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Choosing Mates—The American Way

Martin King Whyte

s America’s divorce rate has been soaring, popu-

lar anxieties about marriage have multiplied. Is it
still possible to “live happily ever after,” and if so, how
can this be accomplished? How can you tell whether a
partner who leaves you breathless with yearning will,
as your spouse, drive you to distraction? Does “living
together” prior to marriage provide a realistic assess-
ment of how compatible you and your partner might
be as husband and wife? Questions such as these
suggest a need to examine our American way of mate
choice. How do we go about selecting the person we
marry, and is there something wrong with the entire
process?

For most twentieth-century Americans choosing a
mate is the culmination of a process of dating. Exam-
ination of how we go about selecting mates thus re-
quires us to consider the American dating culture.
Dating is a curious institution. By definition it is an
activity that is supposed to be separate from selecting
a spouse. Yet, dating is expected to provide valuable
experience that will help in making a “wise” choice of
a marital partner. Does this combination work?

How well dating “works™ may be considered in a
number of senses of this term. Is it easy or difficult to
find somebody to go out with? Do dates mostly lead to
enjoyable or painful evenings? However, these are not
the aspects of dating I wish to consider. The issue here
is whether dating works in the sense of providing
useful experience that helps pave the way for a suc-
cessful marriage.

Dating is a relatively new institution. The term, and
the various practices associated with it, first emerged
around the turn of the century. By the 1920s dating had
more or less completely displaced eatlier patterns of
relations among unmarried Americans. Contrary to

popular assumptions, even in colonial times marriages
were not arranged in America. Parents were expected
to give their approval to their children’s nuptial plans,
a practice captured in our image of a suitor asking his
beloved’s father for her hand in marriage. Parental
approval, especially among merchants and other pros-
perous classes, put some constraint on the martiages
of the young. For example, through the eighteenth
century, children in such families tended to marry in
birth order and marriage to cousins was not uncom-
mon. (Both practices had declined sharply by the nine-
teenth century.) However, parents rarely directly
arranged the marriages of their children. America has
always exhibited “youth-driven” patterns of courtship.
Eligible males and females took the initiative to get to
know each other, and the decision to marry was made
by them, even if that decision was to some degree
contingent on parental approval. (Of course, substan-
tial proportions of later immigrant groups from South-
ern and Eastern Europe, Asia, and elsewhere brought
with them arranged marriage traditions, and contention
for control over marriage decisions was often a great
source of tension in such families.)

How did young people get to know one another well
enough to decide to marry in the era before dating? A
set of customs, dominant for the two centuries, pre-
ceded the rise of the dating culture. These activities
came to be referred to as “calling” and “keeping com-
pany.” Young people might meet in a variety of ways—
through community and church socials, informally in
shops or on the street, on boat and train trips, or through
introductions from friends ot relatives. (America never
developed a system of chaperoning young women in
public, and foreign observers often commented on the
freedom unmarried women had to travel and mix so-
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cially on their own.) Usually young people would go
to church fairs, local dances, and other such activities
with family, siblings, or friends, rather than paired off
with a partner. Most activities would involve a substan-
tial degree of adult and community supervision. None-
theless, these gatherings did encourage some pairing
off and led to hand holding, moonlit walks home, and
other romantic exploration.

By late nineteenth century, a formal
pattern of “calling” developed among
the upper and middle classes.

As relationships developed beyond the platonic le-
vel, the suitor would pay visits to the home of the young
woman. By the latter part of the nineteenth century,
particularly among the middle and upper classes, this
activity assumed a formal pattern referred to as “call-
ing.” Males would be invited to call on the female at
her home, and they were expected to do so only if
invited. (A bold male could, however, request an invi-
tation to call.) Invitations might be extended by the
mother of a very young woman, but eventually they
would come from the young woman herself. Often a
woman would designate certain days on which she
would receive callers. She might have several suitors
at one time, and thus a number of men might be paying
such calls. A man might be told that the woman was
not at home to receive him, and he would then be
expected to leave his calling card. If this happened
repeatedly, he was expected to get the message that his
visits were no longer welcome.

