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I ask you to indulge me in a brief anecdote that I believe is revealing not only about the 

scholar, but about the person that Richard Wrangham is. I've learned many lessons from 

Richard over the 30 years. It's 30 years this fall, we've known each other, but one sticks in 

my mind today. When I was a graduate student long before I had kids of my own, I was a 

complete idiot about children. You see, I'm from one of these ultra low fertility New England 

families. And I had literally never had an opportunity to interact with a young child in my life 

before this meeting. So one day, meeting in Richard's office, his phone rang, he answered 

and immediately code switched into the kindly sing song register of an adult, speaking to a 

very young child. 

On the line was his youngest son who was probably about six at the time. He had called his 

father because he very upset about being denied a balloon or some such thing while out 

shopping with his mother. Richard stayed on the line with his son for a couple minutes, but 

eventually he said he had to go and could talk about it more when he got home. Idiot about 

children. I said, when he hung up, "How do you manage to take this six-year-old drama so 

seriously? It's just so ridiculous." To which Richard looked me in the face with a rather grave, 

almost scolding tone told me that for a six-year-old, the balloon and the matters of fairness, 

of trust, of obligation that are embroiled in his receiving it or not are of the utmost 

seriousness. And they deserve to be treated with a commensurate seriousness of the adults 

in his life. I suspect that Richard probably has no memory of this event. Yup. But it's been 

seared in my brain indelibly. In that moment, my advisor and mentor made me a better 

father-to-be, a better ethologist and a better student of the complexities of human social 

relationships. So at an institution that's unfortunately made all too much news recently for 

the bad behavior of some senior faculty, Richard unfailingly modeled the sort of 

compassionate familial relationships that lie at the heart of human sociality. I'm grateful for 

all the lessons I've learned from him, but this one continues to resonate particularly strongly 

for me to this day. At a time when we, as a university community, need to come together to 

support each other in a time of grief, it's especially important that we remember the lesson 
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that Richard Wrangham taught to me 27 years ago. To treat the challenges of our children, 

of our students and our colleagues with the seriousness that they deserve and they require. 

So that's Richard. I also have the pleasure of introducing Lisa Lloyd this evening. Lisa is a 

distinguished professor in the Arnold and Maxine Tanis Chair of History and Philosophy of 

Science and Medicine at Indiana University. 

She's also a professor of biology, an adjunct professor of philosophy. And she's an affiliated 

faculty member with the Kinsey Institute for Research in sex, gender and reproduction. It's 

in this last capacity for which she's best known outside of philosophy of science. Her 2005 

book, "The Case of the Female OrgasmBias in the Science of Evolution" was much discussed 

both within and outside evolutionary biology and sexuality studies. In fact, and she doesn't 

remember this either. I invited her here to the farm to discuss this very work. It was the last 

talk given in the Anthropological Sciences Department before the merger of the 

anthropologies, which Ian is laughing at. He's one of the few people who knows what I'm 

talking about here. But probably her most important work, particularly for tonight's talk 

remains "The Structure and Confirmation of Evolutionary Theory" in which she argues that 

the semantic account of evolutionary by where evolutionary theory is represented by 

families of non-linguistic models is more appropriate for the subject matter than the typical 

axiomatic approach of the physical sciences. Her expertise in confirmation of evolutionary 

theory and on the unit of selection makes Professor Lloyd an ideal discussion for Professor 

Wrangham's lecture. I'd like to conclude by noting that the Tanner Lectures are sponsored 

by the McCoy Family Center for Ethics in Society and the Office of the President. And with 

that, welcome, Richard Wrangham. - I need a drink after that charming introduction. I can't 

remember a more delightful one. Thank you, Jamie. So today's topic is a serious one. I'll be 

talking about it in evolutionary terms, but the evolutionary terms come home. And let me 

begin by addressing a question or launching a question asked by England's first feminist, as 

she was often known, Mary Astell. If all men are born free, how is it that all women are born 

slaves? Because enlightenment thinking purportedly brought freedom to everybody. 

And what she was saying is, well, from woman's point of view, it didn't feel like that I'll just 

briefly remind you of what I said yesterday. I will introduce you to those who weren't here 

yesterday. Yesterday's challenge was to think about how a human at one point, it could 

have been very prehuman, it could have been pre-homo, turned from being a non-groupish 

species into one that was both groupish and selfish, where groupish means adopting 

behaviors that have, at first glance, a self-sacrificial content. And I contextualize this by 

emphasizing that in species of old world monkey and apes, there is invariably in social 

groups, an alpha male and the alpha male is a problem. If you look at the left hand column 

here, you see an index, an arrow showing that we can organize individual males by their 

ability to win mates or resources by using violence. And this is a strong predictor of genetic 

fitness. In other words, the evolutionary success. And so in the middle rank, you see in the 

middle column, you see in non-human primates, you almost always have alpha, beta, 

gamma, delta, and so on organized in pretty much in linear hierarchy. And that means alpha 

male behavior is favored by natural selection, but in humans, we have something different. 

We have something more like an egalitarian structure, but not all the males necessarily in 

the top rank and there may be gamma males below the beta males who are cooperating. So 
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in humans, we have this egalitarian set of relationships among males. There are leaders in 

some societies, of course, that complicates things. And what I suggested is that what we 

have in humans is a special situation as a result of an event, which we can tie, I think, to 

around 300,000 years ago, a little bit earlier, actually, which meant that probably as a result 

of language, getting sufficiently sophisticated, individuals were able to get sufficient trust in 

each other to kill the most intimidating individual in the group, because he was taking the 

resources from other males. 

And in killing that, then a number of different things happened. Also on the top row here, I 

drew attention to the evidence for self-domestication in humans defined as the reduction in 

reactive aggression. The propensity for reactive aggression. And then in the next row down, 

we see that once you have a male alliance gaining the power to kill anyone, then that 

alliance is in a position to set group norms that will benefit the alliance. And that can go in 

two ways. By rewarding pro-sociology and punishing anti-sociology, you can get 

groupishness that is unique among the primates. You can argue whether or not 

groupishness occurs in social insects. And on the bottom line is the topic that I want to talk 

about today, societal patriarchy. Where the idea is that the alliance is able to set norms that 

are not necessarily beneficial for everybody in the larger group, but only for the group of 

themselves, of the individuals who are setting the norms. So that females and males outside 

the alliance are gonna be dominated. And that is what will characterize as societal 

patriarchy. And I saw this logic without knowing much about patriarchy. And then what I 

want to tell you today is the story of what I found after thinking about this dynamic. So 

organize it by first of all, defining what I mean by societal patriarchy and looking at its 

occurrence. Then we'll look at traditional explanations for patriarchy. And as I'll point out, 

there really haven't been any directed at societal patriarchy. And then we'll talk about the 

male alliances and to summarize. So the critical key, I think, is to distinguish two types of 

patriarchy. In feminist philosophy, there's been a lot of worry about whether or not 

patriarchy is a useful word at all. And up to about 10 or 12 years ago, I think a lot of people 

were just saying, it's not particularly useful because it covers such a multitude of sins. It's 

not a universal unchanging feature. 

