I just reviewed a groundbreaking book entitled "The Evolution of Beauty."  The Darwinists were wrong about evolution. They said it was purely a matter of survival of the fittest. It is more than that.The Evolution of Beauty


The irony is that Darwin himself got it right. The second half of his second book, "The Descent of Man" is entitled "Sexual Selection."  He points out the obvious, that males fight over females and that the best fighters have better breeding opportunities. He also points out something less than obvious. Charm and beauty count. Among birds, the female may choose the male with the most agreeable song, the brightest plumage, or the most elaborate dance without regard to how it affects survival.
	
The peacock is the classic example. The peacock's tail is of no benefit at all in finding food or fighting off predators. All it is good for is attracting peahens. The male with the most beautiful feathers gets to mate – and his sons have even more beautiful tails.

Classical Darwinists gave lame reasons:  "It proves he is a strong bird indeed to survive with such a handicap."  Nonsense.  Darwin had it right.  Ladies' choice.

The author, Richard Prum, presents a convincing series of explanations from the bird world. The weirdest is the club winged manikin. Every other bird in the world has long skinny wing bones, maximizing their wing area with a minimum of weight. These birds have heavy, solid bones for just one reason. They have learned to make music with their wings as part of their courtship ritual. The ladies love it and somehow they can still fly well enough to avoid getting eaten.

Darwin chickened out. Even though he clearly intended to describe how sexual selection works among people, his book ends with a chapter on butterflies. The reader is left to connect the dots.

Lots of people have speculated in this area. How can you explain music by evolution? Does it help us avoid lions or kill antelope? How about laughter and poetry? Why are humans the only apes with naked bodies? 

Sexual selection has been studied more among males. In most species it's the males who court the females and females who choose. Males are more divergent than females on just about every measure: height, color, musculature, and among humans, intelligence and charm. 

Most male apes are significantly bigger and more aggressive than their female partners. Male gorillas and baboons control who the females mate with. Humans are an exception.  Men are not that much bigger than women, and it's far more often the women who choose their partners.

Speaking of women, among 5,000 species of mammals, why is it that only human women have full-time breasts, even when they are not nursing? Does the curve of a woman's body make her better at taking care of the garden, or did it evolve just because that's what men like? Inquiring scientists want to know!

Human evolution has been amazingly fast. In the 10,000 years since agriculture we have become extraordinarily tame, able to get along with each other in complex societies and big cities. It is not polite to notice that this is harder for human populations that only belatedly turned to agriculture. I won't mention it. Things men like, such as tall and slender women, blonde hair and blue eyes, evolved just in these last 10,000 years. What about things women like?

Most tribal societies - African and American Indians - are not strictly monogamous. The women have quite a bit of power to choose. Just like the birds.   Of course they wanted children – their status, their lives, and the life of the tribe depended on having lots of children.

With the advent of agriculture men had more power, and male-dominated societies more frequently controlled who women married. The women of course benefited – an agricultural society was richer than a tribal society and they could leave more offspring – but male mate choice had more influence on evolution.  We got stuff men like: intelligence and martial qualities.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Since the industrial revolution, and especially over the last century, women have become much more totally independent. Nobody is demanding children. The idea of a father choosing his daughter's husband is laughable. Women choose their own husbands – or not. Many women simply don't want to get married. And when they do, they might want guys who will wash the dishes and be gentle with their children. Brutal men need not apply.

Prum extends this argument, claiming that the evolution of less masculine men has led to homosexuality and feminism. It's what women want. I don't agree entirely with the argument, but it seems to me to be one of the big intellectual ideas of our time. It offers the best evolutionary explanation I've seen for many curious phenomena we see emerging in our society.

I recommend reading to everybody. For something that will really set your mind in motion and provoke some interesting discussions, check out "The Evolution of Beauty."

