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Preface: The Riddle of War

This is an ambitious book. It sets out to find the answers to the most
fundamental questions relating to the ‘riddle of war’. Why do people engage
in the deadly and destructive activity of fighting? Is it rooted in human
nature or is it a late cultural invention? Have people always engaged in
fighting or did they start to do so only with the advent of agriculture, the
state, and civilization? How were these, and later, major developments in
human history affected by war and, in turn, how did they affect war? Under
what conditions, if at all, can war be eliminated, and is it declining at present?

These questions are not new and have seemingly resisted conclusive
answers to the point that both questions and answers appear almost as
clichés. In reality, however, they have very rarely been subjected to rigorous
comprehensive investigation and, indeed, have largely been regarded as
being too ‘big’ for serious scholarly treatment. With war being connected to
everything else and everything else being connected to war, explaining war
and tracing its development in relation to human development in general
almost amount to a theory and history of everything. As so much is relevant
to the subject, one is required to read pretty much ‘everything’ and become
sufficiently expert in many fields. These are the prerequisites that it has been
necessary to meet to produce this book.

Indeed, in pursuing the subject of war the book draws on information
and insights from a wide range of scholarly disciplines and branches of
knowledge, most notably: animal behaviour (ethology), evolutionary theory,
evolutionary psychology, anthropology, archaeology, history, historical
sociology, and political science. Separated from each other by disciplinary
walls, they all too often remain self-contained and oblivious of, if not down-
right hostile to, the other’s methods, perspectives, and bodies of knowledge.
Each discipline has its particular subject matter, choice methods for studying
it, a set of dominating research questions, and, not least, distinctive ter-
minology, historical development, and fashionable concerns. Together,
all these constitute a disciplinary ‘culture’ and set the criteria for each
discipline’s ‘standard research’—assimilated through professional training—
which defines what constitutes good questions, acceptable answers, and a
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Preface

legitimate scholarly pursuit. In consequence, not unlike the different cul-
tures, societies, and states dealt with in this book, different disciplines habit-
ually find the others alien, their language quirky, and their scholarly agenda
misconstrued. Even when dealing with related subjects, they find it difficult
to communicate or to make the others’ work relevant to their own interests.
One might even say that, particularly when dealing with related subjects,
mutual scepticism, disdain, and even derision often prevail between discip-
lines—some of which is justified, because disciplines tend to be stronger
on their special pursuits and weaker on others. Thus scholars in the human-
ities and social sciences have long been trained to believe that biology and
human biology are practically irrelevant to their subjects. Historians are
typically horrified by social scientists’ careless treatment of the particularities
of each time and place and by their often crude modelling, whereas the
latter, for their part, believe that historians are so immersed in reconstructing
the minutiae of particular periods and societies as to be professionally incap-
able of seeing any broader and more general picture.

The broad interdisciplinary perspective that guides this book is intended
to create a whole that is larger than the sum of its parts, because the book is
not a survey of existing knowledge, or merely a synthesis, let alone a text-
book, but is designed as a fully fledged research book throughout. As much
as it builds on and enormously profits from the wealth of scholarly literature
in the various disciplines, the book takes issue with many extant studies and
theses on almost every point with which it deals. As with the proverbial
forest and trees, a broad and interdisciplinary perspective has the potential to
generate significant new insights that may all too often be missed by, and be
of benefit to, specialized scholars working on their particular turfs. Obvi-
ously, for such an undertaking to be scholarly sound nor can the forest be
substituted for the trees, and everything must be firmly grounded in existing
research and fact. To ensure that the work offered here meets the most
rigorous standards and that its fruit reaches the various scholarly com-
munities concerned, I made a point of publishing themes from it in article
form in scholarly journals of the relevant disciplines. For the errors that have
inevitably still found their way into this book I hope to be excused.

It should be stressed, however, that even though this book is primarily a
scholarly enterprise, it is written with an eye to the general reader. As much
as possible, the more technical points, which are of greater interest to
scholars, have been included in the endnotes, which the reader can choose
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whether or not to follow. Most of all, the book is an invitation to participate
in an intellectual adventure. Reading for and writing it were done with a
consuming interest and were a source of immense pleasure for me. Hope-
tully, this will filter through to the reader.

This project is the culmination of a life-long passion for the study of war.
One wonders how growing up in Israel aroused and nourished that passion.
I turned eight in June 1967, the month of the Arab—Israeli Six Day War,
when I was finishing the second grade and acquiring fluent reading. From
about that time, the subject of war became the centre of my reading and
thought. Eventually this led to a doctorate at Oxford, an academic career,
and the writing of a series of books on modern European military thought. I
reached the stage where I felt more prepared to get to grips with the phe-
nomenon of war in a search for deeper understanding of what ultimately it
was all about. Trained as a historian with a preference for painting on wide
canvases and teaching in a political science department, I still had to familiar-
ize myself with wholly new fields of knowledge—indeed, new worlds. At
the personal level, if at no other, this has been the most rewarding
experience.

The book has been nine years in the making, between 1996 and 2005.
When I began working on it the Cold War had ended and a New World
Order of peace had been proclaimed. I finish the book after the 11 Septem-
ber 2001 attacks in the USA, which foreshadow the possibility of
unconventional terror and again make war a topical issue and the subject of
wide public interest and concern. Although these events have inevitably left
their mark on the book, particularly on its penultimate chapter, the motiv-
ation behind the book and its main arguments are independent of them. At
the same time, aimed at a comprehensive understanding, this book will, it is
hoped, be of some use to anybody whom world developments—past and
present—nhave made to ponder the puzzle of war.

Tel Aviv
August 2005

X1
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1

Introduction:
The ‘Human State of Nature’

Is war grounded, perhaps inescapably, in human nature? Does it have
primordial roots in humans’ innate violence and deadly aggressive behaviour
against their own kind? This seems to be the first and most commonly asked
question when people ponder the enigma of war.

But how do we observe ‘human nature’? All animal species, except
humans, have a more or less fixed way of life, which is predominantly
determined by their genes, and which changes, if at all, only with the species
itself in the relatively slow pace of biological evolution and can thus be
meaningfully addressed as ‘natural’ for them. For this reason, animals have a
zoology, an ethology (the science of animal behaviour), and, in geological
time, an evolution, but they have no history. By contrast, humans
evolved mammalian learning capacity to unprecedented heights and
explosive potential. On top of their biological inheritance, they have
evolved and pass on to their contemporaries and descendants the accumu-
lated and ever more complex array of artefacts, techniques, modes of
behaviour and communication, and belief systems known as culture.
Vastly faster than biological evolution, cultural evolution has dramatically
transformed and diversified the human way of life. It can be regarded as
humanity’s most distinctive trait.

Humans have lived in a myriad of cultures, which have been constantly in
flux, substantially different from one another and all, in a way, ‘artificial’. We
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have been carried to an almost incredible distance from our origins. As a
result, extreme relativists, empiricists, and historicists have traditionally held
that humans are almost infinitely elastic, questioning whether anything
called ‘human nature’ exists in any meaningful sense. At most, it is agreed
that nature and nurture, genes and the environment, biology and culture,
‘hardware’ and ‘software’ are closely interwoven and practically inseparable
in the shaping of humans. Both components, and their wealth of inter-
actions, have constantly to be kept in mind when one seeks to study the
remarkable human evolution.

And yet, at the starting point of this interaction, there is still a very strong
sense in which we can speak, for humans, about the ‘state of nature’ as
something other than a seventeenth-century philosophical abstraction.
During 99.5 per cent of the almost two million years of evolution of our
genus Homo, all humans lived a fairly distinctive way of life, that of hunter—
gatherers. Only 10,000 years ago in some areas, and even more recently in
others—a brief moment in evolutionary terms—did humans turn to agri-
culture and animal husbandry. This change, which is discussed later, was a
cultural innovation, involving scarcely any significant biological change.
Thus, modern humans evolved biologically over millions of years in adapt-
ing to the selective pressures of hunter—gatherer existence. In the anthropo-
logical literature, the concept of ‘primitive war’, which makes no distinction
between hunter—gatherers and pre-state agriculturalists, is commonly used
to describe ‘original’ warfare. Although this category has some value, it
should be realized that in evolutionary terms it lumps together the abo-
riginal condition of all humans with a quite recent cultural innovation.
Agricultural society, even more recently topped by the growth of the state
and of civilization, is the tip of the iceberg in human history, the vast depth
of which in time is obscured in most people’s minds by the scarcity of
information.

To be sure, human hunter—gatherer existence was never quite uniform. It
varied in adaptation to diverse ecological niches, and these adaptations
themselves evolved with the accelerating evolution of the genus Homo itself
over its long period of existence. As the revolutionary advances in the
molecular study of DNA have revealed, all humans living today are closely
related and belong to the species Homo sapiens sapiens, whose remains have
been found in Africa from more than 100,000 years ago. The celebrated
cave and rock art and other exquisite artefacts of Homo sapiens sapiens, which

4
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reached new heights during the period known as the Upper Palaeolithic, or
Upper OId Stone Age, between 35,000 and 15,000 years ago, are cultural
evidence—in addition to the anatomical one of skeletal remains—of'a mind
that is indistinguishable from ours in its capacity. Varieties of archaic Homo
sapiens date back to up to half a million years ago. They were preceded from
about two million years ago by Homo erectus, the first human species that led
a hunter—gatherer existence throughout much of the Old World. In tech-
nical sophistication, tool refinement, use of fire, level of communication, and
ability to plan ahead—to mention just some variables—later hunter—
gatherers were more sophisticated and successful than their biologically
more primitive predecessors in the genus Homo.' I touch on some of the
differences in hunter—gatherers’ existence that are relevant to the subject
later. Still, there is also a great deal of similarity and continuity in the hunter—
gatherer way of life, extending from the origins of the genus Homo to the
present.

So,did humans, in their evolutionary natural environment and evolution-
ary natural way of life as hunter—gatherers, fight? Was fighting an intrinsic
aspect of their particular mode of adaptation, moulded by selective pressures
for millions of years? In other words, has their evolutionary path made
warfare ‘natural’ to humans? Or, alternatively, did fighting come later, only
after culture really took off, and is it therefore ‘unnatural’ to humans? The
two antithetical classical answers to this question have been advanced in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries—after the Europeans’ great geo-
graphical voyages brought them into contact with a vast variety of abo-
riginal peoples—by Thomas Hobbes and Jean-Jacques Rousseau. For
Hobbes, the human ‘state of nature’ was one of endemic ‘warre’, murderous
feuds for gain, safety, and reputation, a war of every man against every man,
which made life ‘poore, nasty, brutish, and short’ (Leviathan, 1651, 13).
People were rescued and elevated from this condition only by the creation
of the state, the coercive power of which enforced at least internal peace. By
contrast, according to Rousseau’s Discourse on the Origins and Foundation of
Inequality among Mankind (1755), aboriginal humans lived sparsely and gen-
erally harmoniously in nature, peacefully exploiting her abundant resources.
Only with the coming of agriculture, demographic growth, private prop-
erty, division of class and state coercion, claimed R ousseau, did war, and all
the other ills of civilization, spring up.