We need to dissect it somehow, but then starting in 2009, and subsequently as I see it, 

there's been increasing people willing to say that it's actually useful to divide the patriarch 

into these two types. And so what are they? Defining domestic patriarchy. Here's Susan 

Roger's informal relationships within the face-to-face community such that individual men 

dominate individual women. And the critical point here is that women's power is often quite 

important. Susan Rogers says, "It's as least as significant a force in everyday life as 

formalized, authorized relationships and power." She talks about women's power being 

derived from three different things. She look across culturally. One is the relationships 

within the household. Another is the relationships that women have across households and 

in some societies, women can have powers attributed to them from the supernatural. So 

the result of this is that domestic relationships include a wide range of relationships. If you 

just think about the people you know. I mentioned here, I give an example here from a 

particularly patriarchal society. I don't want to sort of feed into a trope about particular 

society, but here is an example, in this very patriarchal society of a man who has the family 
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pig killed and his wife is crossed. And so you see he enters the house. She screams at him, 

he shouts back. There's a howl. He staggers out of the door. His wife is flailing at him with a 

firebrand. She smashes him on the top of the head, knocking him to his knees, took a look at 

him, whirled around and stalked back into the house. Just to emphasize that in very, very 

patriarchal societies, you can have relationships that are not patriarchal from the point of 

view of what's going on within that particular household. Here's an example from John 

Wesley. The early 18th century, by now, the leader of 150,000 Methodist big leader. And he 

was totally enthralled to his wife at one time being seen dragging him by his hair through 

the house and so on. 

So I just wanna emphasize that when we talk about patriarchy as a feature of humans, we're 

not talking about every man dominates every woman. It's clearly not true. Now the CDC and 

others reckon that at least one in 10 men experienced domestic violence from their wives. 

Here's Ernestine Friedl saying "Women's status can be low in the public domain, but high 

even dominant relative to males in the domestic domain." So that's the point I want to 

make, And this sums it up. But probably everywhere, some wives dominate their husband. 

When I say everywhere, I mean every society on earth. And in that sense, domestic 

patriarchy is not a human universal. Societal patriarchy. I'm now following Gwen Hunnicutt, 

a very nice article about varieties of patriarchy. And after her quoting, "Institutional 

arrangements that privileged males such that men as a group dominate women as 

individuals or as a group." And it turns out that you can find other people who have used 

this definition. So I didn't realize that anyone had, the time I was developing this, but you 

see here three other divisions, which are essentially identical, I think, to these two forms of 

patriarchy. So I wanna say that societal patriarchy is a human universal. And let me cite first 

of all, the 1974 book on "Woman, Culture and Society" where the introductions says male as 

opposed to female activities are always recognized as predominantly important and cultural 

systems give authority and value to the roles and activities of men. And this is a book in 

which all of the authors were women and many of them very outspokenly feminist. So no 

one is saying this out of pleasure. Here's Gerda Lerner saying the same thing, "Not a single 

society known where women as a group have decision-making power over men or where 

they define the rules of sexual conduct or control marriage exchanges." There are 

contemporary states, we live in one, where in theory, there is pretty much equal legal status 

for both genders. 

But as Catharine MacKinnon writes here, "Although 184 of 194 countries have written 

constitutions guaranteeing gender equality, the reality of gender equality exists nowhere." 

So in practice, all important institutions in every society tend to be dominated by men, 

including law, religion, government and business." There's lots of talk about nomadic hunter 

and gatherers or some confusion I would say. And it comes, I think, partly from a quote like 

this from James Woodburn. All nomadic hunting gatherers are profoundly egalitarian. 

Which makes it sound as though you wouldn't have societal patriarchy here. But then later 

in the same article, it's, "I have exempted relations between men and women from the 

sweeping assertion." So he was talking just about relationships among men. And in fact, 

there are disturbing and distressing examples of ways in which societal rules in hunters and 

gatherers benefit men at the expense of women. They control female sexuality in many 
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ways. I mean, in extreme is marrying females as young as babies, but there's all sorts of 

marriage exchange involving men. Adultery sanctions greater for women than men, 

deflowering virgins by ritual gang rape, menstruation seen as polluting. These are sort of 

fairly routine things. Coercing women for political purposes, being coerced into sex with a 

man's I don't know, a debtor or other reasons. Wife beating is often easily justified such as if 

she's failed as a cook. And transgressions by females are often resolved in ways that are 

clearly highly unequal. Those are anecdotes as it were, scattered around different societies. 

Catherine Berndt was one of the great Australian ethnologists. And she and her husband 

worked together, but she was always very careful to ensure that people recognize the high 

degree of autonomy that women had. Their considerable strong voices that they could 

have. But nevertheless, she wanted to draw attention to the fact that they're not equal in 

terms of political power. And she found three generalizations that applied to the whole 

Australian ethnography. 

And they were these. So first of all, the sanctions for discovering single gender secrets. So 

men and women could have secret societies. Secret societies were less developed or less 

frequent for women, but when they happened, they were important. And men were not 

allowed to go and discover, see what's going on when the women did. But men could kill or 

gang rape women who discovered male secrets when it was not true the other way around. 

Inter-gender coercion, which Catherine Berndt called cooperation, men would coerce 

women into secret ceremony. To provide food, sex and dancing. And providing sex, the 

women say they lived in horror of these times because of what they were obliged to do. 

Women might have secret ceremonies, but they certainly couldn't coerce men. And one of 

the ways in which the ceremonies happened, not secret ceremonies were inter-tribal 

gatherings and they were organized by men and women could not do that. So those were 

the three generalizations for Australia. Australia is I think a good representation of hunter 

and gatherers. It's a place where basically the land of hunting gatherers prior to the 

Europeans arising. And agriculture like foraging. But this was where we see most hunting 

gather adaptations on earth. But in fact, you see something very similar to this throughout. 

And I can't go through all the ethnographer of hunters and gatherers to sustain that claim. 

