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Feminism is a social and political philosophy
maintaining that women should enjoy the same
rights and opportunities as men (Campbell 2006;
Schuster and Van Dyne 1984; Sommers 1994).
Feminist movements have traditionally sought to
bolster women’s status to the same standing that
men hold in education, employment, politics, and
social roles, and have also pursued justice concerning issues that women experience disproportionately as compared to men, such as rape
and intimate partner violence (IPV; e.g., Estrich
1987; MacKinnon 1987). Certainly, feminist
movements still have considerable obstacles to
overcome. For instance, men still generally outearn women across the globe (e.g., Antonczyka
et al. 2010; Lips 2013); the face of poverty is disproportionally female (especially minority group
females, e.g., Ezeala-Harrison 2010); and men
are judged as more competent and hirable, are
offered a higher hypothetical starting salary, and
are offered more career mentoring than women
with identical qualifications, regardless of the sex
of the rater (Moss-Racusin et al. 2012). Clearly,
feminist goals and policies still need support and
are of the utmost relevance to current society.
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Importantly, feminism is not a homogeneous
entity because many branches of feminism exist
(Pollis 1988). Rosser (1997) identified at least
nine different types of feminism, although DeKeseredy (2011) more recently suggested a figure
closer to 20 variations. Despite these distinctive
branches of feminism, feminist perspectives are
united in advancing the idea that gender (i.e.,
the characteristics that a given culture delineates
as related to biological sex) is an indispensable
characteristic to be examined in its relation to
other factors, such as biology, sexual orientation,
social class, or race (Rosser 1997). Most notably,
feminists are allied in their sociopolitical desire
for equality between the sexes. This view alone,
the desire for improving women’s position in
society, is sometimes referred to as “liberal” or
“equity feminism” (Sommers 1994; Vandermassen 2005), though other branches of feminism
extend this view. For example, socialist feminists emphasize the importance of social class,
whereas African-American feminists center on
heightening awareness about race (Rosser 1997).
Although a full overview of all feminist subgroups is beyond the scope of this chapter, other
examples of well-known branches of feminism
include postmodern feminism (an experienceoriented approach incorporating postmodern and
post-structuralism theory), essentialist feminism
(which stresses intrinsic biological differences
between the sexes), and radical feminism (which
contends that male supremacy oppresses women;
see Campbell 2013; Rosser 1997).
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Historically, scientific claims have at times
been misconstrued to subjugate women and
cast them as inferior to men (e.g., Hodson 1929;
Moore 1930). Indeed, Darwin’s (1871) theory
of evolution has previously been misused—particularly by scientists who investigated sex differences (discussed in Butler 1997)—to argue
that women are innately subordinate to men
(e.g., Geddes and Thomson 1889; Romanes
1887; Spencer 1862). Such supposed “scientific”
claims fuelled skepticism and increased distrust
for evolution-derived theories of human behavior. This distrust resurfaced in the twentieth century in response to sociobiological work by Trivers (1972), Dawkins (1976), and, notably, Wilson
(1975; see Gowaty 2003; Rosser 1997). Wilson’s
(1975) proposal that sex differences have evolutionary origins was misinterpreted by some as an
attempt to justify the societal practice of confining women to oppressive gender roles, and was
ardently rejected by several feminist scholars
(e.g., Fausto-Sterling 1985; Hubbard 1979; Rosser 1982). The fundamental criticism surrounds
disagreement with the essentialist view, which
posits that biological underpinnings are partially
responsible for psychological and behavioral sex
differences (Campbell 2013). Those who argue
against essentialism predominantly adopt either
extreme environmentalist or social constructionist ideologies (Campbell 2013; Vandermassen
2005). While both perspectives share either a
partial or complete refutation of biological sex
differences (e.g., Eagly and Wood 2011; Epstein
1997; Muldoon and Reilly 1998), the extreme environmentalist position holds that human behavior and psychology are exclusively the products
of sociocultural reinforcement, whereas social
constructionism postulates that objective knowledge about human nature cannot be obtained because humans generate sociocultural dialogues
(referred to as “discourse”) through which such
concepts as gender or human nature are created
(Epstein 1997; Hollway 1984). During the second wave of feminism, social constructionism
emerged as the dominant perspective among
feminists, arguably because it directly contradicted biological determinism (Kruger et al. 2013).