So suggestive and persuasive were both these views of the past that they
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have remained with us, with little variation, since their inception. During
most of the nineteenth century, the period in which European supremacy
and belief in ‘progress’ and in the gradual uplifting ascent of civilization
were in their apogee, it was mainly the Hobbesian image of the ‘brute’ and
the ‘savage’ that dominated, colouring ethnographic reports as westerners
expanded their rule over the globe. Conversely, during the twentieth cen-
tury, as disillusionment with ‘progress’ and civilization grew and European
supremacy began to wane, it was the Rousseauite idyllic picture of the
aboriginal that increasingly dominated anthropology.

The past decades have seen an explosion of field and theoretical work on
themes related to this subject, which have greatly enhanced our knowledge
and which call for a new comprehensive attempt at finally resolving the
enigma. Three sources in particular have yielded a wealth of information
and insights: first, broad empirical context for comparison and contrast is
offered by the study of animal aggression and fighting; second, empirical
evidence relating to the question of fighting among hunter—gatherers is
provided by the study of hunter—gatherer populations that have survived to
the present or were closely observed by westerners in the recent past; this
evidence is supplemented by archaeological findings relating to prehistoric
hunter—gatherers; and, third, a general explanatory perspective is suggested
by evolutionary theory.

OF BEASTS AND MEN

During the 1960s, the question of why humans fought appeared to have
become more perplexing than it had ever been before, as a number of
separate and sometimes contradictory ideas from within and on the fringes
of the scientific community regarding animal and human aggression struck
public consciousness with tremendous effect.

One such idea was advanced by popular writer Robert Ardrey, in his
African Genesis (1961) and other best-selling books. At that time, zoologists
believed that our closest relatives, the chimpanzees, were vegetarian, non-
violent, and non-territorial. It was an image that resonated well with the
1960s’ creed of ‘return to nature’. Ardrey claimed that it had been our
ancestors’ adoption of hunting and meat eating that had turned them into

6
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‘killer apes’, predators who regularly turned their new skills and weapons
against their own kind. The idea had been suggested to him by palacontolo-
gist (researcher of fossilized bones) Raymond Dart, who had interpreted
skull wounds in specimens of Australopithecus as weapon inflicted. Cere-
brally ape-like, but erect and bi-pedal species, the Australopithecians are
believed to have been the ancestors of the genus Homo and its link to the
apes. The hominid line is estimated to have diverged from the chimpanzee
some seven million years ago, and Australopithecians have been found to
have lived until one million years ago. Dart’s theory did not hold long,
however. Since the 1960s palacontology has advanced by leaps and bounds.
We now know infinitely more about Australopithecians: they were pre-
dominantly vegetarians; no stone tools related to them have been found; and
the celebrated skull wounds are believed to have been caused by a leopard.
This, however, has not necessarily invalidated the claim about humans
becoming killers with the adoption of hunting and meat eating. This idea
was advanced by the anthropologist S. L. Washburn and popularized by the
zoologist Desmond Morris in his best-selling book, The Naked Ape (1966).

Other extremely influential ideas about animal and human aggression
were advanced by Nobel laureate and co-founder of ethology, Konrad
Lorenz, in his On Aggression (1966; German original 1963). In response to
Ardrey, Lorenz pointed out that, among animals, fighting—that is, violence
within the species (intraspecific)—bore little relationship to predation.
Contrary to popular ideas, herbivores fight among themselves no less, and
sometimes more, viciously and frequently than carnivores. However, Lorenz
claimed that animals very rarely fought members of their own species
to death. In the hunter—prey relationship, killing is necessary because con-
sumption of the prey is the rationale of the whole exercise. By contrast,
intraspecific violent conflict is mostly about access to resources and females.
If one adversary stops the fight by retreating or signalling submission, further
violence becomes unnecessary. According to Lorenz, signals of surrender
and submission serve as biological cues that turn off the victor’s aggression.
Furthermore, if the adversary’s will, rather than life, is the target, demonstra-
tion—which has a smaller role in the hunter—prey relationship—is almost
as important as brute force. The adversary can simply be intimidated by
threatening displays of size, strength, and vigour.

Lorenz’s expertise was the varieties of animal displays of strength and
signals of submission. He termed the resulting form of animal intraspecific

v
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fighting ‘ritualized’. The term is misleading. Ritual implies merely going
through the motions. Here, however, was a high stakes—high risk—high
gain—conflict, involving both display and actual force, and intended to
deter or enforce. At any rate, whereas Ardrey drew a divide between humans
and chimpanzees in respect of deadly fighting, Lorenz’s claims drew an even
sharper divide between humans—who regularly kill each other in fight-
ing—and all other animal species. Human violence now appeared unique
and, therefore, enigmatic, and called for some special explanation. Lorenz,
for instance, suggested that in evolutionary terms human weapons, and
hence lethality, developed too recently and too fast for the mechanisms of
intraspecific restraint to catch up. In any case, the idea that ‘we are the most
ruthless species that has ever marched the earth’ became widely accepted.”

As it happened, some of the most fundamental ideas that stood at the
basis of the 1960s’ influential theories have since been all but reversed by
the scientific community. To begin with, field study—pioneered by Jane
Goodall at Gombe, in Tanzania, from the mid-1960s, and joined by other
researchers since—for the first time provided a close, sustained, and reliable
scientific observation on the chimpanzees’ way of life in their natural habi-
tat. The findings have been revolutionary. For instance, it has been revealed
that rather than being vegetarian, chimpanzees (and other primates) crave
meat as a prime food. Primarily, although not exclusively, males, acting in
co-operation, isolate, hunt, and avidly eat other animals, mostly monkeys
and small mammals, but also straying, weak or infant alien chimpanzees.
(Savannah baboons also hunt, if somewhat less successtully.) Furthermore,
the chimpanzees’ group—several dozen strong and consisting of males and
females with their infants—has been found to be highly territorial. The
males patrol the boundaries of the group’s territory and fiercely attack any
intruder, including foreign chimpanzees (but not lone females coming to
join the group). They also aggressively raid foreign territories.

Goodall documented a conflict between two groups that lasted several
years. The males of one of the groups invaded and gradually, one by one,
isolated and killed first the males and then the other members of the other
group, finally annexing its territory. Instances of murderous aggression, even
by females, especially against infants that were not their own, have also
been observed within the group. Finally, on occasion, chimpanzees would
threaten with, beat with and throw sticks and stones.” From being humans’
idyllic antithesis in the 1960s’ culture, the friendly, playfully naughty, and

8
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intelligent, but also jealous, quarrelsome, killing, and even warring, chim-
panzees now increasingly mirror what we have commonly thought about
ourselves. There is nothing particularly exceptional about humans in this
respect.

Not only the divide between humans and chimpanzees with respect to
fighting and killing but also the much broader divide between humans and
the rest of the animal kingdom has been erased. Rapidly expanding research
has drastically altered scientific perceptions. In contrast to Lorenz’s claim,
intraspecific killing has been found to be the norm and one of the main
causes of animal mortality. It is true that between mature males fighting for
access to resources and females, the weaker or loser normally decides at
some stage to cut its losses and break oft the fight, either by displaying
submission, if the fight takes place within a group of social animals, or by
retreating. The same applies to intergroup fighting in social animals,
such as lions, wolves, hyenas, baboons, and rats. Nevertheless, severe wounds
inflicted during a fight are often a cause of mortality, either directly or by
diminishing the animal’s capacity to obtain food. In addition, beaten,
deprived, and submissive animals have been found to be more susceptible to
disease and to have considerably shorter life expectancy. Furthermore, by far
the most vulnerable to intraspecific violence are infants. For example, a new
leader of a lion pride will systematically kill all the cubs of the previous
monarch, despite their mothers” desperate efforts to hide them. It does so in
order to enable the lionesses to come into oestrus and have its own offspring,
which is not possible as long as they raise other cubs.

Langur monkey and gorilla males have been observed to behave in a
similar manner. Solitary animals, such as the rest of the big cats and bears,
try to do the same against violent maternal resistance whenever they find
the opportunity. Presumably for similar reasons, chimpanzee males have
also been observed to kill infants that are not their own when the group
is joined by a nursing mother. Even more widespread is the intraspecific
elimination of alien infants, chicks, and eggs, carried out in order to get rid
of actual or potential competition for resources or in cannibalism. This cause
of mortality is particularly high among species with an extreme so-called ‘r’
strategy of reproduction, which maximizes the number of offspring rather
than parental care of fewer offspring (‘K’ strategy). Finally, young siblings
fiercely compete for nourishment. In some species, for instance among eagle
chicks, but also among rabbits and other seemingly harmless creatures, this
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competition regularly results in merciless fighting in times of food shortage,
when the strong might kill, and often cannibalize, the weaker siblings.
Nature documentaries have vividly brought all this home to millions of
television viewers, completing the demise of the 1960s’” perceptions.

Leading authorities have estimated that the rate of intraspecific killing
among humans is similar and in some cases greatly inferior to that of other
animal species. According to one of them, it is in fact many times inferior
to that of any mammalian species studied.” In any case, the similarity is
striking: most killing in the animal kingdom is carried out for prey, as it
is with humans (animal hunting), but there is also substantial killing of
conspecifics—one’s own kind—in competition for the opportunity to prey
and mate and for other vital activities, as it is with humans. Thus, in a few
decades, the scholarly picture has changed drastically. At least in the scale of
intraspecific killing, humans have lost their supposed uniqueness and are no
longer regarded as an exception in killing their kind.

To be sure, the scale and form of killing in nature are not uniform among
all species. They depend on each species’ particular mode of adaptation,
especially its forms of subsistence and mating, and of course they also vary
between individuals within a species. For example, although the common
chimpanzee (Pan troglodytes) has been found to resemble humans in its vio-
lent behaviour, the more recently discovered pygmy chimpanzee or bonobo
(Pan paniscus) exhibits an almost idyllic life of free sex and little violence,
much as in the 1960s” perceptions of the common chimpanzee.® Thus
human fighting has to be examined in context and detail. Why and how did
humans fight in the ‘state of nature’> How did this stand in comparison
with patterns prevailing in the animal kingdom? And even before that, did
hunter—gatherers fight at all? Perhaps humans in the state of nature are
exceptional,and closer to the bonobo, in their avoidance of fighting and kill-
ing—quite the opposite of the view that we have just discussed? Who was
right after all—Hobbes or Rousseau? Surprisingly, despite the wealth of
evidence, this last is a question about which anthropologists have failed to
reach a definite conclusion. It must be settled first.
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Peaceful or War-like: Did
Hunter—Gatherers Fight?