But it fits in with what the 1974 publication said. Males are always the locus of cultural 

value. "Everywhere, from those societies, we might want to call most egalitarian to those in 

which sexual stratification is most marked. Male are the locus of cultural value. Some area 

of activity is always seen as exclusively or predominantly male and therefore 

overwhelmingly and morally important. The corollary is that everywhere, men have 

authority over women. That they have a culturally legitimated right to her subordination 

and compliance. 

" And for the feminist anthropologists who are writing this, of course, that raises all sorts of 

puzzles about why this is true. And one of the puzzles is that it's much more extreme than 

you find in primates on the whole. So males in non-human primate species, they're not 

always socially dominant to females. Even when they're bigger than females, they're not 

necessarily socially dominant as famously in bonobos, and they don't control females that 

much. They don't control their movements. They don't control access to resources. And 

Barbara Smuts in a brilliant analysis of the origins of patriarchy, looking at humans 
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compared to primate in great detail, emerged with this question. Why is it that human male 

dominance is so much more pervasive and elaborate than male dominance in other species? 

So that is the question that we'll just now look at through traditional explanations. I think 

that what I described as a key, namely the separation of patriarchy into domestic patriarchy 

and societal patriarchy is a really big issue for answering the question of why is it that 

humans are so much more elaborate in the pattern of patriarchy than in non-human 

primates? Because even though you have a number of people who have discussed the fact 

that it is useful, conceptually, to divide patriarchy into these two types, nevertheless, I'm 

not aware of anybody who has actually addressed them separately from the point of view of 

trying to understand why they occur. So not discussed separately by theorists, societal 

patriarchy. Despite the fact that as we've seen, it's universal. Obviously depends on 

institutions. And it's a very strong predictor of women's subordination. Now, I'm saying it's 

useful to separate these conceptually, I've got strong arrows uniting these here together 

because obviously, they're very closely influencing each other. The societal patriarchy will 

give a man a sense of license that he need and be too worried if he beats his wife, perhaps. 

The men who wish to dominate their wives are gonna be the men who contribute to 

defining and organizing societal patriarchy. So I'm not suggesting that these are completely 

independent. They're not. But nevertheless, they are different in the ways that we've 

described. So I'm gonna say there are three major theories and the most popular, the most 

common in the literature is the idea that male-male competition for females leads to males 

controlling females. Which generates within the household of a male who achieves this, a 

domineering relationship with his wife. And then that generates societal patriarchy because 

the men reproduce in society as a whole, the relationships that they have found suit them 

within the household. So this goes right back to John Stuart Mill and Engels and all sorts of 

other people. Here is I think one of the great theorists of this area, Catharine MacKinnon, 

saying, "The sphere called private," the domestic. "has been extensively found to be a, 

perhaps the crucible of gender inequality, notably with the patriarchal family and then labor 

stratification, feminization of poverty, denial of reproductive control." By now, we're 

institutional areas. "Male dominance, stereotypical sexual practices and rape ringed with 

rape myths, rationalized as love or culture." So she's putting it all together, but it starts in 

that view with domestic patriarchy. And various kinds of explanations are offered for 

domestic patriarchy happening. Which as we saw, is not a universal. Men are bigger than 

females on the left. Males are more aggressive than females. Females are tied by giving 

birth. But there are various kinds of objections to these suggestions with regard to physical 

strength. People point out that some men are relatively frail compared to their wives. Some 

women are very strong, but they don't end up necessarily in a dominant position. Bonobos 

undermine that because you have bonobos being often dominant to males and yet, not as 

strong as the males. 

And similar problems with all of these. And the essential of problem is that these may 

indeed contribute to what's going on in a particular household relationships and so on, but 

other species have these phenomena. And so these kinds of possible explanations are not in 

a position to explain human exceptionalism and they don't address the problem that I'm 

identifying as important, which is societal patriarchy. I'm not suggesting that domestic 
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patriarch isn't important. I'm just saying this is a question for today. The second kind of 

explanation is that when we go to war, then alliances are needed among the males. And 

females may find these alliances actually useful and attractive because it helps win the war. 

And so those male-male alliances end up being responsible for some kind of blurred 

relationship between domestic and societal patriarchy. And there's certainly evidence that 

this is important in some ways. Here's an example from Papua New Guinea, where it was 

observed that when warfare was suppressed, then you had a great reduction in the degree 

of patriarchy. Men began sleeping with their wives instead of being in the men's house 

where all sorts of political organization happened that wasn't necessarily good for the 

women. Sacred flutes are burned and men's houses were largely abandoned and so on. And 

that's just one example of a much more general phenomenon that has been documented 

very nicely here by Valerie Hudson and her colleagues in this wonderful book, "The First 

Political Order" where they've taken a tremendous amount of data from every country in 

the world that has more than 200,000 people in it and put all those data into a series of 

correlations. And you see here, something that it looks like basically war, violence and 

instability factor on the vertical axis in relationship to an index of patriarchy. And you see in 

astonishingly a strong relationship so that where you get more violence and male-male 

alliances are needed to control the violence, then you have more patriarchy. 

And which way around the relationship goes is not stated, of course. So I think there's a 

convincing correlation that when you have male-male alliances, then you have more 

patriarchy. But there are other species such as chimpanzees that have male alliances in war 

and actually bonobos, but they don't use those alliances to dominate females. And there's 

no reason in principle why they should do so. And in fact, you can suggest reasons why I'm 

leaving. Why not? So it raises a question again, why are humans exceptional? And the 

question of exceptionality was addressed by Barb Smuts. She said that the way to think 

about patriarchy is of males attempting to exert reproductive control over females. And 

since that ultimate goal is the one, then the way to explain human exceptionalism is to think 

about what is it that gives human males more gender power, more power over females than 

in most species. And she drew attention to, in great detail, six different possibilities. All of 

which she felt were contributing importantly. Low female support from kin. Males 

controlling critical resources. A few men having a tremendous amount of power. The fact 

that females actually like dominant males because they can protect them, give them more 

resources. Language enabling gender ideology to be perpetuated. And male-male alliances 

being exceptionally well-developed. And basically I think that in this remarkable paper, 

which has withstood 25 years of time, very, very well, she's got it right. But she doesn't 

address societal patriarchy directly. And it's not quite clear exactly what is going on. So my 

perspective is that a lot has been achieved in understanding the sources of patriarchy, but 

we don't have any clear explanations for this persistent occurrence of societal patriarchy. 

Here is a historian saying, "It's likely there's some universal biological reason why almost all 

cultures valued manhood over womanhood. We don't know what this reason is. There are 

plenty of theories, none of the convincing. 