Initiative and control in regard to calling were in the
hands of women (the eligible female and her mother).
Although some variety in suitots was possible, even in
initial stages the role of calling in examining potential
martiage partners was very clear to all involved. The
relatively constrained and supervised nature of calling
make it certain that enjoyment cannot have been a
primary goal of this activity. (During the initial visits
the mother was expected to remain present; in later
visits she often hovered in an adjacent room.) If dating
is defined as recreational and romantic pairing off
between a man and a woman, away from parental
supervision and without immediate consideration of
marriage, then calling was definitely not dating.

The supervised and controlled nature of calling
should not, however, lead us to suppose that propriety
and chastity were always maintained until marriage. If

the relationship had deepened sufficiently, the couple
might progress from calling to “keeping company,” a
precursor of the twentieth-century custom of “going
steady.” At this stage, the primary activity would still
consist of visits by the suitor to the woman’s home.
However, now she would only welcome calls from one
man, and he would visit her home on a regular basis.
Visits late into the evening would increasingly replace
afternoon calls. As the relationship became more seri-
ous, parents would often leave the couple alone. Nine-
teenth-century accounts mention parents going off to
bed and leaving the young couple on the couch or by
the fireplace, there to wrestle with, and not infre-
quently give in to, sexual temptation.

Even though some women who headed to the altar
toward the end of the nineteenth century had lost their
virginity prior to marriage, premarital intimacy was
less common than during the dating era. (The double
standard of the Victorian era made it possible for many
more grooms to be non-virgins at marriage than brides.
Perhaps 50 percent or more of men had lost their
virginity prior to marriage, as opposed to 15 to 20
percent of women, with prostitutes and “fallen wo-
men” helping to explain the differential.) What is less
often realized is that the formalization of the calling
pattern toward the end of the nineteenth century con-
tributed to a decline in premarital sexual intimacy
compared to earlier times. America experienced not
one but two sexual revolutions-—one toward the end
of the eighteenth century, at the time of the American
Revolution, and the other in the latter part of the
twentieth century.

The causes of the first sexual revolution are subject
to some debate. An influx of settlers to America who
did not share the evangelical puritanism of many early
colonists, the expansion of the population into the
unsettled (and “unchurched”) frontier, the growth of
towns, and the individualistic and freedom-loving spi-
rit of the American revolution may have contributed to
a retreat from the fairly strict emphasis on premarital
chastity of the early colonial period. Historians debate
the extent to which the archetypal custom of this first
sexual revolution, bundling, (which allowed an unmar-
ried couple to sleep together, although theoretically
fully clothed and separated by a “bundling board”) was
widespread or largely mythical. Whatever the case,
other evidence is found in studies of communities,
such as those by Daniel Scott Smith and Michael
Hindus, which found that the percentage of married
couples whose first births were conceived premaritally
increased from about 11 percent before 1700 to over
33 percent in the last decades of the eighteenth century.
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This first sexual revolution was reversed in the
nineteenth century. The reasons for its demise are also
not clear. The closing of the frontier, the rise of the
middle class, the defensive reactions of that new mid-
dle class to new waves of immigrants, the growth of
Christian revivalism and reform movements, and the
spread of models of propriety from Victorian England
(which were in turn influenced by fear of the chaos of
the French Revolution)—all these have been suggest-
ed as having contributed to a new sexual puritanism in
the nineteenth century. According to Smith and Hin-
dus, premarital conceptions decreased once again to
about 15 percent of first births between 1841 and 1880.

It was in the latter time period that the customs of
calling and keeping company reached their most for-
mal elaboration—calling, in less ritualized forms, can
be traced back to the earliest colonial period. Not long
after reaching the formal patterns described, calling
largely disappeared. In little more than a generation,
dating replaced calling as the dominant custom.

Dating involved pairing off of couples in activities
not supervised by parents, with pleasure rather than
marriage as the primary goal. The rules governing
dating were defined by peets rather than by adults. The
initiative, and much of the control, shifted from the
female to the male. The man asked the woman out,
rather than waiting for her invitation to call. The fi-
nances and transportation for the date were also his
responsibility. The woman was expected to provide, in
turn, the pleasure of her company and perhaps some
degree of romantic and physical intimacy. By giving
or withholding her affection and access to her body,
she exercised considerable control over the man and
the date as an event. Nonetheless, the absence of
parental oversight and the pressure to respond to a
man’s initiatives placed a woman in a weaker position
than she was in the era of calling.