It was the Rousseauite school that increasingly dominated anthro-
pology during the twentieth century, allied as it was with the liberal critique
of civilization’s ‘unnatural’ and harmful traits. The school’s view regarding
human fighting was yet another idea that gained supremacy—capturing the
public’s attention—in the 1960s, and is still influential today. Its most fam-
ous representative was the anthropologist Margaret Mead. The title of her
article, “Warfare is only an invention—not a biological necessity’ (1940),
seems to epitomize the Rousseauite attitude. In actuality, the weight of
Mead’s article was more on the second half of the title. She rightly objected
to biological determinism, pointing out that some societies fought whereas
others did not. Her answer as to why this was so—fighting as a cultural
invention in response to particular circumstances—was less than satisfactory,
but she was well aware that even among peoples of the most basic social
organization—hunter—gatherers—some, if not most, of them engaged in
warfare.' It was not an awareness shared by all later anthropologists. Many
of them have been impressed by the theories that denied intraspecific
killing among animals and by the apparent absence of warfare among
some extant hunter—gatherer peoples studied in the 1950s and 1960s, such as
the IKung Bushmen of the Kalahari Desert, the Hadza of east Africa,and the
Pygmies of central Africa. These anthropologists have held that, because
hunter—gatherers were thinly spread, supposedly untied to a territory, and
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held few possessions, they did not engage in fighting. Warfare has been
assumed to have come later, with agriculture and the state. This view still
lingers on, mostly but not solely among non-experts. It involves a curious
selective blindness to whole aspects of the evidence that we possess about
hunter—gatherers.”

A powerful attack on the dominant Rousseauite view in the anthropo-
logical study of ‘primitive war’ has been delivered in Lawrence Keeley’s
excellent War before Civilization: The myth of the peaceful savage (1996). Amass-
ing overwhelming evidence, Keeley has all but demolished the doctrine that
pre-state societies were peaceful and, hence, that warfare is a later cultural
invention. All the same, his book has a major lacuna, with the result that the
question is only pushed one stage back to its true Rousseauite focal point.
An archaeologist of the Neolithic period, when people adopted agriculture
and animal husbandry, Keeley has cited extensive evidence of warfare, pre-
dominantly derived from a great variety of primitive, pre-state, agricultural
socleties from around the globe and across time. However, as mentioned
above, agriculture and animal husbandry are themselves relatively recent
cultural inventions, taken up by human societies only during the past 10,000
years. Might it not then be possible that warfare emerged only with these
major developments, when people began to possess valuable stored food and
other property that was worth fighting for, as, indeed, was Rousseau’s
original claim? This would mean that human fighting began, not during the
past five millennia, with the emergence of the state, but from ten millennia
ago, with the transition to agriculture. Thus, the fundamental question
remains open: were people peaceful before that point in time, during the
over 100,000 years of existence of our species, Homo sapiens sapiens, and
the two million years of existence of our genus, Homo—that is, during the
human ‘evolutionary state of nature’? Because during that vast timespan
people lived as hunter—gatherers, the evidence of fighting from pre-state
agricultural societies may not apply to them. Therefore, in order really to
resolve the Hobbes—Rousseau debate, the concept of ‘primitive warfare’
that lumps together hunter—gatherers and pre-state agriculturalists must
be disentangled, and attention fixed on hunter—gatherers alone in their
relationship with each other.’

The scholarly study of hunter—gatherers is yet another field that has
developed exponentially since the 1960s. It was inaugurated as a comparative
field of research with an important conference and the ensuing volume Man
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the Hunter (1968), edited by Richard Lee and Irven DeVore. Many other
excellent studies have followed since. The picture that has emerged from
these studies is of neither a Hobbesian hell nor a Rousseauite paradise of
pre-sin innocence, but a more mundane complex. In a Rousseauite vein,
hunter—gatherers have been found to have laboured less, had more leisure,
and been generally healthier than agriculturalists. “The original affluent
society’ was the hyperbolic catchphrase coined in the 1960s to describe
these findings. Still, periodic droughts, or any other adverse climatic con-
dition affecting their subsistence, often decimated them. Also, on the bleak
side, pressure on resources was avoided by widespread infanticide, especially
of baby girls. Hobbes’s image of an endemic state of ‘warre’ and lack of
security in the absence of state authority has been found to be perhaps
somewhat overdrawn, but not by that much. Quarrels were rife among
hunter—gatherers as among the rest of humankind, resulting in very high
homicide rates among most hunter—gatherer peoples, much higher than in
any modern industrial society. And yes, intergroup fighting and killing were
widespread among them.

Hunter—gatherers lived in extended family groups of several generations
(clans or, in more recent anthropological parlance,local groups). As with the
chimpanzees, these groups have been universally found to consist of
between 20 and 70 members, most typically 25. As with the chimpanzees,
they were mostly patrilineal—that is, it is more often the females who came
from outside, whereas the males stayed in the group and were therefore
closely related. Unlike the chimpanzees, several family (local) groups came
together in a regional group. The regional group or a number of related
regional groups often represented a ‘dialect tribe’ and had their own name
and a distinct sense of self-identity as a ‘people’. Depending on the resource
richness of its environment, the regional group could live fairly concen-
trated together or assemble seasonally for festivals, in which common rituals
were performed and marriages were agreed upon and took place.* Computer
simulations have shown that the number 150-200 is the minimum required
for the balance and stability of an endogamous marriage circle.’ Indeed,
regional group size has been found to vary from 175 up to 1,400 people in
extreme cases, with 500 as a common average. Relationships with neigh-
bouring regional groups included exchange, common ritual, alliances—and
warfare.

Few hunter—gatherer peoples have survived in their original way of life
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until close to the present, and they too have been fast transformed by con-
tact with the modern world. These extant peoples are now recognized to
have had special features that are not wholly representative of the full range
of the prehistorical hunter—gatherer way of life. They were largely confined
to poor environments, such as the Arctic and deserts, which were unsuitable
for agriculture. In some cases they were pushed there by the pressure of
more populous agricultural communities, on whose margins they held a
sometimes tenuous and subservient existence. In consequence, because of
the low productivity of the environments that most surviving hunter—
gatherers inhabited, they had very low population densities: fewer than one
person per square mile, often far fewer, was the norm. They moved a lot to
subsist and had very few possessions. As a result, they were remarkably
egalitarian. Their main division of labour and status was related to sex and
age. This is the prevailing image of simple hunter—gatherers, but it is partly
misleading. Before the advent of agriculture, hunter—gatherers inhabited the
entire globe, including its richest ecological environments. In many places,
they still did when contact with westerners was made in modern times.
Under these conditions, hunter—gatherers’ population densities, subsistence
modes, mobility, and social order were considerably more varied than they
are among more recent hunter—gatherer populations. All the same, fighting
is recorded across the whole range of hunter—gatherer societies, from the
simplest to the most complex.

Our knowledge of hunter—gatherer fighting during the Pleistocene, the
period spanning most of human evolution from 2,000,000 to 10,000 years
ago, is inherently inconclusive. The evidence from these distant times is
extremely patchy, and that which might indicate warfare can also be inter-
preted differently. Stone axes, spearheads, and arrowheads have a dual
purpose and could have been used only for hunting. Wooden shields, leather
body armour, and tusk helmets—familiar from historical hunter—gatherers
—do not preserve. In fossilized injured bones, hunting and daily-life acci-
dents are difficult to distinguish from those caused by fighting.® Neverthe-
less, comprehensive examinations of large specimens of such bones have
concluded that at least some of them were injured in combat. In some cases,
arrow- and spearheads were found buried in the injured bones and
skulls. A Neanderthal man from some 50,000 years ago, found with a stab-
bing wound in the chest from a right-handed opponent, is our earliest
documented specimen. Later cases of interpersonal lethal injuries among
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Neanderthal men have also been identified. The evidence becomes more
plentiful as we move closer to the present; preservation is better not only for
natural reasons but because people began to bury their dead. At Sandalja I1
in the former Yugoslavia a group of 29 people from the Upper Palacolithic
have been found with their skulls smashed. Violent injuries were also
found to be very common in Upper Palacolithic cemeteries in the former
Czechoslovakia. In the Late Palaeolithic cemetery at Gebel Sahaba in Egyp-
tian Nubia over 40 per cent of the men, women, and children buried there
were victims of stone projectile injuries, some of them multiple.” Moreover,
evidence of fighting among historically recorded hunter—gatherers, whose
way of life was not very far from that of their Upper Palaeolithic ancestors, is
abundant.

During the 1960s cases of hunter—gatherer peoples among whom group
fighting appeared to be unknown attracted all the attention. The most
prominent of those cases was that of the central Canadian Arctic Eskimos.
This is hardly surprising. In the first place, they inhabited one of the harshest
environments on earth and were very thinly spread. Second, the resources
on which they depended were also diftfuse and could not be monopolized. It
is not that these Eskimos lacked violence. They had a very high rate of
quarrels, blood feuds, and homicide. Moreover, as we see later, to both their
east and west, in Greenland and coastal Alaska, where conditions were
different, the Eskimos were both strongly territorial and war-like.® As
mentioned earlier, the Kalahari Bushmen, east African Hadza, and central
African Pygmies were also celebrated as entirely peaceful in 1960s’ anthro-
pology. Being among the last hunter—gatherer populations that could be
observed in their traditional way of life, they achieved a sort of ‘para-
digmatic’ status.” However, there is clear evidence that in the past they had
been involved in fighting not only with their agricultural and pastoral
neighbours, who had pressured them into their current isolated environ-
ment, but also among themselves even before contact with non-hunter—
gatherers. Recent homicide rates among them were also very high, many
times higher than in the modern United States of America, which registers
the highest rates of homicide of all industrial societies. Only with the com-
ing of state authority and state police in Canada and southern Africa did
violence rates decline."

For all that, the argument here is not that all hunter—gatherers invari-
ably fight. Human societies—be they hunter—gatherer, agricultural or
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industrial—have lived in peace for longer or shorter periods. Why this
is so is discussed later. Yet most societies observed to date have engaged
in warfare from time to time, including the simplest hunter—gatherers.
One comparative study of 99 hunter—gatherer bands belonging to 37 differ-
ent cultures found that practically all of them engaged in warfare at the
time of the study or had ceased to do so in the recent past. According to
another study, in 90 per cent of hunter—gatherer societies there was violent
conflict, and most of them engaged in intergroup warfare at least every two
years, similar to or more than the rest of human societies. The author of yet
other comprehensive cross-cultural studies similarly concluded that ‘the
greater the dependence upon hunting, the greater the frequency of
warfare’."!

As already mentioned, simple hunter—gatherers, who were thinly dis-
persed and nomadic, and had no substantial possessions, are at the centre of
the Rousseauite claim. Supposedly, they were peaceful because they had
little to fight over and could always choose to go elsewhere rather than fight.
Simple hunter—gatherers are particularly significant because, during most of
the two million years of the Pleistocene and until about 35,000 years ago
(the Upper Palaeolithic), all humans were apparently hunter—gatherers of
the simple sort. Yet the evidence from historical simple hunter—gatherers is
that they fought, and with substantial casualties. It is true that in many of the
known cases the evidence can be disputed because of outside interference
that might have distorted the original, ‘pure’ hunter—gatherer way of life.
There is a paradox here that is very difficult to overcome. Hunter—gatherers
have no written records. Thus the evidence about them must inevitably
derive mainly from literate peoples who came into contact with them. Until
such contact is made, there is a thick veil of darkness around them, pierced
only by the tenuous light of archaeology. However, as with the elementary
particles of physics, contact itself changes the observed. Most of the recent
and historical hunter—gatherers interacted with agriculturalists and pastoral-
ists, among other things coveting and stealing their products and livestock,
which resulted in violence. Some have been profoundly affected by contact
with westerners. All such cases constitute ‘contaminated samples’ for the
purpose of testing the Rousseauite hypothesis.

