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Introduction


“One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman.” (Simone de Beauvoir)  Since the advent of feminism, people have questioned the true nature of gender roles.  How much of human sexual identity is dictated by biology and how much of it is simple cultural indoctrination?  Are we, as Simone de Beauvoir indicated, simply socialized into our role as women (or men) or are there more basic evolutionary principles at work that cause intrinsic and inescapable sexual differences?


This thesis will comment on the current theories of gender role formation, first by focusing on what modern evolutionary psychology has to say about the development of primate sex roles and then by evaluating the opposing belief -- that gender roles are simply a construct of society.  Finally, by analyzing how gender roles in current advertising campaigns differ from those predicted by evolution, I will describe my own personal view on changing gender roles, which synthesizes the above two views into the claim that while modern gender roles differ in key aspects from the traditional gender roles, they are still a byproduct of evolution. 

Historic sex roles formed from natural selection. Viable offspring resulted from the strongest, most capable men mating with the most fertile women.  This caused strength, dominance, and wealth to be considered ideal for men, and beauty and youth to be desirable in women, although the desire for these characteristics probably evolved slowly and subconsciously. Now, because survival plays a much more insignificant role in day to day life, sexual selection has become the evolutionary mechanism that accounts for what people find appealing in the opposite sex.  As the demands on women as child-bearers lessens, and their role becomes less and less tied to the household and they exhibit more freedom and have a wider range of options in mate selection, because they no longer must choose the strongest male with the highest status in order to care for their young. As women start to work more and become more independent, their image of themselves changes, which is reflected in advertising.  It is possible that the “new woman” image sparked the “new man” image.  The question that must follow is:  Are either of these roles new or different from their predecessors?  The success of marketing strategies that employs these new roles is a good indicator of how accepting the mass population is of the break from tradition, which is why modern advertisements will be used in this paper as a reference point for showing how much or how little gender roles have actually changed. 

First, I will use evolutionary psychology to focus on why sex roles are different, and what the consequences of these differences are.  Then I will explain how the differences between sexes have been used to predict what gendered characteristics will be the most appealing, and offer evidence to support that.  Once what males and females find attractive has been established, I will focus on the role female selection has played in human evolution, and why female selection has been a more powerful shaping tool than male choice.  Finally, by spotlighting recent advertisements, I will show that in modern society what was attractive was just what evolution predicted, but post-modern advertisements have brought about a new wave of gender roles, mixing masculine and feminine qualities and apparently moving farther away from evolutionary ideals.  I will then discuss if this is truly what is happening and if so what the consequences are for evolutionary theory and the further social and biological evolution of mankind.

Sex Roles
Sex Predicted by Evolution Roles 


The primary and most indisputable difference between men and women is that it is the sole responsibility of the woman to carry her child to term.  This is a biological obligation that is inescapable if the species is to reproduce, and it is this obligation that has been the driving force behind the evolution of traditional sex roles.  Because women are bound by sex to care for their children until after weaning, in pre-modern society women’s roles were severely restricted.  Both woman and child were incredibly vulnerable during childbirth and required protection and provision in order to attain optimal survival.  Because they could not afford to leave the home site, men were forced to adopt the role of hunter-provider if they wanted their offspring to survive. 


People often assume that females evolved feminine characteristics because they were born with female anatomy, but many evolutionary psychologists have speculated that it is not sex but parental investment that governs the process of evolution.  Buss (1993, p. 206) uses the following definition of parental investment in his article: “any investment by the parent in an individual offspring that increases the offspring’s chances of surviving (and hence reproducing) at the cost of the parent’s ability to invest in other offspring.”  

It becomes obvious how essential parental investment is to forming sex roles when one studies species where the males spend more time caring for their offspring than the females do. Two examples of this are the Panamanian poison-arrow frog and the pipefish seahorse. In both species, the males give birth and dedicate the most time towards caring for the young.  Interestingly, the females are the sex that is larger, more aggressive, and less sexually discriminating. This indicates that it is not necessarily sperm or egg that determines sex roles.  When species with atypical parental involvement practices are observed, it becomes obvious that men are not bigger, stronger, and more aggressive simply because of their sex.  It also follows that if women did not have to dedicate so much of their time to raising children, they might have evolved different evolutionary mechanisms and become less specific about who they mate with, just like the poison-arrow frog and the seahorse.

