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Grandmothering, menopause, and the evolution of human
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ABSTRACT Long postmenopausal lifespans distinguish
humans from all other primates. This pattern may have
evolved with mother–child food sharing, a practice that
allowed aging females to enhance their daughters’ fertility,
thereby increasing selection against senescence. Combined
with Charnov’s dimensionless assembly rules for mammalian
life histories, this hypothesis also accounts for our late
maturity, small size at weaning, and high fertility. It has
implications for past human habitat choice and social orga-
nization and for ideas about the importance of extended
learning and paternal provisioning in human evolution.

Mother–child food sharing occurs among many primates (1),
but only human mothers provide a substantial fraction of their
weaned children’s diets. This allows mothers to use resources
that they themselves can gather at high rates but that their
children cannot. Among some hunter–gatherers, for example,
deeply buried tubers are year-round staples (2, 3). Young
children cannot extract them efficiently (4, 5), but their
mothers do so well enough to earn a surplus that can support
more than one child. Postmenopausal women earn the same
high rates (2). With no young children of their own, they help
feed their daughters’ and nieces’ offspring. This help is espe-
cially important for the nutritional welfare of weaned children
when their mothers forage less at the arrival of a newborn (3).

This division of labor suggests a solution to the riddle of
menopause in humans. Other apes live no longer than '50
years (6). That is, they become frail with age so that all
physiological systems, including fertility, fail in tandem. This
threshold defines maximum lifespan, a parameter that can be
used to estimate other life history averages (7, 8) (see note 1
to Table 1). In humans, maximum lifespan is nearly 100 years,
but fertility in women universally ends in approximately half
that time, well in advance of other aspects of physiological
frailty (9). The question is how natural selection came to favor
this distinctly human ‘‘postreproductive’’ component of life
history.

Many have assumed that the answer lies in Williams’ (10)
suggestion that early termination of fertility would likely evolve
when extended maternal care became crucial to offspring
survival. Aging mothers who stopped being fertile and devoted
their reproductive effort to insuring the survival of children
already born would leave more descendants than those who
continued risky pregnancies with babies unlikely to survive the
mother’s death.

The ‘‘stopping early’’ hypothesis continues to stimulate
useful work (11–15), but there are good reasons to be skeptical
of it. Other primates among whom extended maternal care is
vital fail to show the predicted early end to fertility. In
chimpanzees, for example, available data indicate low survival

probabilities for late-borns (16–17), yet a substantial fraction
of aging females still continue to produce them (18). In fact,
human reproduction does not end early in comparison with
other apes. Our reproductive spans are at least as long as those
of chimpanzees. The striking difference between us and the
other great apes lies in the low adult mortalities that give us
long average lifespans after menopause. This characteristic is
not restricted to populations in which age-specific mortalities
have declined recently with scientific medical advances. Age
structure among hunter–gatherers with no access to Western
pharmaceuticals shows distinctively low adult mortalities com-
pared with other apes (12, 19). Schultz’s (20) often reprinted
figure makes the point (Fig. 1) (see also ref. 11). Postmeno-
pausal longevity, not early termination of fertility, appears to
be the derived characteristic of our species.

There are two evolutionary explanations for aging: muta-
tion–selection balance and inter-temporal tradeoffs in repro-
ductive effort (reviewed in ref. 21). Because the risks of
mortality accumulate over time, there are fewer individuals in
older cohorts for selection to affect. So the force of selection
declines with age (22). Mutation–selection balance is reached
when the force of selection is no greater than the mutation
rate. Deleterious effects on adaptive performance thus accu-
mulate at later ages. Inter-temporal tradeoffs lead to senes-
cence because genes have multiple effects. The same genes can
affect fitness in different ways at different stages in an indi-
vidual’s life history. Genes that have positive effects at younger
ages may be favored even though they have negative effects
later in life. Those that have positive effects late in life will be
disfavored if they have negative early effects. Senescence
results from this antagonistic pleiotropy (10).