" And you can find various quotes like that in the literature about patriarchy. So I now want 

to suggest that we can take a new attack on this question, thinking about the source of male 
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alliances. The attack starts with asking the question, where does societal patriarchy come 

from? So here is the definition, you remember. Institutional arrangements that privileged 

males, such that men as a group, dominate women as individuals or as a group. And where 

does that come from? Well, institutional arrangements. So the key and the institutional 

arrangements, I wanna suggest, that is critical, is the law. Because the law arbitrates 

disputes. That's the ultimate decider when people have some kind of conflict within their 

society. And that means that if male interests are tending to win over female interests, they 

are doing so because of the way the law is organized. So the question is why is the law 

biased in favor of males? I think if we can answer that question, we can explain societal 

patriarchy. So I wanna propose that the law has evolved as a system of alliances among 

males. And maybe this is a leap too far for you, but I'll try and justify it. That it begins with 

that initial set of alliances that I spoke about yesterday, to kill the alpha male, which means 

we go back to 300,000 years ago. And in order to sustain this idea, I'll ask whether or not 

law is a cultural universal. Is it always dominated by males? Do males monopolize the 

ultimate resolution of the conflict, which is to kill those who are too much of a nuisance for 

society? And do they benefit? By benefits that the law distributes to the group as a whole, 

or as well as by subordinating females. As well as by the way, other males. So you can 

imagine I'm gonna answer yes to all these questions. So is there always law? Well, 

amazingly, this was not an agreed topic. Only 50 years ago, something like that. Because if 

you define law by codes and rules that are written down and so on, then it's only a few 

thousand years old. 

And people used to say, well, law was invented by the Sumerians. But the great legal 

anthropologist, Leopold Pospisil who died at the age of 98 in I think it was November or 

October. He found otherwise. He said, "Procedural law is a human universal." So this is law 

based on norms, principles from rules and precedents to subtle conflicts. He did field work 

with Nunamiut as well as in Papua New Guinea. He surveyed 95 societies, including a bunch 

of hunters and gatherers. And I don't see any challenge to his conclusions. He said, "Law is 

universal when defined as being manifested a decision made by a political authority. 

Containing a definition of the relationship between the two parties to the dispute if the 

decision has a supposedly universal application, not just for one case and enforceable 

decisions, which is possibly made possible by violence, by an authorized subgroup within a 

larger group. So law is everywhere. Author societies have law, and it's always dominated by 

males. We've already seen, that societal patriarchy is always there. That means that the 

institutions are dominated by men. The political authority may not be easily defined. But in 

fact, when the discussion comes down to it, even though women may have a strong voice, it 

is the male elders who ultimately can be expected to wield the authority. And the elders 

does not necessarily mean men who are in their dotage. These are very often middle aged 

or those who've got small children. It's certainly males that regularly control the acts of 

execution when the conflicts come down to that. Women have been documented carrying 

out executions. I have only found two cases. And in one, there was an incest taboo that was 

broken and the males killed the husband and females killed the wife. And in another, the 

males instructed females to kill, and you see this described here, an aggressively 
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promiscuous man had incestuous intercourse and the warriors of three communities 

convened and agreed on his death. 

And then the women ordered to take him into the bush and do horrendous things to him, 

which involved killing him. And then do the lawyers, as the result of the law, the expected 

combination of benefits. Benefits, first of all, to the group as a whole. Well, yes, you can say 

that this is from our society, of course, but law does various great things to promote the 

smooth organization and workings of the society. And that's, I'm sure true everywhere. But 

also it works to subordinate females. And it's only very recently in the work that there were 

laws allowing marital rape, giving greater leniency for husbands killing their wives than vice 

versa, criminalizing prostitutes, but not the johns, giving males greater status in all sorts of 

ways. And just in case you think that everything's changed, not everything has changed. So 

here's an example. The Violence Against Women Act, which was fought for from the 1990 

onwards and after four years, it was passed. And it supposedly gave women a federal civil 

right to be free of gender-motivated violence. And then the 21st case that was brought 

before it, US versus Morrison, a rape case, the Supreme Court decided that it was not 

appropriate for women to bring this case to the federal level. Why? Because with the 

federal level is supposed to regulate interstate commerce and the Violence Against Women 

Act didn't have implications for interstate commerce, which feminist lawyers have strongly 

objected to because there's all sorts of implications for interstate commerce in terms of 

what women are suffering. But nevertheless, it was ruled by five to four to be not a federal 

issue. And the Violence Against Women Act in the opinion of Diane Rosenfeld is now a 

toothless act. Then in addition to subordinated females, is there a case that unallied males 

are subordinated. And I mentioned yesterday that executions tend to be more of males and 

females. Here is another example of that across different societies, that witches who are the 

ones who are most likely to be executed are more likely to be male than female in the 

majority of societies. 

I meant to add there that I think it's very clear that the law tends to benefit, tends to act at 

the expense of not only women, but also a bunch of men who are not in the category of the 

type of men who are typically engaged in practicing and carrying out the law. And that of 

course involves men of various different class and race and other kinds of practice. So male 

bias in the law, I think is a human universal. We've been through these four points, A to D. 

And so I want to suggest that this supports the execution hypothesis or the TCK hypothesis 

or TCK refers to targeted conspiratorial killing, which enabled execution to be possible. And 

that we have, from what I think self-domestication evidence, points to going starting at 

300,000 years ago, Where a male alliance with the power to kill judiciously can imprison or 

kill violent men leading to self-domestication. It can set selfish groove norms leading to 

what we might call civility, Sigmund Freud called civility. And to societal patriarchy through 

subordinating females and allied males. So the hypothesis to be explicit is that law is the 

direct descendant of the beta-male alliances that conspired to kill the alpha males. From 

that time the Pleistocene, we don't know exactly when, to the present, the male alliances 

have used their power of life and death over everyone in the group to serve the selfish goals 

of the beta males. And law, thus generates both group benefits and societal patriarchy. In 

support of that or consistent with it at least, I would say that it remains the case cross-
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culturally that the primary concern of the law is control of violent males who are rivals to 

the law makers. In thinking about the justification for this rather big claim, I suppose, that 

the law now was the descendant of what happened 300,000 years ago. I would say that if in 

fact male alliances did emerge 300,000 years ago and had the effects that we've said, 

there's hard to imagine why they would ever give up that power. 