However, since humans are mammals and therefore follow the traditional K-selected life strategy, females are destined to spend the majority of their life giving birth and nursing young.  This forces them to spend more time at home, and makes choosing a mate a very important decision, because he must be able to provide both food and protection (Gould & Gould 1989).  It is also essential that the mate a female chooses will stay with her and continue to devote his resources to the relationship as the infant grows.  

What parental investment shows is that both sexes are trying to maximize their ability to sexually reproduce, but the strategies for each sex are not only different, but in opposition, because only one sex must dedicate their energy to giving birth.  Because of this, it appears that women would be quite fond of monogamy, since they must dedicate most of their time to raising children instead of gathering food or protecting the family.  However, there are advantages and disadvantages to both sexes for short term and long term mating strategies. One of the biggest advantages of a monogamous relationship to a man is that there is a greater chance that the offspring is his.  Men can also secure a more desirable mate if they are willing to invest time and resources to the relationship (Bus 1993).  The more time a man spends with his mate, the less likely he is to be cuckolded, but this advantage is also the biggest cost of a monogamous relationship.  If not in a committed relationship, the male could have had more couplings and produced more viable offspring.  

For females, the longer and stronger a commitment they can achieve from males, the better off they are.  However, they may have been able to mate with a higher status male if they did not demand the commitment (Amotz, 1997). For women, the best choice could be a monogamous relationship where they cheat and commit adultery, because this allows them to secure the benefits of a male provider and still attain the better genes of a higher status male.  However, this strategy contains the risk of their cuckoldry being discovered, which would put them in a far worse situation (Clamp, 2001).

So basic sex differences – or more correctly, basic differences in parental involvement – create a dynamic tension between the sexes.  Women benefit from monogamy, or at least securing the attention of one male in the long term.  Men benefit more from having many mates because they can reproduce more, but do get the benefit of higher quality offspring with a greater chance of surviving to adulthood if they commit to a relationship and offer food and protection. 


 Because securing a stable mate is so essential to successful reproduction and because it is not the strategy favored by men, human females have developed some interesting evolutionary mechanisms to help ensure that their mate will not leave. These mechanisms also have the added benefit of decreasing the likelihood that their adultery will be discovered.  First, unlike other primates, women do not go into obvious estrus, which makes it difficult, if not impossible for men to tell when women are most likely to conceive.  This means that for successful fertilization the man must spend a large proportion of time trying to inseminate his mate.  Women’s permanently enlarged breasts are another evolutionary development designed to thwart men.  Unlike most mammals, women’s busts are always enlarged, not just during pregnancy and nursing, which makes it difficult to determine when women are pregnant (Clamp, 2001).  Both these aspects also make it very difficult to determine paternity, an issue that is very important to men because they only benefit from monogamy if the offspring is their own.

Evolved preferences and mate choice


Based on these dynamically opposed reproductive strategies, evolutionary psychology can make a few predictions about what males and females will prefer in the opposite sex.  For instance, because paternal certainty is so low for human males, they are likely to find females with a low waist-to-hip ratio attractive.  While this preference has developed for several reasons, including that larger looking hips indicate fertile women and a narrow waist implies lack of pregnancy, it is most likely that this attribute became what men desire because it is the waist-to-hip ratio that is the most reproductively successful.  While this is true, it is not an obvious correlation – in other words, men do not intuitively know that a woman is fertile because she has a low hip-to-waist ratio.  Men must simply assume fertility is present based on secondary characteristics like youthfulness and physical attractiveness.  The underlying (and most likely unconscious) thought is that young, physically attractive females are the most likely to be healthy and physically fit, and therefore provide the most offspring (Clamp, 2001).  Because judgments of physical beauty can be made quickly, and men benefit from finding the most mates possible, this heuristic is especially useful for men and is the reason evolutionary psychology predicts that physical attractiveness will be one of the most essential characteristics in a male’s mate selection.  It also predicts that chaste, or at least faithful, women will also be strongly desired, since this increases the assurance of paternity.