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Although many liberal feminists embrace a
scientific approach to obtaining knowledge about
women’s issues, a mistrust of evolution-derived
theories of human sex differences is still present
among many (Daly and Wilson 1988; Vandermassen 2005), and many principles within evolutionary psychology (EP) have been met with
resistance (see Liesen 2008). Critics of EP often
hold misconceptions of the science or argue that
EP is politically motivated (i.e., used to justify
and continue unequal, oppressive practices; Cassidy 2007; Contratto 2002; Crane-Seeber and
Crane 2010; Hyde and Durik 2000; Segal 2000;
Tang-Martinez 1997). Yet, EP theorists frequently identify as feminists or have argued that
feminism is compatible with EP (e.g., Buss and
Schmitt 2011; Gowaty 1997; Hannagan 2008;
Kuhle 2012; Lancaster 1991; Smuts 1995; Vandermassen 2008). Feminist Darwinians refers to
evolutionary theorists who are sensitive to the
roles of gender and biological sex in the sciences
and allow feminist concerns to inspire their empirical research (Vandermassen 2008). However,
Vandermassen (2008) explains that there is a distinction to be made between feminist Darwinism
and Darwinian feminism. Darwinian feminism is,
by contrast, a political philosophy that seeks to
apply evolutionarily based research to guide social action (see also Gowaty 1997; Hrdy 1999a).
Essentially, feminist Darwinians take caution to
be scientists first and feminists second (i.e., to not
allow feminist ideology to cloud their scientific
objectivity), but believe feminist concerns can be
examined through an evolutionary lens to arrive
at a more comprehensive understanding of the
sources of gender/sex inequality and how to correct these injustices (e.g., Johnson 2012; Smuts
1995; Vandermassen 2005). Hereafter, we use the
term evolutionary feminists to refer to both Darwinian feminists and feminist Darwinians.
In this chapter, we argue that feminism and EP
are compatible and together have the potential to
offer valuable insights for rectifying sex-based
inequality. First, we discuss how the feminist
movement has made contributions to science and
society by increasing social equality, potentially
reflecting (along with other human rights movements) how our species is evolving on a social
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level. Next, we outline misconceptions about EP
and examine proposed strategies to reconcile EP
and feminist perspectives. Finally, we describe
how an evolutionary perspective can shed light
on how to approach important feminist issues,
using patriarchy and IPV as examples.

Feminism’s Contributions to Science
and Society
The contributions of feminist movements on society and within the sciences are not lost on evolutionary psychologists. Traditionally, women
have been excluded from having roles within science, as both researchers and participants (Eagly
and Wood 2011; Hager 1997). Feminist social
programs that endeavored to inspire greater inclusion of women in the workforce can be credited for the increase of women entering scientific
disciplines, including the field of evolutionary
biology (Rosser 1997). The feminist emphasis
on women’s roles in science also led to an increase in the previously scarce research on female human and nonhuman animals (e.g., Angier
1999; Hrdy 1997; Zuk 2002). As a result, some
formerly accepted theories were overturned, and
this may not have occurred were it not for this
shift in focus (Hrdy and Williams 1983). Additionally, because feminism is not solely focused
on the greater inclusion of women in society, but
other marginalized groups as well (e.g., minorities, homosexuals, transgendered individuals;
e.g., Heywood 2006; Ingraham 1994), feminist
movements have been credited with increasing
inclusion in science from diverse populations
(Sokol-Chang and Fisher 2013).
Feminist movements may have also inspired
greater attention to researcher biases in science.