Once they evolved the ability to control others, how could they ever give it up? If it was 

taken from them? I'd say a very important point here is that males tend to be united with 

each other in these endeavors. Because to be considered a nonconformist male is 

dangerous. Now, that's probably easier to imagine in small scale societies where the male 

that says, you know, I don't think it's that nice to put this woman to death for whatever it 

was that was said. The danger is that by breaking with the male consensus, that male puts 

himself in a position of being an outcast and therefore, on the road to possible execution. So 

it's easy for me to imagine that that kind dynamic still applies today. That men are less 

willing to support what, in theory, they might be willing to support in terms of equal gender 

rights because they don't wanna be seen as a wuss by their male colleagues as part of an 

ancient system of invoking fear towards cementing male alliances. So in short, I think that 

the conflicts, when you get conflicts between females and males, they become moral 

problems for males because from the male point of view, the moral system is it's right to do 

what the male alliance says is right. Of course, one of the nice features about this way of 

thinking is that it emphasizes by focusing on societal patriarchy as the product of an 

institutional arrangement. It emphasizes that it can be changed. It's not exactly something 

that we need to have emphasized 'cause we see that law has changed. We see there have 

been incredibly dramatic changes in the last 100 years, such as as I mentioned. Husbands 

are not allowed to rape their wives now in this country. So clearly, the male bias can be 

reduced and it doesn't give any reason why it shouldn't be reduced a whole lot further. But 

nevertheless, it's not just a question of de jury equality in the eyes of the law, because it's 

also gotta be de facto. 

The law has actually got to be implemented in a way that is equal to men and women. So in 

summary, I don't wanna repeat myself too much but I wanna be clear. I'm saying societal 

and domestic patriarchy are different. That there have been no canonical explanations for 

societal patriarchy, but it is a human universal I'm predicting that it began 300,000 years 

ago. I have no idea how you're gonna test that one, I admit, but it seems to me how helpful 

to conceive it that way. And I think that if we think of it that way, then it explains the 

species-wide male bias in the law. It explains human exceptionalism compared to other 

primates. It gives us a scenario of the origin beginning in the violence of males against 

males, not of males against females. And I think it's supported with the evidence I presented 

yesterday about self-domestication. It's consistent with the evolution of groupishness. And 

even if you don't buy any of that stuff, I think it draws attention to a gender issue. And that 

is what Carol Pateman, among others, has drawn attention to as the fact that, "Theories 

routinely ignore or downplay the impact of gender despite the fact that the enforcement of 

moral and social norms is by males." And I see some examples here in my own area. So in 

biology, anthropology and evolutionary psychology, people are fascinated by the question 

of the evolution of hyper cooperation in humans. And Joe Henrich and Michael 
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Muthukrishna have a 2021 article in Annual Review of Psychology, The origins and 

psychology of human corporation. They never mention the word gender, sex, male or 

female. It's all in the cognitive level. And I think it's a very important part. And one of the 

arrows as I showed yesterday said, yeah, this contributes. But to ignore gender, when you 

see that there is so much enforcement by males of moral issues related to cooperation, 

seems to me a major omission. And even the wonderful Christopher Boehm in his analysis 

of the evolution of morality via norm enforcement. 

He very much downplayed the notion that males, females were importantly different in this 

respect. And Carol Pateman has drawn attention to the sort of story in political philosophy. 

She refers to the political fiction of the universal civil individual. That people act as though 

the enlightenment theories of Rousseau and others are applying equally to men and 

women. But actually, when you look at what's going on, they don't. They apply to men and 

then men are expected to just go off and get their wives. And the law. And the law is a 

fascinating area. Because as Carol Pateman says, "The way that you have the law analyzed 

from a theoretical perspective, ignores males." That is to say it ignores the fact that males 

are more involved than females. We've just seen how incredibly male biased the law is. 

Carol Pateman draws attention to the fact that laws constructs this theory of justice without 

reference to agenda. And the wonderful irony here is that there is supposed to be this 

tremendous female influence in law. For gods of ancient Egypt, Ancient Rome, and Ancient 

Greece who represented justice were women. It's a fuss. "There is a worthy tradition that 

would have us hear the judge as a voice of reason. See her," says Robert Cover, "as the 

embodiment of principle." Are we trying to fool ourselves? Are we trying to give ourselves 

the sense that law is so even-handed that actually, we don't need to think about no bias in 

it. I think that's what's happening. So Mary Astell's question. If men are born free, how is it 

that women are born slaves? I'm suggesting that women are born slaves because 

throughout the history of homo sapiens, men are allied with each other to monopolize the 

legitimate use of killing. And that substantiates the basis for the judicious behavior in 

relationship to all conflicts. Men have done so to maintain their safety for violent males. 

They settle disputes with females from a selfish point of view, of course, they have the 

power. 

Power corrupts, absolute power corrupts, absolutely. And in doing this, the men 

discriminate against men outside the dominant class, whether they be homosexuals, 

freemasons, other races, lower classes. And at the same time, they're producing laws that 

function to benefit a well-organized society. And we, as members of the society, look at the 

law and are grateful for that. And I think we forget the tremendous male bias that is part of 

it. So just coming back to themes introduced yesterday, I argued that humans have 

something special. Homo sapiens in the middle row here, are the species that has both 

groupishness and selfishness. Animals don't have groupishness and selfishness in general. 

And I argue that home sapiens homo didn't have groupishness. Obviously, you get 

groupishness in the law in the sense that the law is, it's not really groupishness in the way I 

defined it, but it's in the sense that it's benefiting society as a whole. But the law is selfish as 

well. And I suggested yesterday that that values can be divided into those that are selfish 

and those that are groupish. And in humans, we have this fascinating tension. And I guess 
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my main point here is to say that just as we have the tension within us individually, in our 

internal motivations to be egoistic or to be altruistic. So there is a tension in the motivations 

of the law and our values. I showed this yesterday, the 10 core values that have been found 

to be most common cross culturally. And that some of those are selfish and some of those 

are groupish. So we have these tensions within us. I think that the result has been a very 

strange resolution in context of the law. Because we have forgotten, or we have 

downplayed the extent to the law is a source of a selfish domination of women and unallied 

males. But is also is the case that if we think about the large scale evolution, I think looking 

at it this way helps us understand that the view that is often portrayed of humans as a 

basically delightful cooperative species that maybe added patriarchy with agriculture, 

should be challenged by an alternative perspective that says that our cooperation is 

tinctured with a classic kind of animal selfishness. 