An example is shown by the inhabitants of the Americas and Oceania
(including hunter—gatherers) who were decimated by European epidemics
to which they had practically no natural immunity. These epidemics
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quickly spread into regions that had not yet come into direct contact with
the newcomers, affecting their demography and social patterns even before
the white man arrived. For another example, the simple hunter—gatherers
of the North American Great Plains acquired the horse and the gun from
the Europeans from the middle of the seventeenth century, a change that
revolutionized and greatly expanded the millennia-old bison- (buffalo-)
hunting way of life. In addition, the Indians of the Great Plains began to
trade furs and hides with the westerners. Both these factors contributed
to the Plains Indians’ famous bellicosity. Despite archaeological evidence to
the contrary and the opinion of all scholars on the subject, the notion that
these Indians had been peaceful before western contact took root during the
high tide of Rousseauism. '

The problem, then, is how to observe as ‘pure’ examples of hunter—
gatherers as possible, little affected by contact with agriculturalists and
pastoralists, to see whether they fought among themselves.

SIMPLE HUNTER-GATHERERS: THE
AUSTRALIAN ‘LABORATORY’

Fortunately for our subject, we have one almost ideal large-scale
‘laboratory’ or ‘conservation’ of simple hunter—gatherer peoples in histor-
ical times, which is as clear as we can get of outside interference. This is
the vast continent of Australia, which was exclusively inhabited by the
Aboriginal hunter—gatherers. Surprisingly, the invaluable uniqueness of this
‘laboratory’ has not been sufficiently appreciated in recent anthropological
literature, overshadowed as it has been by later field studies of the African
Bushmen, whose scholarly value is much inferior to that of the Australians."
The Europeans arrived in Australia late in colonial terms, with settlement
beginning in 1788, spreading slowly, and being even slower to affect remote
areas of the interior and north. There had been no agriculturalists and
pastoralists at all in Australia before the European arrival. The continent was
the home of an estimated 300,000 hunter—gatherers, distributed among
400-700 regional groups, which averaged 500-600 people each. To be sure,
here too no complete ‘isolation’ can be claimed: the natives of southern
Australia were eliminated before they could be studied; European epidemics
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affected more remote parts, reducing the natives’ numbers even before
direct contact was made; in the north there had been some Aboriginal
contact with the natives of Melanesia.'* All the same, the Aborigines’
hunter—gatherer way of life was of the simplest sort there is. As a result of
their isolation, they did not even have the bow, invented in the rest of the
world some 20,000 years ago and assumed by some scholars to have
enhanced, or even inaugurated, warfare, by allowing people to fight from
afar and, hence, from relative safety. Of truly long-range weapons, only
the famous boomerang was used in Australia. Nevertheless, as Mead
herself—although not some of her colleagues and disciples—was well aware,
warfare, with spear, club, stone knife, and wooden shield (unlike the
others, clearly a specialized fighting rather than a hunting device) had
been widespread in Australia.” Indeed, fighting scenes with the whole
range of armament are extensively depicted in Aboriginal rock art dating
back at least 10,000 years.'®

As some scholars have pointed out, even low-population densities and
relative mobility over low-yield terrain do not necessarily mean lack of
competition and territoriality. Low-yield environment simply requires
larger territories for subsistence. Nor does wide spacing out mean that there
are empty spaces to move to. As a rule, there are none, because species
quickly fill up their particular habitat and soon push against its boun-
daries. Mobility and nomadic existence are practised within a circum-
scribed territory. Many animal species that also require very large territories
for subsistence and are therefore widely spaced out—such as lion
prides—hotly defend their territories against intruders that try to improve
their lot. The same applies to humans. Contrary to a lingering popular
impression from 1960s’ anthropology, evidence of territoriality exists for
most hunter—gatherer societies examined. Indeed, some territories are
better, have richer wildlife, than others and are, therefore, much coveted.
Access to scarce resources, such as water in arid or semi-arid areas, is the
object of even greater competition.'” Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, in
the past simple hunter—gatherers inhabited not only isolated arid areas but
also, indeed mainly, the world’s most fertile environmental niches. These
were usually to be found along rivers (especially river mouths), swamps,
and seashores, which abounded in exploitable wildlife and were intensely
competed for.

In Australia, as elsewhere, such lush environments had much denser
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populations than arid areas: up to two people per square kilometre or six
people per kilometre of coastline—a high density for hunter—gatherers.'®
This resulted in much greater contact and much more competition with
other groups. Again, such conditions were common enough among late
Pleistocene hunter—gatherers. An anthropological model sensibly suggests
that defended territoriality and violent competition will increase in ratio to
the growing predictability and density of the resources, which make the
effort to monopolize them worthwhile." All the same, in Australia, even in
the desert areas of the central regions, where population densities were often
as low as one person per 50 square kilometres, or even lower, let alone in the
resource-rich and more densely populated areas, group territories existed
and their boundaries were well defined and normally kept. These boundar-
ies criss-crossed the continent and by and large were apparently very old.
There was no ‘vast common land’, as some 1960s’ anthropologists believed.
Rather than the free ranging of the Rousseauite anthropological imagin-
ation, the Aborigines (similar to the Greenland Eskimos, another good
‘laboratory’ of simple hunter—gatherers) were in fact ‘restricted nomads’ or
‘centrally based wanderers’, confined for life to their ancestral home terri-
tories. These territories were sanctioned by totem and myth, with trespass
regarded as a grave crime. Strangers provoked alarm and as a rule kept
off. Uninvited, they were likely to encounter aggressive demonstration and
violence. Inter- and intragroup fighting were rife.”

The natives of Tasmania are a good starting point for our review, because
they were the backwater of backwaters. There were an estimated 4,000
Tasmanians when the Europeans arrived. Their island had been isolated
from mainland Australia for more than 10,000 years, and their technology
and social organization were the most primitive ever recorded. They did not
even possess the boomerang. Their population density was also among the
lowest there is. Still, lethal raiding and counter-raiding took place among
their groups. Territorial boundaries were kept and mutual apprehension was
the rule.”

By the mid-nineteenth century, the Tasmanians were hunted into extinc-
tion by European settlers. But on the mainland, Aboriginal tribes survived.
In a classic fieldwork, M. J. Meggitt studied the Walbiri tribe of the central
Australian desert, whose population density was as low as one person
per 90 square kilometres, among the lowest there is. He investigated the
Walbiri relations with the other hunter—gatherer tribes in the surrounding
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Australia’s Aboriginals were pure, isolated hunter—gatherers, who possessed practically
no property. They offer the best laboratory for the all-pervasiveness and intensity of
fighting before agriculture and the state:

Beginning of a quarrel during a welcoming ceremony, Arunta tribe. Photos from the turn
of the twentieth century, when state rule in the centre and north of the continent was
still nominal

A raiding party is returning after killing. They are met by mourning women whose
relative’s death they avenged; Arunta tribe, Atninga
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Aboriginal shields: unlike spears and boomerangs, their only possible purpose was
fighting. Also note them in the previous photos

territories. With some of these neighbours relations were friendly, with
others hostile. In the latter case, raids and counter-raids were common:

The men’s descriptions made it clear that the Warramunga (and Waringari)
trespasses were not merely hunting forays impelled by food shortages in the
invaders’ own territory but rather were raids undertaken to combine hunting
for sport and the abduction of women. Often, too, the raiders were simply
spoiling for a fight. They were met with force, and deaths occurred on both
sides. Walbiri war parties would then invade the Warramunga country in
retaliation. If they were able to surprise the enemy camps and kill or drive off
the men, they carried away any women they found.

On one recorded occasion around the beginning of the twentieth century,
things came to a head on a wider scale and with a different motive:

Until then, the Waringari had claimed the ownership of the few native wells
at Tanami and the country surrounding them, but in a pitched battle for the
possession of the water the Walbiri drove the Waringari from the area, which
they incorporated into their own territory. By desert standards the engage-
ment was spectacular, the dead on either side numbering a score or more.”

Gerald Wheeler specified the following motives for the frequent inter-
and intragroup fighting: ‘women, murder (most often supposed to be done
by magic), and territorial trespass.’” He drew on anthropological accounts
from all parts of Australia.

Indeed, tropical northern Australia was also barely affected by Europeans
until the twentieth century. However, in comparison with the arid centre,
population densities there were much higher, and contact among Abo-
riginal hunter—gatherers was much greater. In another classic case study of

21



War in Human Civilization

an Aboriginal tribe, conducted in Arnhem Land in the north during the late
1920s, W. Lloyd Warner wrote: “Warfare is one of the most important social
activities of the Murngin people and surrounding tribes.” According to
Warner, most fighting took place to avenge the death of relatives, and the
rest followed the stealing of women, accusations of death by sorcery and acts
of sacrilege.”* One major action in Arnhem Land, which occurred because of
an accusation of sacrilege, is described by anthropologist T. G. H. Strehlow:

To punish Ltjabakuka and his men meant the wiping out of the whole camp
of people normally resident at Irbmankara, so that no witness should be left
alive who could have revealed the names of the attackers. A large party of
avengers drawn from the Matuntara area along the Palmer River, and from
some Southern Aranda local groups, was accordingly assembled and led
to Irbmankara by Tjinawariti, who was described to me as having been a
Matuntara ‘ceremonial chief’ from the Palmer River whose prowess as a
warrior had given him a great reputation. . . . Tjinawariti and his men fell
upon Irbmankara one evening, after all the local folk, as they believed, had
returned to their camps from their day’s quests for food. Men, women and
children were massacred indiscriminately, and the party turned back in the
belief that they had not left behind any witness.

However, a few witnesses did survive to tell the story. Thus:

it was possible for friendly Western Aranda groups to take revenge for the
massacre of Irbmankara. A small band of experienced warriors, led by
Nameia, went deep into the areas whence the killers had come. This party
had to live off their enemy’s lands and lie low, sometimes for weeks, between
each kill; for they had to pick off their victims in singles or twos and threes
whenever suitable occasions arose. But by patience and superb bushcraft they

achieved their errand; and finally they managed to kill Tjinawariti as well.”

Anthropologist R. G. Kimber, drawing on a variety of studies and sources,
summarizes as follows:

One can infer from archaeological evidence that conflict has been an ancient
problem, and many mythological accounts also suggest this. Small-scale con-
flict, with very occasional deaths, was no doubt the norm, but the ‘payback
law’ could result in lengthy feuds. On other occasions major conflicts had
dramatic demographic implications.

Kimber cites evidence of some such major conflicts, including the one
described by Strehlow:

In about 1840, at a locality called Nariwalpa, in response to insults, the
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‘Jandruwontas and Piliatapas killed so many Diari men, that the ground was
covered with their dead bodies’. ... Strehlow gives the most dramatic
account of a major arid-country conflict. He estimates that 80-100 men,
women and children were killed in one attack in 1875 at Running Waters, on
the Finke River. In retaliation, all but one of the attacking party of ‘perhaps
fifty to sixty warriors’ were killed over the next three years, as were some of
their family members. This indicates that some 20% of two identifiable
‘tribes’” were killed in this exchange.