Some maintain that male bias has exerted partiality in scientific methods via an exclusion of female participants and scientists, androcentrism,
and a minimization of women’s issues (reviewed
in Sokol-Chang and Fisher 2013; Vandermassen 2004). Gowaty (2003) argues that feminism
facilitates a heightened recognition of political
biases, which can then be used to implement controls for the improvement of rigorous experimen-
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tal designs. Where evolutionary science is concerned, feminists have highlighted how women’s
roles in evolution have often been underrated
or discounted (e.g., Tanner and Zhilman 1976),
compelling researchers to pursue topics often left
unexamined by male scientists (Campbell 2013;
Fisher et al. 2013), such as the evolution of patriarchy (e.g., Hrdy 1997; Smuts 1995), female
coalitions (e.g., Hrdy 2009), femicide (e.g., Daly
and Wilson 1988), female intrasexual competition (e.g., Fisher 2013), mothering and children
(e.g., Lancaster 1991), and women’s physiology
(e.g., Vitzthum 2008). Accordingly, feminism
has elucidated sources of scientific bias, enabling
both women and minorities to enter formerly inaccessible scientific professions and allowing for
a more comprehensive and inclusive examination
of scientific topics.
Society has also benefited from feminist movements. In an examination of the global decline
in violence over the past 10,000 years, Pinker
(2011) argues that the increasing value placed on
women’s interests, what he terms feminization, is
one of the five key historical forces responsible
for the significant drop in rates of worldwide
violence. He lists the varieties of feminization
that have contributed to this decline, including
“direct political empowerment, the deflation
of manly honor, the promotion of marriage on
women’s terms, the rights of girls to be born, and
women’s control over their own reproduction”
(p. 688). Furthermore, Pinker observes that the
rates of violence are lower in both contemporary
and traditional societies where women are treated
more equitably, and he credits feminist movements with the plummeting instances of rape and
the general drop in crime during the 1990s. Of
course, men also benefit from feminism. Kruger
et al. (2014) recently found that women’s social
and economic empowerment across nations is
negatively related to the disparity between male
and female mortality, even when accounting for
general economic inequality and the prevalence
of polygyny.
Other social movements—also known as
Rights Revolutions (Pinker 2011)—such as the
civil rights, children’s rights, and animal rights
movements, have likewise had a significant role
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in the global decline of violence. Pinker (2011)
asserts that there is a dearth of evidence that
biological evolution of the human species is responsible for such a trend away from violence,
specifically because natural selection at the level
of the gene takes an exceptionally long time.
Instead, given the rapidity of the decline in violence that coincides with humanistic movements
that aim to minimize aggression towards others, it is far more likely that social revolutions
have curbed our violent inclinations and are a
reflection of human cultural evolution (for a full
discussion, see Morgan, Cross, & Rendell, this
volume). Thus, feminist theorists who argue that
cultural and social input influence human behavior are at least partially correct. Campbell (2006)
succinctly explains that social learning evolved
“because its superiority over individual trial-anderror learning brought fitness benefits” (p. 73).
Pinker contends that overcoming our biological
predispositions was necessary for each social
movement to be effective. Indeed, social movements alter people’s attitudes and behavior, yet
the capacity to change and act ethically lies in
our evolved biology (Alexander 1987; Cosmides
and Tooby 2006).
Although it is in our nature to act selfishly
(Korsgaard and de Waal 2006), humans are also
capable of prosocial and cooperative behavior
(Dovidio et al. 2006; see also Krebs, this volume). The related cognitive faculties of learning
and rationality may be at the root of this trend toward peace given that moral judgment is elicited
in part by brain regions associated with abstract
thought (Greene et al. 2001) and that individuals
with greater reasoning abilities tend to be more
tolerant, cooperative, and less violent (Burks
et al. 2009; Deary et al. 2008). Contemporary
Rights Revolutions are likely to have contributed
to the decline in worldwide violence by means
of appealing to human rationality through mass
media messages. While pamphlets and bestselling books arguing for the humane treatment
of animals, children, and women have historically led to sociopolitical change and legislative reforms (Hunt 2007), contemporary Rights
Revolutions are aided by modern technological
tools that allow for the quick dispersal of ideas
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(see Joyce 2011). Perhaps the success of activists in drawing attention to issues during recent
revolutions, such as the Occupy Movement or
the numerous political uprisings known as Arab
Spring, can be attributed in part to the increase in
recent mobile and Internet technologies and the
rapid dissemination of ideas. Widespread stigmatizing of discriminating behavior may be an
effective way of changing attitudes because individuals noticing a majority shift toward a less
discriminating attitude may then adopt it themselves to avoid social exclusion (Kurzban and
Leary 2001).