Grandmothering could slow aging by either means. It would
strengthen selection against late-acting deleterious mutations
by increasing the contribution to descendant gene pools of
longer-lived females through the increased reproductive suc-
cess of their daughters. It would also change the tradeoffs
between opposing effects expressed at different ages. Slower
senescence generally comes at the cost of reduced fertility at
younger ages (23). If ape adult mortalities are in equilibrium
on this tradeoff, then apes age early by human standards
because mutations that would increase adaptive performance
at later ages are continually removed by the reductions those
mutations impose on fertility earlier in life. Regular mother–
child food sharing could perturb that equilibrium by increasing
the payoffs for late somatic performance as vigorous senior
women earned more descendants by feeding grandchildren.
Increased ‘‘somatic effort’’ that slowed aging would come at
the cost of lower ‘‘reproductive effort’’ at younger ages. But the
contributions of senior females would increase the reproduc-
tive success of childbearers more than enough to offset the
reduced expenditure of the childbearers themselves. Contin-
ued childbearing, on the other hand, which would conflict with
grandmothering, would be no more favored than in other ape
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species. Aging in all aspects of physiology, except fertility,
would be slowed as a result.

Charnov’s (7, 24, 25) dimensionless approach to life histories
provides a framework for developing and testing this argu-

ment. His ‘‘assembly rules’’ for mammalian life histories seem
quite robust. The general fit of empirical patterns to predic-
tions [since confirmed on other, larger data sets (26)] suggests
that Charnov’s model (CM) identifies key tradeoffs that shape
mammalian life histories. Several extensions of the basic model
(24, 27) are discussed elsewhere but do not play a role in the
comparisons made here.

In CM, growth is comprised of two periods: (i) conception
to independence (weaning) and (ii) independence to maturity.
At maturity, production previously allocated to growth is
redirected to offspring. Growth rates are approximately an
allometric function of body mass (W) and a characteristic
‘‘production coefficient’’ (A); individual production rates take
the form dWydt 5 AWc, where the exponent c is '0.75. Adult
size at maturity (Wa) and production available for offspring
both vary directly with A, which is characteristically low in
primates compared with other mammals (28) and even lower
in humans (12).

CM assumes that, given adult mortalities, selection sets a
(the period of independent growth) according to the tradeoff
between the benefits of growing longer vs. reproducing sooner.
Because production is a function of maternal size, it generally
increases with age of maturity. Time available to use those
gains depends on the instantaneous adult mortality rate (M).
As that rate falls (and average adult lifespans increase),
selection favors delayed maturity to reap the benefits of larger
size. a and M thus vary widely but inversely. Their product
(aM) is approximately invariant.

If human longevity has been extended by grandmothering,
then age at maturity should be delayed accordingly. Humans
reach maturity at a relatively late age compared with other
large bodied primates (Table 1). CM extracts previously
unappreciated information from the difference. aM for hu-
mans is similar to that of other apes, implying that a is adjusted
to whole lifespan. The extreme delay in maturity for humans,
another characteristic human feature evident in the Schultz
diagram (Fig. 1), indicates that gains from growing longer
before reproducing pay off throughout adulthood, including
both childbearing and grandmothering years.

CM finds that, for a large sample of mammals (and for
primates separately), the ratio of size at independence to adult
size (WoyWa 5 d) is approximately constant (see figure 5.4 in

FIG. 1. Modified from A. H. Schultz (1969) The Life of Primates
(20), page 149.