Long-distance expeditions to search for, and exchange, luxury, decorative,
and prestige goods took place even in the simplest societies. They involved
crossing group territories, normally, but not always, peacefully:

The red ochre gathering expeditions . . . involved travel from the eastern
portion of the study area to the Flinders Ranges. . . . These expeditions took
place on a regular basis, were normally all-males parties, and although cordial
relationships between groups were sought, fighting appears to have been a
common hazard faced by travelling parties. One entire party, with the excep-
tion of one man, is recorded as having been ambushed and killed in about
1870, whilst in about 1874 all but one of a group of 30 men were ‘entombed
in the excavations’.

Kimber concludes:

The evidence suggests that major conflict could be expected in the well-
watered areas, where population density was at its greatest, or during regular
‘trespasser travel’ for high-prized products. Although exact figures will never
be known, a low death rate of possibly 5% every generation can be suggested
for the regions of least conflict, and a high death-rate of perhaps 20% every
three generations elsewhere.”

More about the form, demography, and termination of armed conflict
among the Tiwi of northern Australia is provided by anthropologist Arnold
Pilling: “The night raids were effectively terminated, about 1912, when Sir
Baldwin Spencer was inadvertently injured by a Tiwi during a spear-
throwing demonstration.” It was then made clear that fighting would no
longer be tolerated by the Europeans:

This Spencer incident was correlated with the end of night raiding and sneak
attacks and it appeared to have stopped pitched battles producing death. But, in
fact, as late as 1948 death-causing battles with clubs were occurring. . . .
Under the old pattern, sneak attack was sufficiently common that informants
spoke of special ecological adjustments to it . . . the threatened group A was
likely to move to the mangroves, a very specialised and unpleasant ecological
niche with, among other things, crocodiles and a sloshy mud floor.
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Demographically:

It 1s important to note the incidence of fatalities associated with the old
pattern of attacks and the way of life with which it was correlated. In one
decade (1893-1903), at least sixteen males in the 25-to-45 age group were
killed in feuding; either during sneak attacks or in arranged pitch battles.
Those killed represented over 10 per cent of all males in that age category,
which was the age group of the young fathers.”’

Obviously, estimates such as this and that by Kimber are highly tentative.
Nevertheless, they are remarkably similar and also in general agreement
with those suggested by Warner. Of a population of 3,000 in the tribes in his
study area, Warner had record of ‘about one hundred deaths in the last
twenty years caused by war’. He doubled that number to fill up for the areas
in his study area for which no accurate record was available, arriving at some
200 people killed altogether during 20 years.® As we shall see, all these
figures tally with those of many other primitive societies. They represent
very high rates of killing, higher than that of industrialized societies, which
have supposedly been involved in massively lethal wars.

For some anthropologists even such unequivocal evidence is not enough.
Although no expert on the Aborigines maintains that they had lacked fight-
ing before European arrival, it has become the vogue in anthropology to
claim that everything changed with, and little can be said about what
preceded, contact. However, precisely in this connection we possess a truly
remarkable testimony. In 1803, only 15 years after the European first arrived
in Australia, a 13-year-old English boy named William Buckley (1790-
1856) was brought to the new continent with the first convict ship arriv-
ing at the penal settlement at Port Philip (now Melbourne). He escaped
shortly after, and for 32 years, until 1835, he lived with an Aboriginal tribe.
During that time, he learnt to speak their language and participated in their
daily activities. No anthropologist has ever achieved a similar familiarity and
at such an early date. After returning to ‘civilization’, Buckley on several
occasions related his experience. His account appears to be remarkably
authentic with respect to everything that can be verified concerning the
natives’ life. Among other things, he describes about a dozen battle scenes,
and many lethal feuds, raids, and ambushes, comprising an integral part of
the native traditional way of life.”” I return to his testimony in various
contexts later.

Thus, as the layperson—but, curiously, not many anthropologists—would
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have naturally supposed, most hunter—gatherers, even of the most simple and
diffuse sort, regularly engaged in fighting. Moreover, they lived under con-
stant fear of violent conflict, which shaped their ordinary daily life. Death
in fighting was among the principal causes of their mortality. The vast,
continent-size, isolated Australian ‘laboratory’ is uniquely demonstrative in
this respect, largely dispensing with the chronic doubts and inherently
irrefutable objections—arising from the ‘contact paradox’—about the ‘pur-
ity” of the cases of hunter—gatherers’ warfare recorded in other parts of the
world. Inferring from this evidence and from the drastically reformed
research about intraspecific deadly violence within animal species, fighting
was probably an integral part of hunter—gatherers’ existence throughout the
genus Homo’s evolutionary history of millions of years.

WARFARE AMONG COMPLEX
HUNTER-GATHERERS

Thus, contrary to the still widely held Rousseauite view, fighting was
not a recent invention, associated with the emergence of sedentary settle-
ment, food storage, property, high population densities, and social stratifica-
tion. Still, even if these revolutionary changes in the human way of life did
not bring warfare into being, how did they affect it?

In general, the above changes are related to the advent of agriculture from
around 10,000 years ago. In some cases, however, they predate agriculture.
Since the late Upper Palacolithic, they emerged in some of the richest
ecological niches of the world even in the absence of agricultural subsist-
ence. As mentioned earlier, the richest wildlife niches were those located
along particularly high-yield stretches of water, such as swamps, lakes, estuar-
ies, river mouths, and seashores. In some of these niches so-called complex
hunter—gatherer societies evolved. This meant that human population den-
sity was higher; that the extended family groups in the regional groups lived
closely together in larger concentrations; that people were more sedentary,
preserving food and stocking it where seasonality was involved—that is,
they were ‘collectors’ rather than mere ‘foragers’; that they engaged exten-
sively in crafts and trade; and that they had considerable property, with the
rich and strong monopolizing the stretches of land with the best access to
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the resources.”” Regrettably, as always in these matters, good evidence about
complex hunter—gatherer societies exists only in a very limited number of
cases. And yet these cases also tell the story of life under the ever-present
shadow of warfare.

Conditions of resource abundance were not the only prerequisite for
complex hunter—gatherer societies to evolve. Presumably, biologically
modern humans were also necessary. Only our species, Homo sapiens sapiens,
was apparently able to exploit the resource-rich environments effectively
enough to support permanent large concentrations of people. Aquarian
resources in particular required efficient fishing techniques, not developed
before the advent of Homo sapiens sapiens.”’ In addition, only biologically
modern humans apparently possessed the sophisticated communication and
social skills that made possible life in large-scale and complex societies.
Indeed, complex hunter—gatherers are first documented in the late Upper
Palaeolithic, some 20,000 years ago, in the Dordogne region in the south of
France, the part of the world most extensively studied by palacoanthropol-
ogists. During that period, conditions of profusion prevailed in the Dordogne,
with the landscape dotted by lakes, streams, and forests. Complex hunter—
gatherer societies of hunters, fishers, and collectors spread further into the
south of France and north of Spain during the Mesolithic or Middle Stone
Age, roughly between 11,000 and 7,000 years ago. Evidence of other
complex hunter—gatherer populations during that period has been found
in Ukraine, Japan, Denmark, and the Levant. The archaeological record in
all these cases reveals high population densities, exquisite artefacts, often
utilizing raw materials carried from afar and, hence, widespread exchange,
and some magnificent graves, full of these artefacts—the archaeologists’
standard indication of the existence of a wealthy elite and developed social
ranking.

The trouble with prehistoric times is that they cannot speak. Artefacts
alone are mute. In the absence of writing, there is no story to tell, no
concrete record of deeds, thoughts, or social life. However, in southern
France and northern Spain in the late Upper Palaeolithic, this veil of dark-
ness has been partly pierced by what is, historically, second best to a human
voice: among the modern humans who inhabited these regions the emer-
gence and flourishing of human art are best documented. Undoubtedly the
most famous aspect of this artistic outburst is the exquisite pictorial repre-
sentations of Upper Palaeolithic ‘cave art’. Unfortunately from the historical
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point of view, the drawings from the Upper Palaeolithic are mostly of ani-
mals, depicted in the liveliest manner. Humans comprise only three per cent
of the images and, in contrast to the animals, their representations are very
sketchy. There is only one human figure found that seems to be pierced
with arrows.” However, in Mesolithic ‘rock painting’ in the Spanish Levant
(about 10,000-5,000 BC), representations of humans rise to 40 per cent of
the total.” These include several depictions of battle scenes, even though all
sorts of alternative explanations, such as ritual and dance, were suggested by
those who denied the existence of warfare among hunter—gatherers.

More recent research has brought to light the wealth of Australian
Aboriginal ‘rock art’, which is as old as its European counterpart. According

Mesolithic rock paintings depicting fighting from the Spanish Levant:

Archers fighting
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Battle scene

A warrior stricken by arrows

to one study of over 650 sites in Arnhem Land in northern Australia,
the oldest depictions include large animals but not humans. There, as well,
human images begin to figure prominently only from about 10,000 years
ago, and include numerous battle scenes. At first, these representations show
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‘Execution’

mainly fighting among a few individuals or small groups, but from about
6,000 years ago there are also images of large-scale encounters: 111 figures
participating in one battle scene, 68 and 52 in others. The authors of the
study reasonably speculate that the larger fighting groups may reflect denser
and more complex human concentrations that had evolved in Arnhem
Land by that period.* In any case, as both the prehistoric rock art depictions
of fighting and the recent evidence of warfare from the central Australian
desert demonstrate, fighting took place in thinly as well as in densely
populated areas. Depictions of battle scenes among the Bushmen in South
Africa, apparently stretching back to the pre-Bantu (agricultural) period,
corroborate this. The largest scene depicts 12 people on one side and 17 plus
11 ‘reserves’ on the other.” Scenes of shield-bearing warriors similarly
appear in the prehistoric rock art of the nomadic bison (buffalo) hunters and
gatherers of the American Plains.™
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Evidence of violent death from the European Mesolithic is also traceable
in the archaeological record:

One of the most gruesome instances is provided by Ofnet Cave in Germany,
where two caches of ‘trophy’ skulls were found, arranged ‘like eggs in a
basket’, comprising the disembodied heads of thirty-four men, women, and

children, most with multiple holes knocked through their skulls by stone
37

axes
Rousseauites have interpreted this artistic and archaeological evidence as
proof that warfare emerged only with the competition that grew with
greater population densities and more complex societies. Others have
connected the battle scenes to the invention of the bow some 20,000 years
ago, which they suggested inaugurated warfare by making possible killing
from afar. However, as the rich and diverse Australian data demonstrate,
both claims are incorrect. Seeing coins only where there is light from a
lamppost is one of the most serious possible distortions. The fact that fight-
ing is recorded by the newly evolving art (and specifically with the later
diffusion of human representations) does not mean that it evolved at the
same time. What actually makes the archaeological signs of warfare from the
Mesolithic, and even Upper Palaeolithic, less open to dispute than those of
earlier times is growing sedentism. It left evidence of fortifications, burnt
settlements, large-scale communal cemeteries, and, indeed, art—the sort of
evidence without which archaeology grapples in the dark but which is
necessarily absent before sedentism.