The various Rights Revolutions demonstrate
that cultural evolution, whereby cultural norms
and ideas evolve in a way akin to the selection
of physical traits within a population, is ongoing. Social movements have already transformed
cultural mores, reducing violence and discrimination. Nonetheless, social contexts interact with
our evolved predispositions to elicit behavioral
responses (Lenroot and Giedd 2011; Rose 1995).
Understanding social problems, like those tackled by feminism, from an evolutionary perspective may help define strategies that are effective
in public policy.

Misconceptions Surrounding EP
Perhaps the leading conflict between evolutionary psychologists and those feminists opposed
to evolution-derived theories of human behavior
concerns the existence of behavioral and psychological differences between men and women.
Opposition to EP does not mean opposition to the
theory of evolution by natural selection, per se.
Rather, those who dispute EP tend to take issue
with the application of evolutionary theory to
behavior, specifically (Campbell 2012, 2013).
Although behavioral sex differences are not
wholly innate (Schmitt 2005; Smuts 1995) and
many traits do overlap considerably between the
sexes (see Nelson 2011; but see Del Giudice et al.
2012), EP has fallen under criticism via the incorrect assumption that their theories support genetic determinism (e.g., Condit 2008; Crane-Seeber
and Crane 2010; Rogers 1999; Rosser 1992).
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Genetic determinism is the untenable idea that
one’s genes are solely responsible for behavior,
rendering behavior unchangeable (Rogers 1999).
Evolutionary scientists repeatedly reject the notion of genetic determinism (e.g., Buss 1996;
Campbell 2013; Gowaty 1997; Pinker 2002), arguing instead that the knowledge of how environmental inputs influence our evolved psychological mechanisms will lead to better understanding
of how to address social problems and change
human behavior (Confer et al. 2010; Ridley
1993). Moreover, several studies grounded in EP
have found that cultural and social input are substantially important to human behavior and, thus,
that behavior is environmentally responsive (e.g.,
Buss and Schmitt 2011; Pinker 2002; Tooby and
Cosmides 1992). Therefore, the EP framework
maintains that humans are not fated by genes to
behave in a certain way; an individual’s survival
hinges on making context-dependent decisions
that take environmental cues into consideration
(Pinker 2002). Correspondingly, many feminist
scholars endorse a social constructionist perspective (see Kruger et al. 2013), which garners
empirical support within a number of constructs
(e.g., sex differences in competitive behavior;
Gneezy et al. 2009). Nonetheless, the existence
of social and cultural impacts on traits does not
eliminate potential contributions of biology on
facets of behavior.
Another key misinterpretation of EP is the
logical fallacy known as the “appeal to nature”
(Fisher et al. 2013, p. 8), also referred to as “the
naturalistic fallacy” (Buss 1996; Gowaty 1997;
Ridley 1993). This fallacy can be summarized
by “what is natural must therefore be good or
right.” For instance, people who commit the logical fallacy of the appeal to nature erroneously
interpret the finding that men’s higher tendency
toward violence, hypothesized by evolutionary
theory to be a form of intrasexual competition
(e.g., Archer 2009), is a “free pass” or justification for men’s physical aggression (Eagly 1987).
Instead, the intrasexual competition explanation
for sex differences in violence is an empirically
supported explanation, not a prescription for how
to behave (Pinker 2002; Ridley 1993). In other
words, EP aims to provide explanations of—and

207

not limitations on—human behavior. Next, we
explore how EP and feminist theory can be integrated in practical terms.