While physical attractiveness also plays a role in a female’s choice of mate, it is not nearly so dominant.  Women are more concerned with generosity, or more specifically with men who have access to resources with which to be generous.  Evolutionary psychology also predicts this, because since women must dedicate so much energy toward raising their young, they are often unable to provide for themselves and their offspring without outside help.  Based on the same unconscious guiding principle, women are also attracted to men with high social status, not only because status implies secure resources, but also because status is also an indication of education and power.  Evolution also indicates women will prefer older, more dependable men with athletic prowess, good health, and a willingness to invest in children.  All of these characteristics stem from to two guiding principles.  First, women -- like men -- desire healthy mates with a good genetic code, and second, women seek men with power, status, or wealth because women have traditionally be excluded from these things because they were under masculine control (Buss, 1999).

Accuracy of Evolutionary Predictions


Evolutionary psychology has made several explicit claims about preferences for the opposite sex.  These claims can be verified relatively easily through one of two methods.  First, one of the best reflections of a culture, and its desires, is media.  Based on cliché truth, we know that sex sells, so looking at advertisements is a very good way to get an indication of what society finds sexually appealing. The other option is simply asking, which is what was done in a survey conducted in the mid 1980’s at a Midwest state university.  The survey showed that men and women have similar preferences in essential characteristics of their mates, but just as evolutionary psychology predicted, physical attractiveness was rated very highly by men, whereas earning capacity was ranked higher by women (Gould & Gould, 1989).  In a study done on more than 36 societies, in every case men preferred younger women.  Studies done on men’s desire for a chaste mate produced results that varied substantially from culture to culture, however, experimental evidence indicates that regardless of the value placed on chasteness, men’s physiological responses to just the thought of their mate cheating on them was quite strong.  Contrary to this, women have a more negative response to the thought of emotional infidelity than actual physical adultery (Buss, 1993).


Several studies have been conducted which support the prediction that women will prefer financially stable men. Townsend (reported by Buss, 1993) discovered that successful women medical students have the same desire for men with financial resources as women without a secure financial income do.  This is a strong indication that sexual psychology is based on evolutionary mechanisms that are still in place, because these women no longer require men that can provide for them to survive.

Male and female selection


The above studies have shown that evolutionary predictions about what characteristics will be viewed as attractive in a mate are true, but they do not indicate which characteristics have the most pull in mate selection.  Is a female’s desire for a man with high status more dominant that a male’s desire for a beautiful female?  Both sexes have definite preferences for mates, so, which sex ultimately ends up making the decision?  Since women choose their mates more carefully because they must invest more in their gametes than men do, it is plausible that their desires for a mate will be more dominant since they are looking for one quality mate instead of any accepting host for their gametes.  This does not mean that male choice is irrelevant, just that it plays less of a role.  If a man is willing to procreate with ten women, it is which of those ten women will consent that matters, not which ten he chose out of the millions out there.  Simply because women choose fewer mates, their preferences play a stronger role in evolution than men’s choices do (Gould & Gould, 1989).
The evidence in nature that most strongly supports female choice is displayed by the evolution of characteristics that make a male more desirable, yet are actually a hindrance to his survival – such as a peacock’s showy tail or iridescently marked male guppies.  Females are more attracted to peacocks with larger, brighter tails, but this same trait makes it harder for the male peacock to hide or fight predators.  One theory explaining why females would be drawn to such an illogical feature is the handicap principle, which claims that if a male can survive with an obvious handicap, then he must be much better than other males who were able to hide or flee better than he could.    

Another interesting characteristic females across species tend to be attracted to is symmetry.  It is theorized that symmetry implies that the male is capable of producing viable offspring because to grow symmetrically he had to be disease and parasite resistant.  This same argument is made for why females are attracted to bright feathers or iridescent spots.  If the male was sick or had a poor immune system, it would be reflected in the brightness of his markings  (Gould & Gould, 1989).  While it is possible to fake good health, it is hard to change the color of your feathers or scales, and no matter what an animal does, it cannot change the length of its tail or its symmetry. For this reason, it is assumed that one cannot fake a handicap, or that species evolve some sort of cheater-detection algorithm to discover fakers. Shortly I will discuss how this applies to humans, since language and cognition have given us a greater faking ability.


A final example of female choice based on characteristics that are seemingly irrelevant to natural selection is found among bullfrogs.  While size and territory would appear to be the best aspects to look for in a mate, it has been proven experimentally that females chose their mate almost solely on acoustics – how much bullfrog charm the male has. Generally, this works out in favor of the species, because bigger frogs usually have deeper, stronger calls.  This means that the biggest males, who get the first choice of territory, mate with the best females.  Regardless of this, the point is that females make their mate selection not based on who has the best territory or who is the biggest, but on a more secondary and superficial characteristics – the bullfrog’s chorus. 