All the same, for a better understanding of complex hunter—gatherer
societies—and the question of warfare—we need yet better records than
pictorial and archaeological ones: those of writing. And, inevitably, written
records exist only where historically literate peoples encountered complex
hunter—gatherers. This is not an easy requirement. By and large, by the time
written civilization evolved, the world’s lush ecological environments in
which complex hunter—gatherer societies might develop had long been
taken over by agriculturalists. For literate civilizations to be in touch with
complex hunter—gatherers—as opposed to simple ones, which might sur-
vive in marginal, unproductive environments—a meeting of worlds or a
journey in time was necessary. Such a meeting, or a whole series of meet-
ings, in effect took place when the Europeans from the Old World arrived
in the New. To set aside any popular misconception, most of the Americas
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had long been inhabited by agriculturalists. Still, we have records of a major
region where complex hunter—gatherer populations flourished—the north-
west coast of North America.

Extensively studied since the pioneering work carried out by the dis-
tinguished anthropologist Franz Boas in the late nineteenth century, the
north-west coast cultures of the North American continent are a dream
laboratory of complex hunter—gatherers, almost as good as the Australian
continent is for simpler ones. Virtually isolated from contact with agricul-
turalists, and as western contact began only in the late eighteenth century,
the north-west coast constitutes almost as ‘pure’ an object of study as
Australia. Furthermore, as a conservation cosmos, it is no less vast and
diverse, providing, similar to Australia, not merely one, possibly accidental,
‘case study’ but a whole multitude of them, which can therefore be taken as
much more representative. In the coastal strip that stretches from the north-
western states of the USA through Canada and Alaska, some 2,500 miles
long, scores of linguistically different ‘peoples’ and hundreds of ‘tribes’ lived,
mostly Indians but also Eskimos in coastal Alaska. Each of these peoples had
a population in the hundreds and even thousands, with the regional groups
sometimes linked in higher loose confederacies.

As in the lushest environments in Australia, population densities in some
southern regions of the north-west coast were as high as eight (and, in
places, even twenty) people per mile of coastline, or three to five people per
square mile. Population at contact in mainland USA and the Canadian part
alone is estimated at 150,000, and together with Alaska it easily rivalled that
of the mostly arid Australian continent.”® These large numbers and high
population densities resulted from the extremely rich marine resources of
the north-west coast, especially the salmon runs up the numerous rivers.
Skilful canoeing made it possible for the inhabitants to engage in deep-sea
fishing. Hunting of marine mammals was widespread. Abundant land game,
mainly birds, and deer in the south and caribou in the north, augmented the
population’s subsistence base. Seasonal food was preserved and stocked. And
yet, throughout the tremendous length of this seeming land of plenty, war-
fare was rife and bloody. As we saw with respect to Australia, its ever-present
shadow affected people’s entire way of life.

Various reasons were given by the participants and outside observers for
the prominence of armed conflict along the north-west coast. To begin
with, access to resources was hotly contested. Plenty is partly a misleading
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notion, because plenty is relative, first, to the number of mouths that have
to be fed. The more resource rich a region, the more people it attracts from
outside, and the more internal population growth will take place. As Tho-
mas Malthus pointed out, a new equilibrium between resource volume and
population numbers would eventually be reached, recreating the same
tenuous ratio of subsistence that has been the fate of most pre-industrial
societies throughout human history. Thus, both within and between the
regional groups and peoples, those who succeeded in controlling the rich
river mouths, for instance, were better off than those living along exposed
seashores, upstream or, worst, inland. Within the groups, this was the source
of developed social ranking between rich and poor, aristocratic and com-
mon, especially in the more affluent south. At the two extremes, slaves were
owned by and worked for the very rich. Between both peoples and
regional groups, the differences in access to resources were the cause of
recurring warfare, resulting from migratory pressures into coveted territor-
ies and endemic border disputes. Territorial boundaries were well known
and, at the peril of death, were normally not crossed. As a rule, people did
not feel safe to go where they did not have relatives. Group territories were
sanctioned by ceremony and ritual. The magnificent huge Indian totems
for which the region is famous were among the marks of clan territories.
Some trade routes were occasionally open for travel, depending on the
specific conditions of the times, people, and goods concerned. Such cross-
ing of boundaries followed traditional established customs and practices.
Otherwise, strangers were assumed to be hostile, and trespassers would
be attacked and killed, often after being tortured. Suspicion was well
grounded. In addition to the quest for territorial gain, inevitable seasonal
and other natural food supply shortages and ‘stresses’ were a common
cause of alien attack. Particularly in times of famine, war parties raided
the stored food of their more affluent neighbours. Slave raiding was
another constant threat and source of warfare. Abduction of women was
widespread.™

Indeed, want and hunger were not the only reasons for fighting. Plenty
and scarcity are relative not only to the number of mouths to be fed but also
to the potentially ever-expanding and insatiable range of human needs and
desires. It is as if, paradoxically, human competition increases with abun-
dance, as well as with deficiency, taking more complex forms and expres-
sions, widening social gaps and enhancing stratification.” The wealthy can
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support and, therefore, have, more wives, as was the case, for example, among
both the elders who dominated the Australian groups and the north-west
coast ‘big men’. Rivalry over women was a principal, sometimes the princi-
pal, cause of deadly violence. Furthermore, although the capacity to con-
sume simple, subsistence products is inherently limited, that of more refined,
lucrative ones is practically open ended. One can simply move up-market.
So-called ostentatious consumption comes in, and complex hunter—
gatherer societies were the first to experience it. One main avenue for such
consumption is that of prestige decorative items. Beautifully crafted from
scarce and exotic raw materials, often brought from afar, these were
exchanged for food surpluses in developed trade networks. Both in Upper
Palaeolithic Europe and in the north-west coast cultures, similar items are
found in archaeological records. They include ivory, obsidian, shell, bone,
and horn artefacts, such as jewellery, sculptures, and artfully carved and
decorated practical tools. Exquisite featherwork and fine clothing are less
preserved in the archaeological record but are also known to have been
objects of desire. Finally, the north-west coast Indians are famous for a social
institution known also from other ‘primitive’ and not so primitive soci-
eties—the potlatch or competitive feast. Vying for prestige, ‘big men’ held
large social feasts in which they served vast quantities of food as well as
literally destroying all sorts of their own valuable property as a mark of their
wealth. Thus, to accumulate wealth—by gaining better access to resource-
rich areas, by monopolizing trade and by the acquisition of slaves—armed
force and warfare were often required.

As in all cases of hunter—gatherer, ‘primitive’ or, indeed, any other sort of
warfare, people of the north-west coast also reported seemingly different
and more varied motives than the material. In truth, they often placed these
motives at the top of their list, mentioning retribution for insults and
wrongs, blood revenge, pursuit of prestige, and the taking of heads as war
trophies. I return to discuss the question of motives more systematically
in later chapters. As with all other cases of hunter—gatherer and ‘primitive’
deadly conflict, fighting in the north-west coast ranged from small-scale
incidents, carried out by few people and resulting in few casualties, to large-
scale affairs involving hundreds of participants and on occasions ending
with as many casualties. Canoe ocean war expeditions of hundreds of
miles were recorded in this region. As a result of the constant threat of
war, settlements were located in easily defensible sites and were regularly
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fortified by palisades and trenches. Elaborate features such as concealed exits,
secret connecting and escape tunnels, hideaways, double-walled houses,
slat protection, and spiked rolling logs were in use in these settlements.*'
I discuss the modes of warfare in greater detail in Chapter 6.

A new stage began in the north-west coast with the arrival of the white
man. Regular contact with Russian navy ships, merchants, and trade posts
began in the last years of the eighteenth century and rapidly intensified.
Contact with US traders soon followed. The object of the trade was furs,
exchanged for western goods, such as metal tools, clothing, glass beads, and
firearms. The new source of wealth and competition may have accentuated
both social stratification and warfare among the natives. Slave labour may
have become more useful and widespread, with the wealthiest possessing as
many as dozens of slaves. Tribes, local groups, and entrepreneurial ‘big men’
within them strove to get hold of and monopolize the lucrative trade. War-
fare was constantly recorded by western observers during much of the
nineteenth century, ceasing only with the establishment of firm western
rule.

Some anthropologists, such as R. Brian Ferguson, have suggested that
western goods had already begun to penetrate the region by indirect routes
earlier in the eighteenth century, and that they had been partly responsible
for growing competition and for the belligerency evident in the accounts of
old native informers about that period. Still, the indirect penetration of
western goods in a proto-contact phase could not have been very substan-
tial. Furthermore, as these scholars themselves, in agreement with all other
research, recognize, warfare in the north-west coast was anyway very old,
predating ‘proto-contact’—it is archaeologically recorded in the region,
with little apparent variation, for no less than 4,000 years. Linguistic evi-
dence shows that slavery, established through war, was also very old
throughout the region.* Indeed, the natives’ use of body armour made of
several layers of hide or of wooden slat and rod—a specialized fighting
device extensively reported by the first European explorers in the late
eighteenth century and currently displayed in museums—actually seems to
have declined after the white man’s arrival. It was rendered useless by mus-
ket fire. A similar development took place with the Plains Indians’ shields
and skin armour, and for the same reason.®

Nevertheless, a broader debate followed. Expanding their argument
to horticulturalists in Central and South America, Ferguson and others,
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invoking the ‘contact paradox’, have generally claimed that western arrival
significantly altered native warfare in a so-called tribal zone. They had
created a stir, which was, however, largely overblown. As most of these
anthropologists were well aware of the evidence for extensive and brutal
warfare before contact and took care to mention it, albeit very briefly, their
point (or what remains of it) would have in effect been very narrow
indeed.*

To summarize the findings from our two—Australian and north-west
coast—hunter—gatherer ‘dream laboratories’, they clearly show, across a very
large variety of native peoples living in their original settings, that hunter—
gatherers, from the very simple to the more complex, fought among them-
selves. Deadly conflict, if not endemic, was ever to be expected. The fear of it
restricted people to well-circumscribed home territories and necessitated
constant precautions and special protective measures. Killing in fighting was
among the main causes of mortality. Was fighting more frequent and intense
among complex hunter—gatherers than among simpler ones? Higher popu-
lation densities, more concentrated resources, and intensified competition
for accumulated wealth and prestige suggest this in accepted anthropo-
logical models, but measurement seems practically impossible now. Deadly
conflict among more numerous concentrations of people may seem to be
more widespread, but was violence per capita, as measured in the percentage
of killings in the general mortality, less among simple hunter—gatherers?
Tenuous estimates, such as those by Kimber, cited above, suggest that it was,
although not by a different order of magnitude. Simple hunter—gatherers
also fought, with all the consequences that fighting entailed.”” Thus the
evidence suggests that hunter—gatherers in their evolutionary natural
environment and evolutionary natural way of life, shaped in humankind’s
evolutionary history over millions of years, widely engaged in fighting
among themselves. In this sense, rather than being a late cultural ‘invention’,
fighting would seem to be, if not ‘natural’, then certainly not ‘unnatural’ to
humans. But why is this so? What is the evolutionary rationale for this
dangerous, deadly activity?
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Why Fighting? The
Evolutionary Perspective