The man might pick up the woman at her home, but
parents who tried to dictate whom their daughters
dated and what they did on dates generally found such
efforts rejected and evaded. Parents of a son might not
even know where junior was going or whom he was
dating. Dates were conducted mostly in the public
arena, and in some cases—such as at sporting events
or school dances—adults might be present. But dates
often involved activities and venues where no adults
were present or where young people predominated—
as at private parties or at local dance halls. Or in other
cases the presence of adults would have little inhibiting
effect, as in the darkened balconies of movie theatets.
American youths also developed substantial ingenuity
in finding secluded “lovers’ lanes” where they could
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escape the supervision of even peers. (Localities varied
in the places used for this purpose and how they were
referred to. In locales near bodies of water young
people spoke of “watching submarine races;” in the
rural area of upstate New York where I grew up the
phrase was “exploring tractor roads.”) Community
dances and gatherings for all generations and ages
practically disappeared in the dating era.

Greater privacy and autonomy of youths promoted
romantic and physical experimentation. Not only kiss-
ing but petting was increasingly accepted and wide-
spread. Going beyond petting to sexual intercourse,
however, involved substantial risks, especially for the
female. This was not simply the risk of pregnancy in
the pre-pill era. Dating perpetuated the sexual double
standard. Men were expected to be the sexual aggres-
sors and to try to achieve as much intimacy as their
dates would allow. But women who “went too far”
risked harming their reputations and their ability to
keep desirable men interested in them for long. Women
were expected to set the limits, and they had to walk a
careful line between being too unfriendly (and not
having males wanting to date them at all) and being too
friendly (and being dated for the “wrong reasons”).

Rules governing dating were defined by
peers rather than adults.

During the initial decades of the dating era, premar-
ital intimacy increased in comparison with the age of
calling, but still a majority of women entered marriage
as virgins. In a survey in the greater Detroit metropol-
itan area, I found that of the oldest women interviewed
(those who dated and married prior to 1945), about one
in four had lost her virginity prior to marriage. (By the
1980s, according to my survey, the figure was closer
to 90 percent.) Escape from parental supervision pro-
vided by dating weakened, but did not immediately
destroy, the restraints on premarital intimacy.

When Americans began dating, they were primarily
concerned with enjoyment, rather than with choosing
a spouse. Indeed, “playing the field” was the ideal
pursued by many. Dates were not suitors or prospects.
Seeing different people on successive nights in a hectic
round of dating activity earned one popularity among
peers. One of the early students and critics of the dating
culture, Willard Waller, coined the term “rating and
dating complex” to refer to this pattern. After observ-
ing dating among students at Pennsylvania State Uni-
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versity in the 1930s, Waller charged that concern for
impressing friends and gaining status on campus led to
supetficial thrill-seeking and competition for popular-
ity, and eliminated genuine romance or sincere com-
munication. However, Waller has been accused of both
stereotyping and exaggerating the influence of this
pattern. Dating was not always so exploitative and
superficial as he charged.

‘Dating was never viewed as an endless stage or an
alternative to courtship. Even if dates were initially
seen as quite separate from mate selection, they were
always viewed as only the first step in a progression
that would lead to matriage. By the 1930s, the stage of
“going steady” was clearly recognized, entailing a
commitment by both partners to date each other exclu-
sively, if only for the moment. A variety of ritual
markers emerged to symbolize the increased commit-
ment of this stage and of further steps toward engage-
ment and marriage, such as wearing the partner’s high
school ring, being lavaliered, and getting pinned.

Growing affluence fueled new industries
designed to entertain and fill leisure time.

Going steady was a way-station between casual
dating and engagement. Steadies pledged not to date
others, and they were likely to become more deeply
involved romantically and physically than casual dat-
ers. They were not expected explicitly to contemplate
marriage, and the majority of women in our Detroit
survey had several steady boyfriends before the rela-
tionships that led to their marriages. If a couple was of
a “suitable age,” though, and if the steady relationship
lasted more than a few months, the likelihood in-
creased of explicit talk about marriage. Couples would
then symbolize their escalated commitment by getting
engaged. Dating arose first among middle and upper
middle class students in urban areas, and roughly si-
multaneously at the college and high school levels. The
practice then spread to other groups—rural young
people, working class youths, to the upper class, and
to employed young people. But what triggered the
rapid demise of calling and the rise of dating?