One reason evolutionary psychologists have come up with to explain female’s attractions to characteristics that should be weeded out by natural selection is proposed in a theory called signal selection (Amotz & Zahavi, 1997).  Signal selection is based on the principle of waste.  When a male can afford to waste valuable energy by performing elaborate courtship rituals or bearing bright colors, he must be a very fine specimen with a lot of energy, which implies he has access to adequate food and shelter.  The way males choose to show that they have these resources varies across species, but the signals they select to communicate their high status all have one thing in common: they are resistant to faking.  If a male does not have energy to spare, there is no way for him to complete the courtship ritual.

This has huge implications for human sexual selection.  If females are choosing mates because of bright markings or low voices, then mate selection is open to a lot of manipulation.  A male does not have to have a good territory to seduce a high status mate -- he must only appear to have a good territory. While this alternative is often controlled for by male competition, in species such as humans -- where civilized society greatly curtails male competition (at least physically) and where cognitive developments have allowed for large degrees of deception -- it could have dramatic consequences. 

 Take for instance human females desire for status, power, or prestige.  None of these qualities assure a mate with good genetics or a mate that will offer the required amount of support.  In short, human men can fake the signals they select to display their status much more than males of most species.  This is because status, power, and prestige are more conceptual than real.  A man with very limited resources can appear to have a lot of status or prestige.  Because female choice is biased so heavily by these three qualities, what females view as indicators of power or prestige is very essential in the mate they choose.  If something can alter imagined statue, then it may be able to affect the evolution of the race through sexual selection.  For this reason, advertising is very essential to mate choice, because advertisements help foster a sense of who has prestige.

To illustrate this further, think about all the recent lawsuits against cheap knock off replicas of name brands such as Oakley and Nike.  The name brand company is not suing because their competitors are decreasing their market share, but because they are selling Nike products at a very low price. One reason name brands are so desirable is because they are expensive.  Their high price tag makes them a candidate for one of Amotz’s “signals.”  Only people with money, and therefore power and prestige, can afford to buy them.  If there is a cheap, imitation alternative out there, it allows people without money -- and consequently social status -- to appear as if they have prestige.  These lower status people are giving off a fake a signal, which devalues the name brand and causes companies such as Nike to sue their competitors. 

This same principle can be seen at work everyday in advertising.  The reason Rolexes are worn in advertisements by strong, dominant men is because average men will buy an expensive item if they think it will serve as a signal that they have status.  Advertisers can greatly affect what mean and women view as a symbol of status by they way they represent their product and by the price tag they attach to it.  Based on evolutionary principles, one would assume that objects that convey status will be viewed as desirable by men and objects that enhance beauty will be coveted by women, because these are the products that enhance what evolution predicted men and women would find desirable in a mate.  In the previous section several surveys were discussed also backed up this conclusion.   

Gender Roles

Idealized Gender Roles


The problem with evolutionary psychology is that it only allows for two distinct sex roles.  While traditionally this has not been a problem, more and more we are seeing in both the mass media and society that sex roles fall on a continuum.  One can no longer ignore the amounts of athletic women and sensual men that are flooding advertisements.  Evolution and sex roles cannot explain this difference, but there is a possibility that gender roles and socialization can.

First, one must define exactly what a gender role is.  Gender roles differ from sex roles in that they can be dramatically influenced by society and culture. Kacen describes gender as “one’s masculinity and/or femininity – {which} encompasses the associations and meaning we attach to behaviors, attributes, and feelings of men and women” (2001, p. 346).  She further explains gender identity in this quote by Harris (1998): “Gender identity  - the understanding that one is a boy or a girl – doesn’t come like a label attached to the genitals... How we categorize ourselves depends on where we are and who is with us” (2001, p. 346).  All of this illustrates the concept that one is born into a sex role and socialized into a gender role.  


Based on sex roles, one can assume that gender roles and what people idealize as the perfect man or woman would be similar to what is evolutionarily the most desirable.  One good way to see what society views as the prefect man or woman is to look at advertisements.  Up until the advent of feminism, these roles were traditional and typical of what evolution predicted – successful, masculine men and domestic, beautiful women.  Recently, advertising has taken a turn and produced new roles for both men and women.  The implications for gender roles and the accuracy of evolutionary predictions will be discussed in the following section.