Table 1. Average values for selected life history variables

1

Average adult
lifespan,

1yM*
Age at

maturity†
Age at

weaning‡ a§ aM

Ratio of weaning
weight to adult

weight,¶ d
Daughters per

year,i b ab

Orangutans 17.9 14.3 6.0 8.3 0.46 0.28 0.063 0.52
Gorillas 13.9 9.3 3.0 6.3 0.45 0.21 0.126 0.79
Chimpanzees 17.9 13.0 4.8 8.2 0.46 0.27 0.087 0.70
Humans 32.9 17.3 2.8 14.5 0.44 0.21 0.142 2.05

*If mortality is Gompertz, maximum lifespan increases with the double logrithm of sample size, making it nearly independent of sample size for
samples on the order of 103 or more (8). Maximum lifespan (Tmax) can then be used to estimate average adult mortality (M), the inverse of which
is average adult life span, by the method described in Charnov (see legend to figure 5.6, ref. 24) that we follow here: 1yM 5 0.4Tmax 2 0.1. Values
for orangutans: Leighton et al. (29); gorillas: Stewart et al. (30); chimpanzees: Nishida et al. (31). The human value is estimated from Howell’s
(19) oldest observed !Kung individual, age 88, and Hill and Hurtado’s (12) oldest observed (forest-living) Ache individual, age 77.

†Age at first birth minus gestation. Orangutans: Leighton et al. (29); gorillas: Stewart et al. (30); chimpanzees: the mean of the means from Wallis
(32) for Gombe, Nishida et al. (31) for Mahale, and Sugiyama (33) for Bossou; humans: the mean of the mode for !Kung in Howell (19) and Ache
in Hill and Hurtado (12).

‡Orangutans: Galdikas and Wood (34); gorillas: Stewart et al. (30); chimpanzees: the mean of the estimate from Goodall (16) for Gombe and from
Nishida et al. (31) for Mahale; humans: the mean of the median for !Kung in Howell (19) and Ache in Hill and Hurtado (12).

§Defined as the period of independent growth, from weaning to maturity.
¶Data from Lee et al. (35) for the great apes. Maternal size for orangutans is estimated to be 40 kg, for gorillas 93 kg, and for chimpanzees 40 kg.
In that data set, d for humans is 0.16 with maternal size at 55 kg (the upper end of the range for modern foragers who are generally smaller than
either contemporary nonforagers or pre-Mesolithic moderns). We use the mean of the !Kung (19) (who are at the lower end of the size range
for modern foragers) and the Ache (12) (who are at the upper end) to represent humans.

iGreat ape data from Galdikas and Wood (34), who reappraise birth spacing in all species in the same way. We use medians calculated therein
(for closed intervals) plus 2 months to approximate the mean interval, then divide by 2 to get the rate in daughters. Galdikas and Wood use the
Gainj, a population of horticulturalists in highland Papua New Guinea, to represent humans for which b 5 0.132. We use the mean of the !Kung
(19) and the Ache (12).

Anthropology: Hawkes et al. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 95 (1998) 1337



ref. 24). Weaning size scales approximately isometrically with
adult size whereas the production allometry is less steep. Thus,
the size of weanlings increases more rapidly with maternal size
than does the production the mother can put into them.
Consequently, annual fecundity (b) declines as age at maturity
(a) increases. Larger mothers produce larger but fewer babies;
ab is another approximate invariant.

If the grandmothering hypothesis is correct, childbearing
women should produce babies faster than otherwise expected
because of grandmothers’ contribution to production. Grand-
mothers might affect the growth of infants in two ways: (i) by
feeding nursing mothers and infants, thus accelerating the
growth of infants, who then reach size of independence more
quickly and (ii) by supplying food to weanlings, thus allowing
infants to be weaned earlier. Here, we consider only the second
alternative. If humans wean infants early, d should be relatively
low. Values in Table 1 show it to be as low as any of the great
apes.

Grandmother’s contribution must increase daughters’ an-
nual fecundity. Table 1 includes estimates of b for four modern
hominoid species. As expected, interbirth intervals are shortest
(b is highest) for humans. Because b scales inversely with a, the
ab value is of special interest. ab for humans is at least double
that of the other great apes. The grandmother hypothesis
predicts just such a result. ab should be high because it
incorporates the production of both mothers and grandmoth-
ers. The production of the whole lifespan is concentrated in the
childbearing years.