INNATE BUT OPTIONAL TACTIC

If warfare was not a late cultural ‘invention’, is it then innate in human
nature and, if so, in what way? The idea has a long pedigree, going back at
least to the Hebrew Bible’s dictum, incorporated into Christian doctrine,
that ‘the inclination of man’s heart is evil from childhood’ (Genesis 8.21).
This idea has since taken many versions and forms. After the First World
War, it was revived—for instance, by Sigmund Freud. Like many of his
contemporaries, Freud was aghast at and perplexed by the seemingly fren-
zied blood letting and destruction of the First World War, and later by the
gathering storm of the Second World War. In major new statements of
psychoanalytic theory and then in two famous letters to Albert Einstein,
he tried to explain how the magnificent edifice of nineteenth-century
European civilization, which educated Europeans, including Freud himself,
had regarded as the pinnacle of human development, had so easily suc-
cumbed. Freud had always believed that civilization was tenuously built on
the shaky foundations of man’s primordial drives. However, so senseless,
irrational, and suicidal did the turmoil of the time appear, that he found it
necessary to introduce a new element into his theory. He suggested that,
side by side with the sexual life drive, man possessed a destructive, indeed,
self-destructive, drive—a ‘death instinct’. As with all instincts, although
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increasingly subdued by the advance of civilization, it was always liable to
break through civilization’s thin crust and was never likely to be totally
suppressed. Freud did try to give biological and even evolutionary support
to his claim, in order to explain why this was so. How did it come to be that
man possessed such an improbable ‘death wish’, so detrimental to his sur-
vival and prosperity. Still, postulating the two antithetical drives, like two
Manichaean idols with lives of their own, Freud himself felt, and apologized
to Einstein, that all this may seem as a ‘kind of mythology’.! His disciples
within the psychoanalytic movement have also felt uneasy about this later
change to his theory.

At least on the surface, other theorists were more careful to work within
the logic of evolutionary theory. Distinguished ethologists Konrad Lorenz
and Niko Tinbergen and psychiatrist Anthony Storr claimed that man
possessed a basic aggression instinct or drive which had been evolutionarily
useful to him in his savage past, even though it may have become harmful
within the context of civilization. This was another idea that captured the
headlines in the 1960s. Not unlike other drives, such as those for sex and
food, claimed the proponents of that idea, the aggression drive built up in us
until it reached such levels that it required release. If it could not be diverted
to other channels, such as sport, it might overflow in various expressions of
aggression and violence.’

The idea of a basic aggressive drive, almost blindly and automatically
filling up from itself, was very attractive to the general public, because it
appeared to explain seemingly senseless and irrational eruptions of violence
and warfare. It came under heavy criticism, however, and was widely
rejected by the scientific community. It was pointed out that aggression was
a wholly different biological mechanism from the basic drives such as those
for food or sex. Aggression does not accumulate in the body by a hormone
loop mechanism, with a rising level that demands release. People have to
teed regularly if they are to stay alive, and in the relevant ages they can
normally avoid sexual activity altogether only by extraordinary restraint and
at the cost of considerable distress. By contrast, people can live in peace for
their entire lives, without suffering on that account, to put it mildly, from
any particular distress. As we well know, whole societies can live in peace
for generations. Indeed, there is miscomprehension here about the crucial
difference that exists between the evolutionary functions of the activities in
question. In the evolutionary calculus, nourishment and sex, for
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example, are primary biological ends, directly linked, the one to the organ-
ism’s existence and the other to its reproduction. By contrast, aggression
Is a means, a tactic—and only one among many—for the achievement
of the primary biological ends. As a means, its utilization depends on its
usefulness.

It might be argued that communication, for example, is also a means, and
yet humans can become deeply distressed if deprived of it. However, the
functional need of communication is fairly unambiguous and straight-
forward, whereas aggression is in special need of always being assessed against
alternative behaviour tactics, such as retreat, submission and co-operation,
because aggression is a highly dangerous tactic. It might expose its user to
serious bodily harm and even death, easily proving counterproductive. On
average, ‘trigger happy’ individuals are likely to be of shorter life expectancy
and, by diminishing their chances of survival and reproduction, would be
selected against. Indeed, an illuminating application of game theory to bio-
logy has shown that a strategy of unrestricted offensive is evolutionarily
untenable.” Thus, as research stresses, the use of aggression in both animals
and humans depends in any given situation on a continuous intuitive
assessment of the chances and risks, stakes and alternatives.* The higher the
stakes and the less promising the alternatives, the more readily might aggres-
sion be used even with lower chances and higher risks. Each species, and
individuals within a species, variably modulate their strategy to take account
of their particular circumstances.

Hence the emotional mechanisms involved, for biological functions are
regulated by sensual stimuli. Nourishment and reproduction, as vital pri-
mary needs, are stimulated by intense sensual desires and gratifications that
are almost one directional. Of course, these do not operate without limits
and constraints. They have levels of saturation and might lead to overindul-
gence—for instance, there is only a limited amount that one can eat at one
time, which if exceeded is signalled by a feeling of nausea. Also, as we know
only too well, in societies of plenty, such as our own, overeating can become
detrimental. Still, for all living creatures, including the vast majority of
people throughout human history, food has been in short supply, and it has
generally been essential to have as much of it as it has been possible to
obtain. Therefore, food has always been an object of sensual desire. Similarly,
too much sex might become counterproductive, for example, if it distracts
from other essential activities such as the search for food, leads to the neglect
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of existing offspring or causes trouble with dangerous sexual competitors. In
addition, females are much more choosy than males in selecting sex partners
because of the potentially smaller number of offspring that they are capable
of having. In all these cases, sexual activity must be constrained if one is not
to diminish rather than increase one’s reproductive success. Within con-
straints such as these, more sexual activity is generally better for reproductive
success, so throughout nature sex is generally much desired.

By comparison, as aggression is only one possible, and highly dangerous,
tactic, rather than a primary need, the emotional mechanisms that regulate it
are sharply antithetical, ready to turn it on and off. On the ‘on’ side, the
primary motives and drives that trigger aggression are emotionally under-
pinned not merely by feelings such as fear and animosity; the fighting ac-
tivity itself is stimulated by individual and communal thrill, enjoyment in
the competitive exercise of spiritual and physical faculties, and even cruelty,
blood lust, and killing ecstasy. These are all emotional mechanisms intended
to fuel and sustain aggression. Equally, however, on the other, ‘oft’, side,
aggression is emotionally suppressed and deterred by fear, spiritual and
physical fatigue, compassion, abhorrence of violence, and revulsion of
bloodshed. It seems almost redundant to point out that there are also tre-
mendous emotional stimuli for co-operation and peaceful behaviour. These
antithetical emotional arrays, each triggered to support a conflicting stimu-
lus, to and against aggression, are the reason why throughout the ages artists,
thinkers, and ordinary folk of all sorts have claimed with conviction that
people rejoice in war, whereas others have held with equal self-persuasion
that people regard it as an unmitigated disaster. Both sentiments have been
there, more or less active, depending on the circumstances. Singing the
praises of war and decrying its horrors have both been common human
responses.

Returning to our original question: is violent and deadly aggression, then,
innate in human nature, is it ‘in our genes’, and, if so, in what way? The
answer is that it is, but only as a skill, potential, propensity, or predisposition.
This goes beyond the fact, endlessly stressed by scientists, that genes are
more a general design plan, open to environmental influences, than a ready-
made menu for action. It has all too often been assumed that aggression has
to be either an ‘invention’—that is, wholly learnt and optional—or innate
like a primary drive that is fairly ‘hard wired’ and extremely difficult to
suppress. In actuality, aggression, as a tactical skill—and a highly dangerous
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one—is both innate and optional. To be sure, it is 2 most basic and central
skill, of regular usefulness in the struggle for existence. This is why it is
innate in living creatures, including humans; strong selection pressures over
many millions of years have made it so. Indeed, it must be stressed that, while
being optional, aggression has always been a major option, and thus very
close to the surface and easily triggered.” At the same time, however, when
conditions that may trigger aggression are less prominent, or alternative
means are available or can be construed, aggression levels can decline, some-
times even to the point where the whole behavioural pattern is barely
activated. Violent aggression levels fluctuate in response to conditions.
Psychological theory has now come to the same view, maintaining that
aggressive behaviour, although innate as a potential, develops by social learn-
ing.® This is supported by brain research, which tells us that brain design,
particularly but not only in humans, is flexible, especially in the early stages
of life. It extensively rearranges itself, creating new neuron circuits in
response to changing environmental challenges. Thus, individuals, groups
and societies (and research shows that animals as well) are conditioned to
become more or less violent by the sort of environment to which they have
been exposed. We intuitively know this to be true from daily life experi-
ence: young people growing in violent social circumstances becoming
violent; beaten children becoming beating parents; and so on. History shows
this, in that some societies famously became more bellicose, whereas others
were more pacific. During the heyday of the Rousseauite school, anthro-
pologists searched for hunter—gatherer and primitive agricultural societies
that exhibited no war-like behaviour, to show that warfare was a ‘cultural
invention’ rather than a ‘biological necessity’. They were able to locate a few,
mostly peaceful societies, generally small ones living in remote and isolated
environments, having withdrawn from the world into ‘refuge enclaves’ after
being driven away by stronger neighbours.” In truth, however, anthropolo-
gists need not have searched so far, as there are well-known examples of
modern societies, such as the Swiss and the Swedish, that have not engaged
in warfare for two centuries, after having earlier been, each in its turn, the
most war-like in Europe. (The fact that they had fought before is insignifi-
cant for the ‘biological drive’ argument, because it cannot seriously be
claimed that the forefathers’ martial activities satisfy the needs of their pres-
ent-day descendants.) All the same, ‘peaceful societies’ do not prove that
warfare is an invention any more than bellicose societies and the general
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prevalence of warfare in history prove that it is a biological necessity. To
repeat the point, deadly aggression is a major, evolution-shaped, innate
potential that, given the right conditions, has always been easily triggered.
However, its occurrence and prevalence are subject to wide fluctuations,
depending on the prominence of these conditions.

THE EVOLUTIONARY CALCULUS

From its inception, Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution was applied
to the explanation of war, in passing by Darwin himself, and widely by both
his scholarly and popular disciples. It was most notably used by Herbert
Spencer and William Graham Sumner. Sumner’s War in particular is a
highly insightful work that retains much of its freshness.® Sumner influenced
Maurice R. Davie’s excellent The Evolution of War (1929). However, as with
other fields of social study, some of the evolutionary literature on war was
tinted by social Darwinism and, as the tide turned against the latter, the
application of the evolutionary perspective to social questions, including
that of war, was discredited for much of the twentieth century.