Before discussing the role of men and women as models in advertising, it is interesting to look at the type of products that are typically sold in men’s magazines verses those sold in women’s magazines.  Men’s publications are overrun with ads selling status-marking goods, products that signal success and financial resources such as expensive watches or electronics.  Women’s publications are dominated by beauty products and health supplements, and contain more food advertisements than men’s.  Interestingly enough, men’s magazines also have far more automobile and travel advertisements, possibly because women are more closely linked to their domicile than men (Gould & Gould, 1989).  Whatever the reasoning, what the distribution of advertisements in men and women’s magazines indicates is that evolutionary predictions about what men and women want to make themselves appear desirable to the opposite sex were once again right.

Modern Marketing


Marketing is based on selling things, based on enticing people into consuming.  Because of this, the market advertisers are trying to sell to is key in determining what type of advertisement to develop.  The difference in the ads in men and women’s magazines clearly demonstrates the power audience characteristics have over advertisement creation.  Up until the middle of the last century, marketing was predominately aimed at women, because it was assumed that men produced and women consumed.  Women were viewed as illogical, emotion driven creatures, and because of their lack of self-control, they were the prime targets for manipulation.  Simply put, advertisers loved them.  Goods were touted attractive women standing in well-cleaned kitchens because the ideal woman was “synonymous with domesticity, cleanliness, and care taking” (Kacen, 2000, p. 384). Advertisers went to great lengths to link their products to perpetual youth and beauty because that was the only way to characterize a woman positively.


The portrayal of men in advertising was also limited to one basic masculine gender role.  Men were the providers, the well-dressed executives.  They were perfect examples of precision and control.  No distinctive or stylized look was given to men, because that would have undermined their masculinity (Kacen, 2000).  Men were supposed to be strong, effective, domineering – even destructive when necessary.  They should have stamina, energy, upper body strength, and symmetry, because that indicates grace, power, and potency (Reichert, 2003). Up until the advent of feminism, the view of appealing men and women followed exactly what evolutionary psychology predicted people would find attractive.  


However, post-modern marketing had to take into consideration changing society.  Women are no longer severely dominating consumption, and men are no longer the sole producers. As women started working more (and consequently achieving more power and status) (Engel, 1995), men started consuming more.  Advertisers could no longer define roles strictly as producer-consumer or masculine-feminine.  Because of this, gender blurring has become a key feature of modern advertisements.  Women are being portrayed as more independent, as in a Versace’s jeans ad, which featured a slender young woman without make-up in an undershirt, jeans, construction boots, and wrapped in a loaded tool belt.  Tropicana had a similar ad that featured a woman in a black leather jacket standing dominantly in front of a motorcycle.  

Men’s role in advertising is also changing, and definitely in a more sexual way.  Ads are starting to focus more on the male body, objectifying men as sexual objects, a role that has always been entirely female (Kacen, 2000).  Nixon (1997) claims that this image of the “new man” originated with Levi’s jeans and their advertisement containing a well-muscled, topless man easing himself, jeans and all, into a full bathtub.  His naked upper body and crotch were highlighted in an indisputably suggestive manner.  However, even when men are stereotyped as sex objects, some ideals remain the same.  These often-ogled men still have dominant, masculine features such as well-cut arms and strong jaw lines.  The image has just been softened to include seductive eyes and sensual undertones, which make men appear more sensitive and mysterious.  


Despite the image of the new man in media, there are indications that men’s preferences have not changed, as Engel (1999) demonstrated. He found that when men were in a focus group lead by a woman, they talked about more sensitive desires, like safety features on cars, but when put in a group led by a man, they expressed more macho desires like speed and acceleration.

There are indications that women’s desires truly have changed. Take the success of Nike’s women’s advertising campaign for instance.  Women are strongly in support of the new woman image, the strong, athletic, capable, independent female.  This can be seen not only in advertising but also in other mass media by the success of such characters like Dana Scully, Buffy Summers, Lara Croft, and even the WNBA and US women’s soccer team (Kacen, 2000).  While all these women definitely defy the image of the traditional woman, they are still in some way feminine.  For instance, while Lara Croft plays with guns and battles men, she still has waist length hair and an almost genetically impossible bust size.  While Buffy fights demons and demonstrates intellectual superiority, she still dresses in a very chic, feminine way.  Midfielder Brandi Chastain demonstrates this same ideal of a more masculine, but still feminine woman when she says “We’re women who like to knock people’s heads off and then put on a skirt and go dance” (Kacen, 2000, p. 353).  