Combined with CM, the grandmother hypothesis can ac-
count for long lifespans after menopause, late age at maturity,
early weaning, and high fertility. Other hypotheses have been
offered to account for each of these distinctive features of
human life history individually (36, 37), but all could be
systematic adjustments on the primate pattern that follow from
grandmothering. Longstanding ideas about human evolution
can be profitably reviewed in this light.

The notion that childhood has been extended to allow the
development of larger brains and the learning required of
competent human adults has long been a central tenet of
paleoanthropology, even though a broad perspective on life
history variation does not favor it (38). It is adult lifespans that
predict age at maturity, not only in mammals but in other
classes of vertebrates as well (24). Very late ages of maturity
for body size occur in many species with small brains and
limited learning. Among nonhuman primates, juvenile periods
are much longer than needed to learn the ecological skills of
adulthood (39). Studies of modern hunter–gatherers indicate
wide variation in the ages at which children begin to forage,
even in broadly similar ecological circumstances (40). There is
no indication that large differences in time spent ‘‘practicing’’
affect adult performance (41). If longer lifespans favor later
maturity as the advantages for growing longer before repro-
ducing outweigh the cost of delay, then that ‘‘waiting time’’ can
be allocated in ways that enhance the child’s fitness. Among
primates like us, these could include substantial learning. This
argument draws the causal arrow from long childhood to
learning, not the other way around (39).

In emphasizing the provisioning role of women, the grand-
mother hypothesis also runs counter to the idea that long
childhoods and relatively high fertility evolved as results of
men’s big game hunting (37, 42). Elsewhere we have chal-
lenged this argument on two grounds, one pointing to the
relative unreliability of big game hunting as a means of
supporting mates and offspring (43, 44), the other to the
likelihood that men have more to gain from mating than from
parenting effort (45, 46). The grandmother hypothesis not only
avoids problematic assumptions about men’s foraging goals
but in addition shows several distinctive aspects of human life
history to be systematic variations on the primate pattern.

Inferences about community organization among ancestral
hominids also are challenged. Apparent similarities in local
group composition between humans and the other African
apes, especially chimpanzees, have supported arguments about
likely patterns of natal dispersal among ancestral hominids. At
maturity, other African ape females, unlike females in most
monkey species, usually leave the social unit of their birth to
join another (47). Among humans, postmarital residence is
usually patrilocal (48). The bias toward female natal dispersal
in living hominoids suggested that the pattern might charac-
terize past members of the African ape clade as well, including
all hominids (47, 49–51).

The grandmother hypothesis directs attention to likely eco-
logical pressures for variation. The use of high return resources
that young juveniles cannot handle favors mothers and daugh-
ters remaining together. As daughters grow, they acquire the
strength and skill needed to help feed their younger siblings (5,
41). When daughters mature, the assistance of aging mothers
continues to enhance the benefits of proximity (3).

Cross-cultural tabulations show that there is variation in the
expected direction; patrilocality is less frequent among non-
equestrian, nonfishing-dependent hunter–gatherers than in
the Ethnographic Atlas sample as a whole (56% vs. 71%) (52,
53). Among hunter—gatherers, the tendency toward matrilo-
cality increases with women’s relative contribution to subsis-
tence and (separately) with increased dependence on gather-
ing (48).

Although modern humans might be expected to display
more variation in social organization with local ecology than
nonhuman primates, other apes also show variation both
within and among populations. Chimpanzee females often
migrate at maturity but not always (16, 54). In one community,
paternity tests showed that more than half of the infants
sampled were not fathered by resident males (55), revising
estimates of inbreeding costs to any nondispersing females and
also raising questions about the frequency of female dispersal
in that population. Sometimes it is males that disperse (56). In
captivity, male chimpanzees readily construct and manipulate
alliances with unrelated strangers (57), suggesting an evolu-
tionary history that favored those capacities.

