ABSENCE OF SEX AND SUICIDE BOMBERS - AN IMPORTANT CORRECTION - In an article by Miller and Kanazawa called "Ten Politically Incorrect Truths About Human Nature" published in Psychology Today  (Jul/Aug 2007), one reads:

"Suicide missions are not always religiously motivated, but according to Oxford University sociologist Diego Gambetta, editor of Making Sense of Suicide Missions, when religion is involved, the attackers are always Muslim. Why? The surprising answer is that Muslim suicide bombing has nothing to do with Islam or the Quran (except for two lines). It has a lot to do with sex, or, in this case, the absence of sex. 
What distinguishes Islam from other major religions is that it tolerates polygyny. By allowing some men to monopolize all women and altogether excluding many men from reproductive opportunities, polygyny creates shortages of available women."

The above paragraphs make it seem as if I am responsible for the view that the absence of sex endured by young men in polygynous societies has to do with suicide attackers' motivations. I have never written or even thought of anything of the sort, nor have any of the authors in my book. This fanciful idea comes from a longer article by Kanazawa himself ("The evolutionary psychological imagination: why can't you get a date on a Saturday night and why most suicide bombers are Muslim", Journal of Social, Evolutionary and Cultural Psychology, 2007, 1 (2): 7-17).  Like conspiracy theorists, Kanazawa comes up with an idea and then scavenges for scraps of evidence in its favour oblivious to the the long list of available evidence against it - several of the Muslim suicide bombers were married or engaged, quite a few of them were women, many of the Muslim suicide bombers come from countries in which polygyny is not practiced, and a few thousands self-immolators have killed themselves for a cause since the 1960s especially in India and South Korea where polygyny is not practiced. After I read Kanazawa's original article some weeks ago I put it in my pile of 'bad science' papers which I use to teach students what not to do (if you wish to judge by yourself see www.lse.ac.uk/collections/MES/pdf/JSEC2007.pdf). 

Psychology Today has now apologised and published an amended version of the article which avoids the confusion (http://psychologytoday.com/articles/pto-20070622-000002.xml). Unfortunately, however, the original version has been posted on many other websites and still circulates in cyberspace.  

