viously be adaptive, and would be selected for. But continu-
ous receptivity is a separate issue from ovulation cues (un-
less there happens to be some inextricable genetic-hormonal
link between the two). Women with less-pronounced ovulation
cues would not be as attractive to males and would have few-
er offspring. However, women with cues that extended before
and after actual ovulation would be more attractive, and
therefore would have an advantage in keeping males around.
The ultimate outcome of this selection pressure, therefore,
could be false signs of ovulation extending over the entire

month, but not the loss of ovulation cues entirely.

Marian VanCourt 1S working toward her doctorate 1n
psychology at the University of Texas, Austin.
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