Senior females could affect the fertility of their sons’ mates
through food sharing as well as that of their daughters. But the
grandmother hypothesis, combined with the assembly rules of
CM and the variation in ape life histories highlighted here,
favors co-residence between older mothers and their daugh-
ters. Coincident foraging patterns between mother and ma-
turing daughter, with increasing benefits to older daughters
helping junior siblings, would guide this transition. Moreover,
any effects on the production of descendants through a son’s
mate would be diluted by uncertain paternity.

The important question of male life histories is left unex-
plained here. Increased selection against senescence in women
would surely have correlated effects on men, but selection
pressures on male life histories would necessarily differ (an
issue discussed further in ref. 3, pp. 573–574).

We expect routine mother–child provisioning to have been
favored initially under ecological conditions that promoted
access to resources yielding high return rates to adults but not
to young juveniles. This pattern would allow expansion into
previously unoccupied habitats and relax density-dependent
effects on juvenile mortality (7, 12, 24), thereby stimulating
sharp increases in local population densities. Both effects
should be evident archaeologically. The life history changes
initiated by grandmothering should be marked by evidence for
later age at maturity and increased postmenopausal lifespan.

Available archaeological and paleontological data suggest at
least three possible dates for the evolution of this distinctively
human set of behavioral and life history traits. The initial
appearance of Homo erectus (more narrowly ergaster) 1.8
million years ago (58) is associated with delayed maturity

1338 Anthropology: Hawkes et al. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 95 (1998)



relative to earlier hominids (59) and wide dispersal into
previously unoccupied habitats outside Africa (60). Early
archaic sapiens [#600,000 years ago (61)] spread to higher
latitudes (62) and may have been first to show the specific
pattern of delayed maturity typical of modern humans (63).
Alternatively, the modern pattern may not have appeared until
'50,000 years ago, coincident with the dispersal of anatomi-
cally modern sapiens, who may have enjoyed unprecedented
ecological and competitive success because they had what
other, earlier hominids lacked (64): long postmenopausal
lifespans and the associated population dynamics underwritten
by grandmothers.

We thank C. van Schaik, D. Sellen, R. Foley, and J. Fleagle for useful
advice and Ursula Hanly for redrafting the figure.

1. Feistner, A. T. C. & McGrew, W. C. (1989) in Perspectives in
Primate Biology, eds. Seth, P. K. & Seth, S. (Today and Tomor-
row’s Printers and Publishers, New Dehli, India), Vol. 3, pp.
21–36.

2. Hawkes, K., O’Connell, J. F. & Blurton Jones, N. G. (1989) in
Comparative Socioecology of Mammals and Man, eds. Standen, V.
& Foley, R. (Blackwell, London), pp. 341–366.

3. Hawkes, K., O’Connell, J. F. & Blurton Jones, N. G. (1997) Curr.
Anthropol. 38, 551–577.

4. Blurton Jones, N. G., Hawkes, K. & O’Connell, J. F. (1989) in
Comparative Socioecology of Mammals and Man, eds. Standen, V.
& Foley, R. (Blackwell, London), pp. 365–390.

5. Hawkes, K., O’Connell, J. F. & Blurton Jones, N. G. (1995) Curr.
Anthropol. 36, 688–700.

6. Harvey, P., Martin, P. & Clutton Brock, T. H. (1987) in Primate
Societies, eds. Smuts, B., Cheney, D., Seyfarth, R., Wrangham, R.
& Struhsaker, T. (Univ. of Chicago, Chicago), pp. 181–196.

7. Charnov, E. L. (1991) Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 88, 1134–1137.
8. Beverton, R. J. H. & Holt, S. J. (1959) in Ciba Foundation

Colloquia in Aging. V. The Lifespan of Animals (Churchill, Lon-
don), pp. 142–177.