And the dynamic that led to groupishness has also led to us being institutionally patriarchal 

since our origin. Giving us a history of this, that is dauntingly old, but nevertheless, quite 

open to change. Thank you. While you're coming up, Lisa, I'll just say thank you again to the 

organizers and other discussions and multiple collaborators. - Great, you've got that up 

there already. I've got my clicker, which I think I can handle. Okay, thank you, Richard, for 

that very interesting talk. So my friend Richard Wrangham has done a crucial scientific big 

service for us here. Highlighting several exceptionally interesting and exciting research 

questions. I will now do my duty as a analytic philosopher of science, raise some further 

questions we might address in pursuing these very significant evolutionary projects. Here 

are two questions I'm going to talk about today. What happens if we rely on scholarship 

about genetic group selection more complete than is usually discussed? And second, so we 

are repurposing some male proactive aggression structures in dominating and policing 

women. What are the roles of what Wrangham sometimes calls hot and cold or reactive and 

proactive aggression and self-domestication in patriarchy and misogyny? Let's start with 

genetic group selection. As a key motivation in the logic of Wrangham offering his theory of 

murdering male coalitions, it's that such groups were required to explain something set up 

as an evolutionary mystery, that we can see here. Mainly how could homo sapiens have 

become self-domesticated and developed groupishness? In a move essential to the logic of 

his arguments, he's said under answer that's marked A1, that the other evolutionary 

explanations and mechanisms offered for the emergence of these groupish traits. 

Such as the mechanism of genetic group selection, for example, or multi-level selection. 

These are not going to work well enough to produce traits. And here, Wrangham is 

following what's actually conventional wisdom, very widely believed assertion claimed by 

members of those working in the selection tradition that genetic group selection cannot 

work to explain the traits of interest. But these claims about the technical inadequacy of 

genetic group selection are actually not well supported. And they're not accurate even 

though that is actually the common view shared across the entire field of human 

evolutionary signs and most of animal behavior today. What's actually shown in what I take 

to be the relevant genetics literature, which is never cited, never discussed in these 

contexts. And I do have a slide if you wanna see it later, that has a actually have a couple 

slides that have sources on them if you wanna see them later, if folks are interested, but 
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there is group selection that's shown as fully capable of modeling and explaining the 

emergence and the maintenance of the types of traits that Richard Wrangham is most 

interested in. And one of the originators of the field of evolutionary genetics, Sewall Wright, 

actually worked on such models from starting in the 1930s and up through the 1980s. And 

he made a core distinction between the kind of engineering, I call it engineering or "design" 

adaptations. And those scare quotes around design are really important. And they're 

selected and evolved at the group level. And he distinguished those from genuine group 

traits, which are selected at the group level, but all also result in both group adaptations or 

individual level adaptations. He distinguished between those two possibilities very sharply. 

And crucially, what we've done since the early 1930s, but especially since the early 1960s, is 

have two, sometimes competing, sometimes complementary, schools of genetics. Which I 

follow Charles Goodnight in calling first the adaptationist or kin selectionist school. 

Where the research questions are about finding optimal trades and the related kin selection 

or inclusive fitness models that would produce such trades. And contrasting with the second 

genetic school which Goodnight calls the evolutionary change or multi-level selection 

school, whose research questions look like this. Sometimes, it's also called the radiant 

school, after school. Part about processes of trait and genetic evolution and how they alter 

population and organismal individual traits over time. From the evolutionary chain school, 

this second school, we got a number fun example of multi-level selection, processes and 

adaptation. And one of them demonstrated the power of genetic group selection on both 

groupish and individual traits in recent commercial breeding of the domestic chicken. So 

we'll take a little for into chicken breeding. A long-term individual selection for laying more 

eggs had led to tiny, tiny improvements in the egging rates of domestic chickens. They had 

really hard time improving that. They had not recently improved the rates due to conflict 

among the hens. And they're resulting high mortality rate, which led for example, to a 

barbaric practice of burning the beaks off the hens so they wouldn't peck each other to 

death. Now, what they did doing group selection on the hens for hen groups that got along 

better and were more docile. They produced kinder, gentler hens with no beak burning 

necessary. And it also produced the as a side effect, as in Richard's story about the human 

beings, it improved the egging productivity of the hens, by 60, 6-0 percent. As an individual 

fitness trait. So it demonstrated both the individual and the groupish, selective and adaptive 

power of genetic group selection using group selection regimes. Now, I find this to be a very 

suggestive case of genetic group selection for groupish homo sapiens. Not exact, the 

evolutionary dynamics might be a good analogy for cooperation and groupish traits among 

humans and group selection by bands, which is how we believe that our ancestors lived, in 

structured human populations. 

But go back to the logical research questions that I asked before. A1, the opposed 

assumption, the key assumption that said you cannot use genetic group selection because it 

was inadequate to explain groupish qualities of homo sapiens. And that's why we had to go 

to the A star, which is the, and to that Wrangham offers, that's why we need targeted 

murder to explain evolutionary results. But the assumptions in A1, that's based on a 

misunderstanding of, not committed by Richard, but by all of the kin selectionist, a 

misunderstanding of the evolutionary change genetic school theory in fact. So you could 



Volume I  Issue XI 

Global Research Letters  78 

choose genetic group selection of their type to explain evolution of homo sapiens traits, I 

would submit, but obviously, you still need to formulate an actual hypothesis about group 

selection. And we need to consider our friend's murder hypothesis up against plausible 

genetic group selection hypothesis that would need to be detailed and developed. And then 

compared side by side, as far as supporting evidence goes. I'm not saying that this is a done 

deal. Not at all. It's just a suggestion about where the logic of the argument stands. That 

being said, my second topic is broadly speaking, that we can understand Wrangham's ideas 

about patriarchy as I think that clear application of targeted conspiratorial males, which I'm 

gonna call bands of bros, if you will, in this context. To the punishment and control of 

misbehaving women, among also misbehaving men, obviously, but let's focus on the 

women. I'm working here from Cornell male philosopher, Kate Manne whose books include 

"Down Girl: The Logic of Misogyny" and "Entitlement: How Male Privilege Hurts Women." 

Which detail how the power politics of gender and sex privilege work in mostly Western, 

especially American and European, especially white cultures. 

She defines sexism in justifying and rationalizing patriarchy as follows. She takes, "Sexism is 

range of patriarchal ideology that justifies and rationalizes patriarchy. And misogyny is the 

enforcement arm of patriarchy." So it polices and enforces the governing norms of 

patriarchy. Sexism is scientific as a claim and misogyny is moralistic. I take it, this is right up 

Richard Wrangham's in terms the topic. And using moral philosopher Manne's analysis, I 

picture the application of Wrangham's targeted conspiratorial males to the punishment and 

control that is the misogynistic policing and enforcing in Manne's words, of misbehaving 

women through the enforcement of sexism. Forms of misogyny show up morally in a variety 

of ways. Including when, for example, a woman takes on roles, usually allotted to men. 