One important trend was prolonged school atten-
dance, particularly in public, co-educational high
schools and colleges. Schools provided an arena in
which females and males could get to know one an-
other informally over many years. Schools also organ-
ized athletic, social, and other activities in which adult

supervision was minimal. College campuses generally
allowed a more total escape from parental supervision
than high schools.

Another important influence was growing affluence
in America. More and more young people were freed
from a need to contribute to the family economy and
had more leisure time in which to date. Fewer young
people worked under parental supervision, and more
and more fathers worked far from home, leaving moth-
ers as the primary monitors of their children’s daily
activities. These trends also coincided with a rise in
part-time and after-school employment for students,
employment that provided pocket money that did not
have to be turned over to parents and could be spent on
clothing, makeup, movie tickets, and other require-
ments of the dating culture. Rising affluence also fu-
eled the growth of entire new industries designed to
entertain and fill leisure time—movies, popular music
recording, ice cream parlors, amusement parks, and so
on. Increasingly, young people who wanted to escape
from supervision of their parents found a range of
venues, many of them catering primarily to youth and
to dating activities.

Technology also played a role, and some analysts
suggest that one particular invention, the automobile,
deserves a lion’s share of the credit. Automobiles were
not only a means to escape the home and reach a wider
range of recreation spots. They also provided a semi-
private space with abundant romantic and sexual pos-
sibilities. New institutions, such as the drive-in movie
theater, arose to take advantage of those possibilities.
As decades passed and affluence increased, the bor-
rowed family car was more and more replaced by cars
owned by young people, advancing youth autonomy
still further.

All this was part of a larger trend: the transformation
of America into a mass consumption society. As this
happened, people shifted their attention partially from
thinking about how to work and earn to pondering how
to spend and consume. Marketplace thinking became
more and more influential. The image of the individual
as homo economicus and of modern life typified by the
rational application of scientific knowledge to all deci-
sions became pervasive. The new ideological framework
undermined previous customs and moral standards and
extended to the dating culture.

Dating had several goals. Most obviously and ex-
plicitly, dates were expected to lead to pleasure and
possibly to romance. It was also important, as Waller
and others have observed, in competition for popu-
larity. But a central purpose of dating was to gain
valuable learning experience that would be useful




later in selecting a spouse. Through dating young
people would learn how to relate to the opposite sex.
Dating would increase awareness of one’s own feel-
ings and understanding of which type of partner was
appealling and which not. Through crushes and disap-
pointments, one would learn to judge the character of
people. And by dating a variety of partners and by
increasingly intimate involvement with some of them,
one would learn what sort of person one would be
happy with as a marital partner. When it came time to
marry one would be in a good position to select “Mr.
Right” or “Miss Right.” Calling, which limited the
possibilities of romantic experimentation, oftento only
one partner, did not provide an adequate basis for such
an informed choice.

What emerged was a “marketplace learning view-
point.” Selecting a spouse is not quite the same as
buying a car or breakfast cereal, but the process was
seen as analogous. The assumptions involved in shop-
ping around and test driving various cars or buying
and tasting Wheaties, Cheerios, and Fruit Loops were
transferred to popular thinking about how to select a
spouse.

According to this marketplace learning viewpoint,
getting married very young and without having ac-
quired much dating experience was risky, in terms of
marital happiness. Similarly, marrying your first and
only sweetheart was not a good idea. Neither was
meeting someone, falling head over heels in love, and
marrying, all within the course of a month. While
Americans recognized that in some cases such begin-
nings could lead to good marriages, the rationale of our
dating culture was that having had a variety of dating
partners and then getting to know one or more serious
prospects over a longer period time and on fairly
intimate terms were experiences more likely to lead to
marital success.

Eventually, this marketplace psychology helped to
undermine America’s premarital puritanism, and with
it the sexual double standard. The way was paved for
acceptance of new customs, and particularly for pre-
marital cohabitation. Parents and other moral guard-
ians found it increasingly difficult to argue against the
premise that, if sexual enjoyment and compatibility
were central to marital happiness, it was important to
test that compatibility before marrying. Similarly, if
marriage involved not just hearts and flowers, but also
dirty laundry and keeping a budget, did it not make
sense for a couple to live together prior to marriage to
see how they got along on a day-to-day basis? Such
arguments on behalf of premarital sex and cohabitation
have swept into popular consciousness in the United
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States, and it is obvious that they are logical corollaries
of the marketplace learning viewpoint.