Reconciling Feminism with EP
The key misunderstandings outlined above hinder
the intersection of some social disciplines, such
as women’s studies, with EP (Campbell 2013;
Geary 2010; Mealey 2000; Pinker 2002). Evolutionary feminists agree with the assertion that
female psychology and behavior have frequently
been secondary in empirical and evolutionary research (Campbell 2013; Fisher et al. 2013, Hrdy
1999b; Jennions and Petrie 2000; Stockley and
Bro-Jorgensen 2011). Unfortunately, it is difficult
for any research, including EP, to be entirely impartial because of human error and bias (Gowaty
1997). Some researchers are undoubtedly influenced by the culture in which they were raised
and results in scientific disciplines can be subject
to corresponding experimenter bias. However,
the scientific method continues to be the best
method by which ideas can be systematically
tested and falsified. Since findings can be supported or refuted through additional testing and
replication using various methods (Smith and
Davis 2007), science, by its very nature, is selfcorrecting and fashioned by evidence (discussed
in Hannagan 2008). Because feminism is not itself a science, but, rather, an ethical philosophy
concerned with social and political agendas, it is
not subject to these principles. This categorical
distinction is critical in integrating feminism and
EP because although feminist evolutionary psychologists may encourage feminist perspectives
to inspire scientific work, EP does not seek to
promote social goals within society as feminism
does. Scientific work generally refrains from prescribing moral action to best uphold the traditional standard of neutrality (discussed in Buss and
Schmitt 2011; Vandermassen 2005).
Natural and sexual selection are fundamental tools for comprehending the oppression of
women and better comprehension can in turn be
applied to political action. In general, evolutionary psychologists share with feminists a concern
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for patriarchy, male bias in science, inequality,
and injustices committed toward women (Campbell 2013). As a result, attempts have been made
by evolutionary theorists to reconcile EP and
feminism (e.g., Buss and Malamuth 1996; Morbeck et al. 1997; Smuts 1995; Tate 2013; Vandermassen 2005, 2011). For instance, evolutionary
feminists have illustrated the benefits of applying
an evolutionary perspective to feminist concerns
by proposing strategies for tackling specific issues based on evolution-informed predictors
(e.g., IPV, patriarchy, rape; Johnson 2012; Smuts
1995; Vandermassen 2011) and have made suggestions for how the two perspectives can operate
together to reach their respective goals (e.g., Nier
and Campbell 2013). To test hypotheses relating
to feminist issues, such as disparity in equality,
power relations, and social structures, empirical approaches based in the scientific method
should be used (Campbell 2006; Gowaty 1997,
2003; Low 2005; Vandermassen 2005, 2008). EP
can provide a unified, comprehensive theoretical
framework to help explain why sex differences
exist and this knowledge can guide political activism. To arrive at an informed public policy that
has an empirical basis for what strategies will be
effective in promoting equality, an accurate understanding of human nature is required and EP
can serve as an evidence-based framework for
political agendas.
However, thought must be given to ultimate
and proximate causes (Nettle 2011; Vandermassen 2011) and although EP can elucidate the
ultimate causes for human behavior, it does not
address the proximate causes; rather, EP uses
evidence of proximate cause to inform theories
of ultimate causation. Vandermassen (2004)
suggests that most variations of feminism can
provide partial, proximate accounts of sex differences. She explains, “the various strands of
feminism may help us to discover how exactly
cultural and socialization practices (i.e., explanations on the proximate level) magnify or attenuate the psychosexual predispositions of women
and men” (Vandermassen 2004, p. 22). A multidisciplinary approach that utilizes outside perspectives for a more complete understanding of
behavioral phenomena and appropriate practical

applications is ideal within science and in social
activism (see Buunk and van Vugt 2007; Klatzky
2009). Thus, the disciplines of feminism and EP
should merge on shared issues (Hannagan 2008;
Vandermassen 2005). Below, using patriarchy
and IPV as examples, we briefly describe how
evolutionary perspectives can be beneficial to the
goals of feminism by revealing the contexts in
which they most frequently occur.

What EP Can Offer Feminism
Patriarchy
Common among evolutionary theorists (e.g., Buss
1996; Hrdy 1997; Smuts 1995) and feminist scholars (e.g., Dworkin 1997; Lerner 1986; MacKinnon 1987; Richards 2013) is the observation that
sexual control and coercion are central to patriarchy (i.e., male control over women). Evolutionary
theory surrounding human sexual strategies may
explain why men seek to control women’s sexuality (Smuts 1992). Based on data in nonhuman
primates, Hrdy (1997) reasons that prehominid females likely solicited several male partners, which
may have led to male counterstrategies aimed at
controlling female sexuality to ensure paternal certainty. Men who were better able to attract and retain a mate and prevent cuckoldry were more likely
to reproduce successfully than other men (Buss
1994). Thus, men who were better able to control
women may have been more successful in the mating market. Similarly, men’s intrasexual competition is also hypothesized to be central to patriarchy.