When Manne writes quote, "There can be a holding of certain positions of presumptive 

moral approval and admiration for the men who have been at historical beneficiaries." And 

she says that women who compete for these roles will tend to be perceived as morally 

suspect in at least three main ways. She'll be seen as in sufficiently caring and attentive with 

respect to those in her orbit who are vulnerable. If your professor picture your students, 

illicitly trying to gain power that she's not entitled to. Think of a promotion or a grant. And 

morally untrustworthy, given the other two kinds of role violations as a woman. I actually 

saw this and I couldn't believe it, 'cause it was almost a word for word perfect description of 

my chair's last evaluation of me. So yeah, okay, nevermind. It just took my breath away. 

Anyway. Furthermore, regarding the moral balance of women's support and entitlement, 

she says, "Women must be as human givers when it comes to dominant men. If she asks for 

something of the same support or attention that he has, on her own behalf, there's a risk of 

misogynist resentment, punishment and indignation." And so I wonder what kind of 

resentment and punishment in these modern days. 

And unfortunately she told me, Manne describes the case of Steve Bannon. That Steve 

Bannon, the campaign manager and head of chief strategist to President Trump and so on. 

In an incident of domestic violence to his wife, Marie Louise Picard in 1996. Long before the 

White House. And as Manne accounts the episode, and I'm not gonna read this to you. "It's 

an excruciatingly vivid case of strangulation as documented in the police report and the 

photographs." And Manne notes, "Only 15% of strangulation result in actual visible finger 
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marks that show up in photographs on file with the police report." Okay, step back. That 

sounds to me like reactive aggression. Dividing aggression in the way that Richard has and 

correct me if I'm wrong about this, in the discussion. That sounds like reactive aggression to 

me, not cold or proactive aggression. But what puzzled me about it at this point was why 

wasn't such reactive aggression against females bred or selected out during this self-

domestication process that you described so elegantly yesterday? Or is it the claim that it's 

so much less than it used to be or that it so much less, or it could be, compared to our 

closest relatives or something like that? I mean, I take it, there has to be something like that 

kind of story. I mean, and my concern here is there seems to be a double standard in the 

appearance of reactive oppression. Theoretically bred out of us yet reactive aggression is 

there if you're a female domestic partner or if you're an opponent in war, which you write 

about so eloquently in your book. But not if it's your power buddy, then your reactive 

aggression is way down. So question, just how self-domesticated are we? And what's 

perhaps even more important for us today about this case is the role of Wrangham's style 

proactive aggression in the form of the legal system, as you talked about today. So it's a 

double whammy. Strategic, proactive aggression in the legal system was involved in 

disempowering Piccard in a particular way. 

There were legal charges filed against Bannon. Domestic violence with traumatic injury and 

battery as well as misdemeanor witness intimidation. He pled not guilty. As Wrangham says, 

patriarchy also rules through the legal system through cold calculated proactive aggression 

of the bands of bros. That's what we just heard. And while serious domestic violence 

charges were just horrific against Bannon, and to which he pled not guilty, scheming very 

successfully disempowered Piccard, convincing her not to appear in court to testify against 

Bannon. And Manne writes about this. She actually didn't testify in court. This was because 

she'd been threatened by Bannon. She later explained and was told by his lawyer to leave 

town until the case went away. Otherwise, Bannon had threatened, she would have no 

place to live and no money to care for their daughters. "He told me that if I went to court, 

he and his attorney would make sure I would be the one who's guilty," says Piccard in the 

interview. He simply pled not guilty. The case was dismissed. End of story. Thus, Manne 

claims and I endorse this claim. And I also think that this is supported by Wrangham's 

analysis. "When an uppity woman emerges in any patriarchal society, large or small in 

whatever lifestyle form they're carrying on, who fancies herself entitled to a bit or a lot 

more power, more equality, more authority, more legal rights, more food,, more respect, 

safety, more sexual satisfaction, more property, more money than the actually inferior and 

subordinate amount that she has been allotted in the current system." She's often through 

a variety of social legal, moral, familial and physical practices, humiliated, policed, denied 

access, excluded and punished. In all the ways that we know as misogynistic practices and 

beliefs. To my mind, what Wrangham has offered is a hypothesis about how that happens. 

The human males and also with help of many women, collaborators create and man the 

policing structures of misogyny, including the most violent and restrictive legal levels. 

And I appreciate very much Wrangham's efforts to try to pinpoint their actual source to 

isolate and neutralize their effectiveness. So let's to stop the ability of physical and legal 

victims, of the kind of reactive and proactive aggression like I've just described and that 
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Manne illustrated. Now that it's more publicly attended to. To cooperate and create 

coalitions to resist or rebel against the old proactive aggression of laws of the bands of bros 

that Wrangham described and noted that we're changing them. And I would agree that 

we've seen a progression of just this kind of rebellion in our historical and legal records 

worldwide over recent centuries. Aided by science, literacy, education, word of mouth and 

courage. Although fiercely resisted by the male power structures that created such privilege, 

both violently and strategically suppressing such progress. So in sum, I'm very pleased in 

excited that Wrangham is exploring these issues with his usual originality and as well as 

courage and lots of nerve, I would say. I admire his efforts and I think he's onto something 

here. I find his work on self domestication, especially fascinating and compelling. I'm trying 

to put it together with the rest of this entire story to get us all the way there. But I think we 

need to be very careful when we're setting aside our excellent and well-supported genetical 

models from the evolutionary change school. Which is not well enough known across the 

profession. And I'd especially love to see Wrangham engage with Kate Manne's work on the 

origins and maintenance of patriarchy. And as Wrangham encourages us to do now with 

such exciting and provocative ideas, we need to do much more work to understand how we 

got here and where we could go next. Thank you. - So thank you very much, Lisa, Richard. 

My name is Josh Ober. I'm a member of the Tanner Committee. And I'm gonna invite 

Richard Wrangham to give a brief response if he likes to Lisa's comments and then we'll 

open it up for a few questions. 