Conclusion

One can draw several conclusions from all this.  First, that gender roles are moving away from sex roles, women are refusing to stay at home and are becoming more independent – evolution simply does not apply because we are no longer worried about survival and women no longer have to devote their whole lives to raising children. Or it could be that gender roles still closely match sex roles, only the surface has changed.  The facts that women still prefer men with more earning potential then they have and that men still want fast cars support this.  Finally, it is possible that we are still evolving, we are just selecting for different traits.  Sexual selection becomes a key component instead of natural selection.  As women gain more power, they can demand more from their mates.  They can look for more sensitive men -- they can take the risk of not being so domestic and feminine.  They can choose a man because of his intelligence or sexuality because they no long must quickly assure that they will be provided for. 


It is my opinion that gender roles have changed over time, and will continue to do so.  Gender is under pressure from advertisers, feminists, traditionalists, and even personal preferences.  Gender roles can be pulled in any of many directions, but there is a hard and fast limit.  At some point, evolutionary psychology and its well-defined sex roles will take over.  Until men can bear children, parental involvement will demand that women remain women and therefore are intrinsically different from men.  However, evolution, while giving women the burden of being the more involved parent has also given them the blessing of making female selection the more dominant of the sexes’ preferences.  This means men must conform to what women desire.  If men’s gender role or social image is changing, most likely it is because women’s desires are changing, and in order to get the girl, men must give in to a new image.

For the same reason, women’s gender roles have much more flexibility than men’s do.  Men are still looking for young and attractive females, so as long as women can continue to project that they are appealing and healthy, they can hold any variety of gender roles.  This is one of the reasons that the portrayal of women in post-modern advertising has undergone a much more drastic change than that of men.  For a concrete example, look at Nike’s web page.  There are nine women being used to market Nike products, and not a single one of them is in a dress or has her curves or lips accentuated. Moreover, there are nine women, all touting different ideologies to sell the same product.  For men, there are also different roles: you can be the athletic basketball player, the athletic football player, or the athletic track star.  Even in ads where men’s roles have changed, they are still very standard and still incorporate strongly masculine elements.  I propose this occurred because women’s gender roles truly have changed.  Nike’s entire current women’s campaign is based on the slogan “Who Are You?”  They are practically begging women to embrace a new gender role; they are empowering women by giving them a choice that has been denied to them on an evolutionary basis for millennia.  The reason that Nike men are still strong, dominant, and athletic is because this same standard macho role still appeals to men.  While there are advertisements highlighting men’s sexuality, these were created because women’s gender roles have changed, not men’s.  Much like men had to conform to monogamy to achieve a mate, they now have to conform to a more sensitive, sensual image.  

When it all comes down to it, the only reason gender roles have changed is because technology has advanced to the point that parental involvement is no longer so heavily weighted towards the women.  With the invention of infant formula and playpens, women are now able to leave the home while still raising their children.  After birth, there is no reason why the father cannot play just an active of a role in the child’s upbringing as the mother.  This means women have everything to gain by altering their gender role, and unless men are simply altruistic, they will not change their gender role unless women’s new found gender identity forces them to change their view of masculinity.

Future Research


From evolutionary psychology predicting that female selection will outweigh male choice to modern advertisements reflecting women’s desires for a more sensitive man, what every side is saying is that women’s desires are a strong force.  Because of this, both marketing and evolutionary sciences would benefit a great deal from further research on signal and sexual selection.  As women are becoming more and more independent and therefore more and more choosy about their mates, their choice becomes more and more based on sexual characteristics instead of survival needs.  This means that the signals men use to show off their sexuality and status will become increasingly important to the evolution of the species.  What needs to be discovered now is what signals indicate status?  Do men and women concur on what products convey what message?  How powerful is a single signal?  What happens when a man is discovered displaying a fake signal?  How accurately do signals represent status?  Any and all of these issues will shed a lot of light on what marketing practices will be the most successful while also giving a good indication of what characteristics will continue evolving. 
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