Our dating culture thus is based upon the premise
that dating provides valuable experience that will help
individuals select mates and achieve happy marriages.
But is this premise correct? Does dating really work?
What evidence shows that individuals with longer
dating experience, dates with more partners, or longer
and more intimate acquaintances with the individuals
they intend to marry end up with happier marriages?
Surprisingly, social scientists have never systematially
addressed this question. Perhaps this is one of those
cherished beliefs people would prefer not to examine
too closely. When I could find little evidence on the
connection between dating and other premarital expe-
riences and marital success in previous studies, I de-
cided to conduct my own inquiry.

Dating was to give valuable experience
to help in future mate selection.

My desire to know whether dating experiences af-
fected marriages was the basis for my 1984 survey in
the Detroit area. A representative sample of 459 wo-
men was interviewed in three counties in the Detroit
metropolitan area (a diverse, multi-racial and multi-
ethnic atea of city and suburbs containing about 4
million people in 1980). The women ranged in ages
from 18 to 75, and all had been married at least once.
(I was unable to interview their husbands, so unfortu-
nately matriages in this study are viewed only through
the eyes of women.) The interviewees had first married
over a sixty year span of time, between 1925 and 1984,
They were asked to recall a variety of things about their
dating and premarital experiences. They were also
asked a range of questions about their marital histories
and (if currently married) about the positive and neg-
ative features of their relations with their husbands.
The questionnaire enabled us to test whether premari-
tal experiences of various types were related to marital
success, a concept which in turn was measured in
several different ways. (Measures of divorce and of
both positive and negative qualities in intact marriages
were used.)

The conclusions were a surprise. It appears that
dating does not work and that the “matketplace learn-
ing viewpoint” is misguided. Matrying very young
tended to produce unsuccessful marriages. Premarital
pregnancy was associated with problems in martiage.
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However, once the age of marriage is taken into ac-
count, none of the other measures—dating variety,
length of dating, length of courtship or engagement, or
degree of premarital intimacy with the future husband
or others—was clearly related to measures of marital
success. A few weak tendencies in the results were
contrary to predictions drawn from the marketplace
learning viewpoint. Women who had dated more part-
ners or who had engaged in premarital sex or cohabited
were slightly less likely to have successful marriages.
This might be seen as evidence of quite a different
logic.

Perhaps there is a “grass is greener” effect. Women
who have been led less sheltered and conventional
lives prior to marriage may not be as easily satisfied
afterward. Several other researchers have found a sim-
ilar pattern with regard to premarital cohabitation.
Individuals who had been living together prior to mar-
riage were significantly less likely to have successful
marriages than those who did not.

Individuals who had been living
together were less likely to have
successful marriages.

In the Detroit survey, these “grass is greener” pat-
terns were not consistent or statistically significant. It
was not that women with more dating experience and
greater premarital intimacy had less successful mar-
riages; rather, the amount and type of dating experi-
ence did not make a clear difference one way or the
other.

Women who had married their first sweethearts
were just as likely to have enduring and satisfying
marriages as women who had married only after con-
sidering many alternatives. Similarly, women who had
married after only a brief acquaintance were no more
(nor less) likely to have a successful marriage than
those who knew their husbands-to-be for years. And
there was no clear difference between the marriages of
women who were virgins at marriage and those who
had had a variety of sexual partners and who had lived
together with their husbands before the wedding.

Dating obviously does not provide useful learning
that promotes marital success. Although our dating
culture is based upon an analogy with consumer pur-
chases in the marketplace, it is clear that in real life
selecting a spouse is quite different from buying a car
or a breakfast cereal. You cannot actively consider

several prospects at the same time without getting your
neck broken and being deserted by all of them. Even
if you find Ms. Right or Mr. Right, you may be told to
drop dead. By the time you are ready to marry, this
special someone you were involved with eatlier may
no longer be available, and you may not see anyone on
the horizon who comes close to being as desirable. In
addition, someone who is well suited at marriage may
grow apart from you or find someone else to be with
later. Dating experience might facilitate marital suc-
cess if deciding whom to marry was like deciding what
to eat for breakfast (although even in the latter regard
tastes change, and toast and black coffee may replace
bacon and eggs). But these realms are quite different,
and mate selection looks more like a crap-shoot than a
rational choice.