Buss (1994) reasons that the roots of patriarchy
can be explained by the coevolution of women’s
preferences for men with access to resources and
men’s competition with one other for sexual access
to women. That is, because women preferentially
selected male partners with resources, men may
have competed more fiercely to acquire status and
resources to attract female partners, leading to men
having primary control over available resources.
However, Buss (1996) notes that causality in this
relationship may be reversed and that it is more
likely that men’s competitive strategies and women’s preferences coevolved concurrently.
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Because feminism neither offers a theory for
the origins of patriarchy nor identifies the contexts in which the subjugation of women is most
customary (Campbell 2006; Vandermassen 2004,
2005), Smuts (1995) proposes that evolutionderived theories be employed to test hypotheses
that examine why men began to seek control over
women. She outlines six factors that have impacted the evolution of inequality between women
and men: weak female–female coalitions, strong
male alliances, male control over resources, hierarchical relationships among men, female complicity with patriarchy, and use of language and
ideology to perpetuate patriarchy. In these contexts, women have less power over their lives and
sexuality. Smuts (1995) offers counterstrategies
to minimize patriarchy, such as giving women
access to media outlets and positions of power
to feminize social and cultural dialogue, ensuring
that women have economic opportunities, and
assuring access to legal protection of property
rights to minimize men’s control over resources. Smuts suggests that by altering the contexts
(e.g., laws) in societies where patriarchy is observed to be more prevalent, oppressive conditions for women can be alleviated. For instance,
Smuts proposes that because patriarchy thrives in
conditions in which men have strong coalitions
with one another but women do not, establishing female political solidarity—in collaboration
with male supporters—to institutionalize policies that protect women (e.g., against rape and
sexual harassment) may decrease men’s control
over women’s lives, bodies, and resources (see
also, Estrich 1987; MacKinnon 1987). Smut’s
proposal is in contradiction to the legitimacy
of genetic determinism that some (e.g., Condit
2008; Crane-Seber and Crane 2010; Segal 2000)
have accused EP of advancing. She stresses that
an evolutionary perspective does not support the
notion that men’s control over women is inevitable, but, rather, is critical for identifying crucial
environmental factors. Accordingly, both proximate and ultimate causes of sex-based inequality
may be instrumental to a more complete understanding of patriarchy (Hrdy 1997; Smuts 1995;
Vandermassen 2004, 2011).
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Intimate Partner Violence
A related area of concern that benefits from an
evolutionary perspective is IPV. Evolutionary
theorists concur with feminists (e.g., Adams
1988; Walker 1994) that controlling women is
at the core of domestic abuse, but have provided
strong empirical evidence that this concern is
not generalized, but instead focused explicitly
on women’s sexuality (e.g., Buss and Malamuth
1996; Daly and Wilson 1988). Throughout our
evolutionary past, men have faced the problem
of paternity uncertainty, whereby they were unable to know for certain whether their putative
children were indeed genetic relatives. Males
who were cuckolded by their female partners and
unknowingly invested in offspring who were not
their genetic kin were less reproductively successful and may have even incurred reputational
damage that diminished their future mating opportunities (for review, see Buss 2000). Therefore, IPV is likely motivated by a proprietary
desire to control women’s reproductive capacity
and sexuality to avoid incurring the costs associated with female cuckoldry (Goetz et al. 2008;
Wilson and Daly 1992).