9. Pavelka, M. & Fedigan, L. (1991) Yearbook Physical Anthropol.
34, 13–38.

10. Williams, G. (1957) Evolution 11, 398–411.
11. Hill, K. & Hurtado, A. M. (1991) Hum. Nat. 2, 313–350.
12. Hill, K. & Hurtado, A. M. (1996) Ache Life History: The Ecology

and Demography of a Foraging People (Aldine de Gruyter,
Hawthorne, NY).

13. Rogers, A. (1993) Evol. Ecol. 7, 406–420.
14. Peccei, J. S. (1995) Ethol. Sociobiol. 16, 425–449.
15. Turke. P. W. (1997) Evol. Hum. Behav. 18, 3–14.
16. Goodall, J. (1986) The Chimpanzees of Gombe: Patterns of

Behavior (Harvard Univ. Press, Cambridge, MA).
17. Goodall, J. (1989) in Understanding Chimpanzees, eds. Heltne, P.

& Marquardt, L. (Harvard Univ. Press, Cambridge, MA), pp.
2–21.

18. Caro, T. M., Sellen, D. W., Parish, A., Frank, R., Brown, D. M.,
Voland, E. & Borgerhoff Mulder, M. (1995) Int. J. Prim. 16,
205–220.

19. Howell, N. (1979) Demography of the Dobe !Kung (Academic,
New York).

20. Schultz, A. H. (1969) The Life of Primates. (Universe Books, New
York).

21. Partridge, L. & Barton, N. H. (1993) Nature (London) 362,
305–311.

22. Medawar, P. B. (1952) An Unsolved Problem of Biology (H. K.
Lewis, London).

23. Kirkwood, T. B. L. & Rose, M. R. (1991) Phil. Trans. R. Soc.
London B 332, 15–34.

24. Charnov, E. L. (1993) Life History Invariants: Some Explorations
of Symmetry in Evolutionary Ecology (Oxford Univ. Press, Ox-
ford).

25. Charnov, E. L. & Berrigan, D. (1991) Phil. Trans. R. Soc. London
B 33, 241–248.

26. Purvis, A. & Harvey, P. H. (1995) J. Zool. 237, 259–283.
27. Kozlowski, J. & Weiner, J. (1997) Am. Nat. 149, 352–380.

28. Charnov, E. L. & Berrigan, D. (1993) Evol. Anthropol. 1, 191–194.
29. Leighton, M., Seal, U. S., Soemarna, K., Ajisasmito, Wijaya, M.,

Mitra Setia, T., Shapiro, G., Perkins, L., Traylor-Holzer, K. &
Tilson, R. (1995) in The Neglected Ape, eds. Nadler, R. D.,
Galdikas, B. F. M., Sheeran, L. K. & Rosen, N. (Plenum, New
York), pp. 97–107.

30. Stewart, K. J., Harcourt, A. H. & Watts, D. P. (1988) in Natural
Human Fertility: Social and Biological Determinants, eds. Diggory,
P., Potts, M. & Teper, S. (MacMillian, New York), pp. 22–38.

31. Nishida, T., Takasaki, H. & Takahata, Y. (1990) in The Chim-
panzees of the Mahale Mountains: Sexual and Life History Strat-
egies, ed. Nishida, T. (Univ. Tokyo Press, Tokyo), pp. 63–97.

32. Wallis, J. (1997) J. Reprod. Fertil. 109, 297–307.
33. Sugiyama, Y. (1994) Am. J. Primatol. 32, 311–318.
34. Galdikas, B. & Wood, J. (1990) Am. J. Phys. Anthropol. 83,

185–191.
35. Lee, P. C., Majluf, P. & Gordon, I. J. (1991) J. Zool. 225, 99–114.
36. Smith, H. & Tomkins, R. L. (1995) Annu. Rev. Anthropol. 24,

257–279.
37. Hill, K. (1993) Evol. Anthropol. 2, 78–88.
38. Austad, S. N. & Fischer, K. E. (1992) Am. J. Prim. 28, 251–261.
39. Janson, C. & van Schaik, C. (1993) in Juvenile Primates: Life

History, Development, and Behavior, eds. Pererira, M. & Fair-
banks, L. (Oxford Univ. Press, Oxford), pp. 57–76.