- Well, I'll say that the question of multi-level selection and genetic group selection selection 

models is irritatingly incomplete. And you have drawn attention to ideas that bear 

exploration. And I think that's right. So I totally accept. I mean, clearly group selection can 

work in life. It truly has worked in some context and most of the people, including me, read 

dubious of it in its application to humans, but if you and your colleagues can produce a 

model that works in genetic group selection, that would be awesome because it would give 

us new tools to think about these things. So, I'm totally open to it, but dubious. And as for 

the rest, I think what you were saying with the Kate Manne citations was drawing attention 

to what I would think of as kind of mechanisms that are moving from the sort of rather 

theoretical concept of the law into what actually happens to enact patriarchy in the way 

that it is felt by women. And that seems a tremendous bridge to be thinking about, to 

explore. And I love the way you see it as fitting into the theoretical structure I was 

presenting. So we've got lot to talk about. - Perfect. Yes, thank you, Richard. - Let me open 

this up to questions. - Thank you for a fascinating exchange. I wanna press you, Professor 

Wrangham, on your last statement, which came as a surprise to me, that things can change. 

Because you have emphasized over your lecture, the continuity across thousands of years 

and brought it to the present day without giving any indication that things have changed in 

the past. So what makes you optimistic that they might change in the future? How do you 

think that might happen? If the notion of collaboration among women, which has just been 

suggested, one way to do it, but if so then why hasn't that happened before? What is going 

to be different? Or do you expect this to be the pattern of human history going forward as 

well? - Yeah, no. 
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I mean, that's really important issues of course. And the reason I envisage change is because 

we've seen it. I mean, the way the law has changed is phenomenal. There used to be a really 

institutionalized patriarchy written into the law. And now as that quote I put from Catharine 

MacKinnon. That says "The great majority of countries in the world don't have gender 

inequality written into their constitutions." So you can change. There has been change. I 

gave the example of marital rape. There are a ton of examples like that. So the fact that 

there has been change shows that change is possible. Now, you are saying, okay, what's the 

roadmap? Where do we go? And I think you're right, that female-female alliances seem 

tremendously important in this respect. I would've thought that one reason for thinking that 

more change is liable to happen in the future than in the past is because first of all, 

increasing education and awareness will give women and non-patriarchal men the sense 

that change really is possible. You've gotta have a concept of the possibility. And secondly, it 

is much easier for women to communicate with each other than it used to be. I mean, there 

was a time when 100 years ago, 200 years ago when women were stuck in households with 

very little ability to communicate with each other and the ability to communicate whether 

it's through social media or whatever else nowadays, means that it is possible to generate 

alliances in totally new ways. So, how exactly this will happen? I mean, female-female 

alliances, on their own, are not enough. We kind of saw that with the RA. Because you get 

de factos. You get women who have the advantage, who've obtained an advantage by siding 

with men. So, you've gotta work out the dynamics of how to work with gender relationships, 

positive gender relationships, as well as relationships among women. So the answer is I have 

no idea, to your question, but it seems to me there's every reason to think that if society 

continues being able to exploit the earth in a way that moves forward economically and 

politically, it seems to me every reason to think that the trends that we've seen so 

dramatically in the last, I don't know, 200 years, should just continue. 

You're looking skeptical. Why? - Well, because you didn't talk about that at all. And now 

you're describing something. I mean, you were emphasizing, I understand why. Why 

patterns continue and how they're rooted in your view in this original . - I see. Yes, okay, 

right. - But now it's encouraging to know. I mean, I think several people in this room, if we 

had been on a panel discussing this with you, we would've given response you've just given 

that there has been a lot of change. - Yes, exactly. - Given in chapter in verse. But I thought 

that those arguments were not open to you because you were so focused on the 

continuities. - I see. - That's why I asked my question. - Well, thank you for asking that 'cause 

I would not want to have left you with the wrong impression from my point of view. - Other 

questions. In the back, yeah. - So I have a related question about where this source of 

confusion may come from, which is the language of human universals. So it seems odd to 

make claim after claims saying, so patriarchy is a human universal. And then at the end 

saying it's possible to change. Normally, there are, take for example, like the language 

instinct, maybe it's been debunk by now, but there are claims that there are some 

universals that you think it's odd to say that a language instinct could for instance, be 

changed by a cultural, or a cultural difference. So could you explain a little bit by what you 

mean when you say human universal that can be open to change through cultural 

mechanisms, as opposed to genetic changes in the human genome, so to speak? - Okay, 
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well thanks. So that's an interesting comment on the use of words, as you say. I personally 

see no conflict at all between saying that something is found in every society earth and that 

in the future, won't be. 

There's no internal assumption I have that universality means absence of change. There are, 

I'm sure lots of practices that we could say universal means slavery was incredibly 

widespread, but that can change. I guess what you are pointing to is that people come to 

discussions with preconceptions about what words mean. And I should emphasize that 

when I say something is universal, all I mean is you find it everywhere and whether or not 

it's gonna change is a different question. - Well, it's not necessary. I mean, a philosopher 

would say it may be universal, but it's not necessary. It's not necessarily there. We can get 

rid of it. It's not necessary. Is a possibility. - Okay, yeah. - We have now come to our, I think 

one more question, we have time for? All right, well, one more question. - Oh, okay, thank 

you. I have a million questions. So tomorrow during discussion, I'm sure we'll have a good 

time. I'll make this quick then. I'm not an evolutionary biologist. I'm feminist political 

theorist, but I've been reading the work out of evolutionary biology with a lot out of 

interest. And one theory that keeps coming up that I find fascinating is the female sexual 

agency thesis and self-domestication. And so basically the argument is when there's 

sufficient food resources, women start selecting partners for skills other than aggression. So 

language use being one. And there's some evidence that testosterone and language are 

inversely correlated. Sorry, that sounded bad. That was not my intention. Again, not an 

evolutionary biologist or scientist in any sense. But I was just wondering whether or not 

your theory had space for this possibility for the female sexual agency hypothesis in self-

domestication in the development of groupishness. - Yeah, no, good question. And I think 

that it's a question in a family of questions that are asked thinking about our lives today, 

rather than thinking about our lives when this whole process got going 300,000 years ago. 

Because our lives today, it is perfectly possible females to have considerable sexual agency 

in choosing which males they mate with. And maybe we want to run that idea straight back 

into the past, which is what a lot of the people do, that you are citing. I don't think we 

should. And I guess the reason is that I imagine the past, which was seriously violent. In 

which when you had an alpha male, a female might exert her choice and say, "I don't want 

you, I want Fred." And the trouble is that the alpha male gets what he wants and that he can 

use his violence. So at least in the initial phases of getting rid of an alpha male, I don't see 

how female sexual choice, sexual preference can overcome the violence of a male who 

would take what he wants. So that's the problem I have. I think we have to go back to 

imagining a much more chimpanzee-like world. Where the indications from the anatomy of 

a relatively intense aggressiveness manifest in a really unrecognizable social world. It's just 

something that we can't contemplate it by imagining the most violent society on earth 

today. 'Cause it would be far more violent than that. 
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