproductive associations

3. Generation is critical.

· relationships between mothers and daughters are different from the relationships between sisters
4. The dimension of “closeness” will be universal and correlate with genetic relatedness.

· the emotional and cultural recognition of “closeness” is predicted to correlate positively with the degree of genetic relatedness
5. Degree of cooperation and solidarity between kin is a function of genetic relatedness.

· close kin will be more likely to come to a family member’s aid

· imbalance in reciprocity is tolerated in close kin, but becomes increasingly unacceptable with distance

· people are predicted to turn to close kin rather than distant kin when it really matters
6. Elder members of an extended family will encourage younger members to behave more altruistically toward distant kin.

· from the older member’s perspective, the distant relatives have a higher degree of genetic relatedness (i.e. my cousins share 12.5% of my genes, but they share 25% of their genes with our grandparents)
· helping these distant kin is more beneficial for an elder member than it is for the younger members as the distant kin share more of the elder’s genes

7. Position within extended kin network will be part of an individual’s self-concept.

· beliefs about “who you are” will include kin relationships
8. People know who their “real” relatives are, despite ambiguous kin terms.

· a friend whom you call a “brother” is not really your brother and people know this
9. Kinship terms can be used to persuade people by creating an illusory connection between unrelated people.
· “hey, brother, can you spare some change?”

· brotherhoods and sisterhoods

VI. Alarm Calling in Ground Squirrels
· when a predator approached a group of Belding’s ground squirrels, the squirrels will emit a high-pitched whistle to alert other squirrels to the danger
· the alerted squirrels obviously benefit from this warning, but the one who sounds the alarm is often put at risk

· potential explanations for phenomenon:

· predator confusion hypothesis: alarm may confuse predator by creating a mad scramble to get away

· Sherman (1977, 1981) found that predators hunted the alarm caller and were not confused

· predator deterrence hypothesis: once detected, the predators may give up the hunt
· Sherman (1977, 1981) also found that the alarm in no way deterred the predators
· reciprocal altruism: next time, a friend in the group will be the alarm caller
· the squirrels have no stable, long-term relationships so keeping track of who has helped whom is impossible
· parental investment: the children of the alarm caller are more likely to survive
· squirrels without children who still have kin in the group will still sound the alarm
· inclusive fitness hypothesis: the alarm caller’s kin are likely to survive
· this is the supported hypothesis
· can these findings from the study of squirrels be applied to humans?
VII. Helping in Humans

· a study of 300 women in Los Angeles found that helping behaviors occurred more often in closely related kin (r = .50) than distantly related kin
· additionally, the women were more likely to help those kin with higher reproductive value (i.e. children, nieces, and nephews)
· is this the only explanation for why the younger generation was more likely to receive help?
VIII. Life-or-Death Helping in Humans ~ Study by Burnstein et al. (1994):

· two types of helping:

· substantial helping – affects whether a person will live or die
· trivial helping – something like giving a homeless person some spare change

· America and Japan

· Substantial helping scenario: A house is burning and there is only enough time to save one of three people in the house and all others will die.

· Trivial helping scenario:  Aid a person by picking up some small items for them at the store

· the recipients of the help in both scenarios differed in age and degree of relatedness

· Results:

· helping decreased as the degree of genetic relatedness decreased – especially strong in the life-or-death scenario

· helping in the life-or-death scenario decreased as age increased

· one-year-olds helped the most, then ten-year-olds, then eighteen-year-olds and least helped were the 75-year-olds

· effects of age were reversed in the trivial helping scenario

· concluded that helping is a function of genetic relatedness and the reproductive value of the recipient

· why were one-year-olds helped the most?

· one study expanded on Burnstein et al. (1994) and included a measure of emotional closeness

· individuals are more likely to be emotionally close to family members that are more genetically related to them

· emotional closeness was correlate with altruistic behavior

· are these two constructs really as different as Buss makes them out to be?

· studies have also shown that having kin in close proximity during life-or-death situations can affect survival rates

· evidence found with pilgrims of the Mayflower and members of the Donner Party

IX. Patterns of Inheritance

· Three predictions about who leaves wealth to whom:

· people will leave more of their estate to genetically related kin and spouses (assuming the spouses will divide the wealth between mutual kin) than unrelated people

· people will leave more of their estates to closely related kin than distantly related kin

· people will leave more of their estates to offspring than to siblings – siblings are usually of little reproductive value

· study of 1,000 randomly selected decedents in British Columbia

· researchers recorded the dollar value of the estates

· labeled beneficiaries according to relationship with the deceased and included the non-genetic categories of “spouse” and “nonfamily”

· Results:

· women tended to distribute their wealth to a greater number of beneficiaries (2.8) than men (2.0)

· men were far more likely to leave everything to their spouse

· women did not trust the men to distribute the wealth

· older men remarry more often than older women – resources may be given to the new offspring and diverted from the decedent’s offspring

· even if older women did remarry, they are usually postmenopausal and thus there will be no children to compete for the resources

· people left 92.3% of their wealth to spouses or genetically related family members

· people left 46% of their wealth to relatives sharing 50% of their genes, 8% to those sharing 25%, and less than 1% to those sharing 12.5% of genes
· people left more than four times as much to their children than to their siblings
X. Investment by Grandparents
· theoretically, grandparents and their grandchildren share 25% of their genetic material
· problem = two generations where paternity uncertainty could come into play

· according to paternity uncertainty, the maternal grandmother should invest the most in the grandchild because she can be 100% certain that the child is her grandchild and the paternal grandfather should invest the least because there are two opportunities for the paternity of the grandchild to be questioned

· the investment of the maternal grandfather and paternal grandmother will fall somewhere in between the other two as they both have one chance for the paternity of the grandchild to be questioned

· however, socially speaking, infidelity was less common in previous generations, therefore, the maternal grandfather should invest more than the paternal grandmother

· discriminative grandparental investment theory: the degree to which a grandparent invests behaviorally and psychologically in their grandchildren is correlated with the degree of certainty in the genetic relationship between the two
· DeKay’s (1995) study of 120 undergraduate students confirmed these hyptheses
· Euler & Weitzel (1996) in Germany studied gekummert – “taking care of and being concerned about someone” – and physical distance to grandchildren

· these results also confirmed hypthesis

· Mother’s father being rated higher than father’s mother rules out possibility that women invest more than men as a function of sex differences

· also rules out the role of residential differences as all types of grandparents lived a similar distance from the grandchildren

XI. Investment by Aunts and Uncles

· paternity uncertainty:

· maternal aunts should invest more than paternal aunts

· maternal uncles should invest more than paternal uncles

· studies show that aunts tend to invest more than uncles, regardless of relationship, and maternal aunts and uncles invest more than paternal aunts and uncles
