40. Blurton Jones, N. G., Hawkes, K. & Draper, P. (1994) J.
Anthropol. Res. 50, 217–248.

41. Blurton Jones, N. G., Hawkes, K. & O’Connell, J. F. (1997) in
Uniting Psychology and Biology: Integrative Perspectives on Human
Development, eds. Segal, N., Weisfeld, G. E. & Weisfeld, C. C.
(American Psychological Association, Washington, D. C.), pp.
279–313.

42. Washburn, S. & Lancaster, C. (1968) in Man the Hunter, eds. Lee,
R. & DeVore, I. (Aldine, Chicago), pp. 293–303.

43. Hawkes, K. (1990) in Risk and Uncertainty In Tribal and Peasant
Economies, ed. Cashdan, E. (Westview Press, Boulder, CO), pp.
145–166.

44. Hawkes, K., O’Connell, J. F. & Blurton Jones, N. G. (1991) Phil.
Trans. R. Soc. London B 334, 243–251.

45. Hawkes, K. (1993) Curr. Anthropol. 34, 341–361.
46. Hawkes, K., Rogers, A. R. & Charnov, E. L. (1995) Evol. Ecol.

9, 662–677.
47. Wrangham, R. W. (1987) in The Evolution of Human Behavior:

Primate Models, ed. Kinzey, W. (SUNY Press, Albany, NY), pp.
51–71.

48. Ember, C. (1978) Ethnology 17, 439–448.
49. Foley, R. & P. Lee (1989) Science 243, 901–906.
50. Ghiglieri, M. (1987) J. Hum. Evol. 16, 319–358.
51. Rodseth, L., Wrangham, R., Harrigan, A. & Smuts, B. (1991)

Curr. Anthropol. 32, 221–254.
52. Ember, C. (1975) Behav. Sci. Res. 3, 199–227.
53. Murdock, G. P. (1967) The Ethnographic Atlas (Univ. Pittsburg

Press, Pittsburg).
54. Pusey, A., Williams, J. & Goodall, J. (1997) Science 277, 828–831.
55. Gaganeux, P., Woodruff, D. S. & Boesch, C. (1997) Nature

(London) 387, 358–359.
56. Sugiyama, Y. & Koman, J. (1979) Primates 20, 323–339.
57. de Waal, F. (1982) Chimpanzee Politics: Power and Sex Among the

Apes (Harper and Row, New York).
58. Feibel, C. S., Brown, F. H. & MacDougal, I. (1989) Am. J. Phys.

Anthropol. 78, 595–622.
59. Walker, A. & R. Leakey (1993) The Nariokotome Homo erectus

Skeleton, (Harvard Univ. Press, Cambridge, MA).
60. Swisher, C. C., Curtis, G. H., Jacob, T., Getty, A. G., Suprijo, A.

& Widiasmoro (1994) Science 263, 1118–1121.
61. Clark, J. D., Asfaw, B., Assefa, G., Harris, J. W. K., Kurashina,

H., Walter, R. C., White, T. D. & Williams, M. A. J. (1994) Nature
(London) 307, 423–428.

62. Klein, R. G. (1989) The Human Career: Human Biological and
Cultural Origins, (Univ. Chicago Press, Chicago).

63. Tompkins, R. L. (1996) Am. J. Phys. Anthropol. 99, 103–116.
64. Trinkaus, E. & Tompkins, R. L. (1990) in Primate Life History and

Evolution, Monographs in Primatology 14, ed. DeRousseau, C. J.
(Wiley–Liss, New York), pp. 153–180.

Anthropology: Hawkes et al. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 95 (1998) 1339


	Grandmothering, menopause, and the evolution of human life histories
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1467757445.pdf.kOop8