Is there a better way? Traditionalists in some socie-
ties would argue that arranged marriages are prefera-
ble. However, in addition to the improbability that
America’s young people will leave this decision to
their parents, there is the problem of evidence. The few
studies of this topic, including one I have been collab-
orating on in China, indicate that women who had
arranged marriages were less satisfied than women
who made the choice themselves. So having Mom and
Dad take charge is not the answer. Turning the matter
over to computerized matchmaking also does not seem
advisable. Despite the growing sophistication of com-
puters, real intelligence seems preferable to artificial
intelligence. As the Tin Woodman in The Wizard of Oz
discovered, to have a brain but no heart is to be missing
something important.

Perhaps dating is evolving into new patterns in
which premarital experience will contribute to marital
success. Critics from Waller onward have claimed that
dating promotes artificiality, rather than realistic as-
sessment of compatibility. Some observers suggest
that the sort of superficial dating Waller and others
wrote about has become less common of late. Dating
certainly has changed significantly since the pre-Sec-
ond World War era. Many of the rigid rules of dating
have broken down. The male no longer always takes
the initiative; neither does he always pay. The sexual
double standard has also weakened substantially, so
that increasingly Americans feel that whatever a man
can do a woman should be able to do. Some writers
even suggest that dating is going out of style, replaced
by informal pairing off in larger groups, often without
the prearrangement of “asking someone out.” Cer-
tainly the terminology is changing, with “seeing™ and
“being with” increasingly preferred to “dating” and
“going steady.” To many young people the latter terms




have the old fashioned ring that “courting™ and “suitor”
had when I was young.

My daughter and other young adults argue that
current styles are more natural and healthier than the
dating experienced by my generation and the genera-
tion of my parents. Implicit in this argument is the view
that, with formal rules and the “rating and dating”
complex in decline, it should be possible to use dating
(or whatever you call it) to realistically assess compat-
ibility and romantic chemistry. These arguments may
seem plausible, but I see no evidence that bears them
out. The youngest women we interviewed in the De-
troit survey should have experienced these more infor-
mal styles of romantic exploration. However, for them
dating and premarital intimacy were, if anything, less
closely related to marital success than was the case for
the older women. The changes in premarital relations
do not seem to make experience a better teacher.

While these conclusions are for the most part quite
negative, my study leads to two more positive obser-
vations. First, marital success is not totally unpredict-
able. A wide range of features of how couples structure
their day-to-day marital relations promote success—
sharing in power and decision-making, pooling in-
comes, enjoying similar leisure time activities, having
similar values, having mutual friends and an active
social life, and other related qualities. Couples are not
“doomed” by their past histories, including their dating
histories, and they can increase their mutual happiness
through the way they structure their marriages.

_ Second, there is something else about premarital
experience besides dating history that may promote
marital success. We have in America not one, but two
widely shared, but quite contradictory, theories about
how individuals should select a spouse: one based on
the marketplace learning viewpoint and another based
on love. One viewpoint sees selecting a spouse as a
rational process, perhaps even with lists of criteria by
which various prospects can be judged. The other, as
song writers tell us, is based on the view that love
conquers all and that “all you need is love.” Love is a
matter of the heart (perhaps with some help from the
hormonal system) and not the head, and love may
blossom unpredictably, on short notice or more grad-
ually. Might it not be the case, then, that those couples
who are most deeply in love at the time of their
weddings will have the most successful marriages? We
have centuries of poetry and novels, as well as love
songs, that tell us that this is the case.
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In the Detroit study, we did, in fact, ask women how
much they had been in love when they first married.
And we did find that those who recalled being “head
over heels in love” then, had more successful matr-
riages. However, there is a major problem with this
finding. Since we were asking our interviewees to
recall their feelings prior to their weddings—in many
cases weddings that took place years or even decades
earlier—it is quite possible and even likely that their
answers are biased. Perhaps whether or not their mar-
riage worked out influenced these “love reports” from
earlier times, rather than having the level of romantic
love then explain marital success later. Without either
a time machine or funds to interview couples prior to
marriage and then follow them up years later, it is
impossible to be sure that more intense feelings of love
lead to more successful marriages. Still, the evidence
available does not question the wisdom of poets and
songwriters when it comes to love. Mate selection may
not be a total crap-shoot after all, and even if dating
does not work, love perhaps does.
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