In other words, the threat of physical violence may be a mating tactic to coerce women
into remaining faithful to their partner (Buss
and Duntley 2011). Support for this hypothesis
comes from research documenting that instances
of IPV are positively correlated with younger
age in women, when they have the greatest fertility and reproductive ability (Buss 2002; Buss
and Shackelford 1997; Rennison and Welchans
2000), and findings that possessiveness and male
sexual jealousy—theorized strategies that increase men’s probability of paternity—are strong
predictors of IPV (Daly et al. 1982; Wilson and
Daly 1992). A woman’s actual or perceived infidelity is also a strong predictor of IPV (Daly
et al. 1982); however, it is crucial to note that this
finding in no way implies that victims of IPV are
to blame for the inexcusable violence they experience (see also Buss and Duntley 2011). More
exactly, an evolutionary perspective has successfully identified the contexts in which IPV is likely, including how other aspects of the perpetrator,
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such as neurological predispositions (Wilson and
Daly 1993), life history strategy (discussed in
Figueredo et al. 2012), and socioeconomic status
(Flynn and Graham 2010), are linked to IPV.
Following arguments by Wilson and Daly
(1998), Johnson (2012) asserts that the evolutionary perspective “identifies what it is about
the actions of female partners that men try to
control, why women may be motivated to pursue
these actions despite the potential for violence,
and the personal characteristics of the victim and
perpetrator (as well as the social and environmental factors) affecting the risk that men will
respond violently toward their partners” (p. 336).
Just as Smuts (1995) argues of patriarchy, Johnson (2012) maintains that an evolutionary framework has and will continue to accurately predict
the factors associated with IPV and supposes that
instances of IPV will decrease when the associated contexts are changed. For example, Wilson
and Daly (1998) found that men are much less
likely to be violent toward their partners in societies where violence is socially stigmatized and
generally not tolerated. This pattern highlights
a need for greater institutionalization of policies
that protect women, as Smuts and many others
contend (e.g., Estrich 1987; MacKinnon 1987).
In addition to informing policy, using an evolutionary framework to make predictions about the
precursors of IPV and employing proximate solutions derived from feminist theorizing (e.g., implementing policies, derived from an integrative
feminist model, that reduce male privilege; see
McPhail et al. 2007) could inform rehabilitation
and prevention models. Consistent with feminist
aims, educating women about the precursors to
IPV may help prevent its occurrence, in particular if women are better able to discern IPV-associated qualities in potential and current romantic
partners. Hypothesis testing using an evolutionary perspective provides the empirical basis for
this education. For instance, evidence suggests
that men who are chronically jealous and engage
in possessive behaviors are more likely to commit domestic abuse (Daly et al. 1982; Wilson and
Daly 1992). Furthermore, education may enable
women in abusive relationships to adopt strategies to protect themselves while transitioning to a
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safer environment, such as ensuring the presence
of kin or other “bodyguards” (e.g., Figueredo
et al. 1998; McKibbin et al. 2011).

Concluding Remarks: Evolutionary
Science, Social Movements, and Public
Policy
The feminist and other human rights movements
have played a role in the global decline of violence (Pinker 2011), attesting to the importance
of social and cultural learning in affecting human
behavior. The examination of women’s issues
from a combined evolutionary-feminist perspective will likely have important implications
for society, whereby evolutionary analyses of
women’s issues may provide practical and defensible solutions that could potentially translate
into public policies. Evolutionary feminists use
empirical techniques to explore feminist concerns and highlight the active role women have
had in the evolutionary process (Sokol-Chang
and Fisher 2013). Moreover, the objective of
aiding women to obtain sociopolitical equality
with men is an inspiring research opportunity
that may have practical and theoretical value. EP
has already generated important feminist-related
research by identifying predictors of IPV and environments in which patriarchal systems are most
prevalent. Both male and female scientists use
empirical methods to test hypotheses that are relevant to women’s sociopolitical equality and opportunities to test these hypotheses are growing
(Campbell 2013; Gowaty 2003). Evolutionary
theorizing shows promise for revealing further
useful findings on human nature that are relevant
to feminist goals.
In this chapter, we have argued that—far from
being incompatible perspectives—evolutionary
theory and feminism can be reconciled in an effort to improve women’s lives. While feminists
are correct to decry the historical relationship between science and women’s rights, these missteps
should not define the future of science. We hope
we have demonstrated that it is not the intentions
of EP to perpetuate gender roles and neither does
EP exclude feminist scholars from engagement
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with the social sciences. EP and feminist philosophy are deeply compatible, and combining these
perspectives will positively encourage the continued social progression of our species.
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