Two major developments reversed the trend again. The breaking of the
DNA genetic code in the early 1950s, establishing the biochemical basis of
Gregor Mendel’s theory of inheritance, finally provided Darwin’s theory of
evolution with the exact biological mechanism of inheritance that it had
earlier lacked. This discovery has opened the way for continuous revo-
lutionary advances in genetics, giving new impetus to evolutionary theory.
In addition, the previously dominant behaviouralist and liberal doctrines of
humans as a fabula rasa had begun to recede in all fields of knowledge by the
1970s. The application of evolutionary theory to human affairs, known as
‘sociobiology’ or, better, evolutionary psychology, began its comeback,
growing ever stronger. The intense opposition that it created, giving rise to
the ‘sociobiological debate’ of the late 1970s, has considerably calmed down
in professional circles. It lingers on, mainly as stereotypes, among historians,
social scientists, and cultural students, many of whom have, regrettably, not
bothered to familiarize themselves with the relevant literature.” I ask such
readers to withhold their incredulity until I fully deploy my arguments.
From Darwin’s concluding passage to his The Origin of Species, only
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the famous second part is usually quoted, although the first was as pro-
grammatic: ‘In the future I see open fields for more important researches.
Psychology will be securely based on the foundation already well laid by
Mr. Herbert Spencer, that of the necessary acquirement of each mental
power and capacity by gradation. Much light will be thrown on the origin
of man and his history.”"” This was no social Darwinist’s but Darwin’s own
research programme.

From the start, the theory of evolution redefined the question of war in
more than one way. First and foremost, it provided a non-transcendent
explanation to the age-old question of why the world was so constructed
that competition and fighting formed an integral part of it. Darwin’s evo-
lutionary theory centres on the idea that organisms evolve blindly by natural
selection, which takes place in their struggle for survival against environ-
mental conditions and, because of their successful proliferation, also against
each other for scarce resources. Those most able to survive and reproduce
increase their numbers in the general population, together with the qualities
that make them good at survival and reproduction. In turn, they increase the
pressure on the resources and refuel the contest. This contest takes the form
of either indirect competition or direct conflict. The distinction between
the two was first elaborated systematically by the sociologist Georg Simmel,
at the start of the twentieth century."" In a competition, the protagonists
strive to outdo each other in order to achieve a desired good by employing
whatever means is at their disposal except direct action against the other. A
competition runs parallel. By contrast, in a conflict, direct action against the
competitor is taken in order to eliminate it or lower its ability to engage in
the competition. If physical injury is used, a conflict becomes a violent one.

There is no ‘reason’ for the existence of either competition or conflict,
other than that they both proved successful techniques in the struggle for
survival. ‘Success’ is not defined by any transcendent measurement but by
the inherent logic of the evolutionary process. Thus, while making the order
of life appear drastically more arbitrary than it had earlier been, evolutionary
theory made the role of fighting in that order less so. In doing this it also
presented the motives for fighting as less arbitrary. In the book of nature, the
motives for fighting ultimately had to make sense in terms of the evolution-
ary rationale of survival and reproduction, because maladaptive behaviour
was selected against. Thus evolutionary theory reconstrued the question of
fighting in the following way: it suggested a deeper natural rationale for

42



Why Fighting? The Evolutionary Perspective

fighting and, by inference from that rationale, claimed, in a previously
unnecessary way, that this tremendously deadly and wasteful behaviour was
somehow carried out in a manner that promoted survival and reproductive
success. But what manner, and whose survival?

Obviously, it was not survival for all but only for the winners in the
contest for the limited resources that made survival and reproduction pos-
sible, for the ‘fittest’ in the never-ending game of survival and reproduction.
This contest is both inter- and intraspecific—that is, taking place among
both members of different species and members of the same species. In fact,
as scientists have realized, reviving a point emphasized by Darwin himself,
the contest is far more intense among members of the same species, because
they live in the same ecological niches, consume the same sort of food, and
vie for the same mates.'> As we have seen, ethologists and biologists believed
for a short while that animals did not kill members of their own species.
Some of them claimed that this was so because intraspecific killing would
have endangered the survival of the species. There were even some evo-
lutionary theorists who thought this claim valid. However, it has been not
only found empirically erroneous, but also (necessarily) theoretically
rejected." Intraspecific fighting and killing take place because the decisive
factor in the evolutionary contest is individuals’ efforts to pass on their own
genes to the next generations by whatever cost-effective means, rather than
those of strangers.

There are two reasons why there is no uninterrupted effort to eliminate
conspecifics. In the special case of social animals, one’s conspecifics within a
group are important for one’s own success, for example, in hunting and
defence—more on that later. More generally, among all animals, the main
factor is that other conspecifics are also strong, and the risks and costs of a
systematic effort to eliminate them would be evolutionarily counterproduc-
tive. As between the great powers, a balance of power and mutual deterrence
exists between individual conspecifics, motivated by concern not for the
survival of the species but for their own survival.'* For that reason, animals
also try to avoid violent confrontations with strong rivals from other species,
not only their own, a point curiously missed by Lorenz. Fighting and killing
break out only from time to time when the stakes get higher and the odds
more favourable.

To remove all too prevalent misunderstandings about the evolutionary
rationale, even at the risk of restating the obvious, the argument, of course,
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is not that these behaviour patterns are a matter of conscious decision and
complex calculation by flies, mice, lions, or even humans, but simply that
those who have not so behaved have failed to be represented in the next
generations, and their maladaptive genes, responsible for their maladaptive
behaviour, have been selected out. The most complex structural engineering
and behaviour patterns have thus evolved in, and program even the simplest
organisms, including those lacking any consciousness. This underlying
rationale of evolutionary theory should always be kept in mind.

One’s genes are passed on to the next generations not only through one’s
own offspring but also through other close kin who share the same genes."”
Siblings share, on average, 50 per cent of their genes, the same percentage as
parents and offspring. Half-siblings share, on average, 25 per cent of their
genes. Cousins share 12.5 per cent of their genes. This is the basis of the old
idea that ‘blood is thicker than water’. An individual’s close kin constitute a
reservoir of his or her own genes, and are, therefore, evolutionarily worth
caring for and defending against all others, even at the risk to the indi-
vidual’s own survival, depending on the closeness of the relationship and the
number of kin involved. Evolutionarily, it is even worthwhile for an indi-
vidual to sacrifice itself if, by that act, it saves more than two brothers, four
half-brothers, or eight cousins. Taking risks for them is worthwhile even at
lower ratios. The evolutionary rationale thus favours not individual survival
but ‘kin selection’ or ‘inclusive fitness” of the same genes in oneself and in
one’s kin. In evolutionary terms, it is ultimately the survival and propagation
of the genes that count.

Among social insects, the members of whole colonies, numbering in the
hundreds and thousands, are on average three-quarter siblings or even
clones. Individuals therefore readily sacrifice themselves in defence of their
colony, which, as an enormous close family, represents a far larger concen-
tration of their own genes than they themselves do. However, human family
relations are not similarly structured, nor do they extend to the scale of large
societies. Let us return to the ‘human state of nature’—that is, the 99.5 per
cent of their evolutionary history in which humans led a hunter—gatherer
existence, which is responsible for their evolutionary inheritance. As we
have seen, the basic social unit among hunter—gatherers is the extended
family group (clan; local group) which numbers a few dozen close kin:
elderly parents, siblings and their nuclear families. It is easy to see why the
members of these groups co-operate, share, and take risks in defending each
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other. It is mostly with these primary groups that people’s allegiance rests.
Moreover, human local groups, similar to those of the chimpanzees, are
predominantly patrilocal and patrilineal—that 1s, it is the females who leave
their families on marriage, joining the males who stay with their original
family groups. The local, family group is thus composed of brethren. As in
nature the males, for reasons demonstrated later, are generally the more
combative sex, the human local groups’ cohesiveness in conflict is further
strengthened.'®

Hunter—gatherers also have a higher form of social grouping—the
regional group and confederation of regional groups (‘dialect tribes’)—
numbering hundreds and even more members. One of the main functions of
the regional group is mutual co-operation in warfare. But why risk one’s life
for other members of these larger groups? Although the regional group is the
main marriage circle, most of its members are only remotely related. They are
different in this respect from the colony of social insects or the local family
group. Still, the logic of kinship continues to exercise a strong influence. In
the first place, although not every member of the regional group is a close kin
of all the others, the regional group is a dense network of close kinship. When
a daughter of one clan is given in marriage to another clan, this daughter and
her children represent an evolutionary ‘investment’ ‘deposited’ by the wife’s
clan in the husband’s. In caring for its investment, the wife’s clan becomes
interested in the survival of the ‘bank’ with which this investment is
deposited—that is, predominantly the daughter’s husband, but also his clan’s
members. They become important for the investment to thrive. Links such as
these criss-cross the regional group, making clans ready to take risks in sup-
port of each other against the environment, other animals or strangers, for the
good of their shared investment. It is this evolutionary rationale that accounts
for the well-recognized fact that kin relationships and marriage links consti-
tute the primary social bonds in ‘primitive’ and not so primitive societies. As
we have seen earlier, hunter—gatherers felt safe to go only where they had kin.
Political treaties throughout the ages have been cemented by marriage.

Furthermore, the rationale of kinship does not terminate with close kin
but extends further, although down a sharply declining curve. The same
logic that makes it evolutionarily beneficial to sacrifice one’s life in order to
save more than two siblings or eight cousins, and take risks at even lower
ratios, holds true for 32 second cousins, 128 third cousins, or 512 fourth
cousins. This, in fact, is pretty much what a regional group is,and is the main
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reason why members of the group will prefer the other members of the
group to outsiders and even be willing to take some risk for them. As most
marriages take place within the regional group, there is a wide gap between
the ‘us’ of the tribe and outsiders.'” However, as the rationale of kinship
applies further—to 2,048 fifth cousins, 8,192 sixth cousins, 32,768 seventh
cousins, to entire peoples, and even humanity as a whole—does this not
amount to a doctrine of brotherly love, the same idea of ‘species solidarity’
rejected before? There is a pitfall here of ignoring the other side of the
kinship equation.

The closer the kin, the greater the evolutionary reward for caring for
them, but only as long as they do not threaten the prospects of even closer
kin in the gene economy. For example, a sibling, who, on average, represents
50 per cent of one’s own genes, is a highly valued genetic partner, and it is
worthwhile paying a considerable price and taking substantial risks for its
survival. However, one is genetically doubly closer to oneself than to a
sibling, so in cases of severe competition between them, siblings’ rivalry can
become intense and even deadly. Such competition takes place, for instance,
for vital parental care among infants, especially at times of acute scarcity.
It can occur when the reproductive future of two siblings clashes—for
example, over a prize mate or the prospects of their respective offspring.
Here again, while nephews and nieces are evolutionary favoured by their
uncle/aunt, these uncles/aunts doubly favour their own offspring. Hence
the all too familiar jealousy, tensions, and antagonism between relatives. To
sum up a complex subject, kinship ties are balanced by the competition that
kin may pose to even closer kin, who represent greater genetic partnership,
down to oneself and offspring.'® People are thus evolutionarily inclined to
support closer relatives against more distant ones (unless they themselves get
into such a severe conflict with their close kin that they turn to seek allies
outside, an eventuality that has been universally regarded as abnormal and
morally problematic). A traditional Arab proverb expresses this evolutionary
rationale: ‘T against my brother; I and my brother against my cousin; I and
my brother and my cousin against the world.’

This explains the familiar relationship structure among clan members,
clans, and tribes, which, according to ethnographic reports, reveals deadly
aggression incidents at all levels. Fighting and killing take place both
within and between tribes. This is more complex than the simple ingroup
co-operation/outgroup rivalry, suggested by Spencer and Sumner. Our
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distinction between ‘blood feuds’ and ‘warfare’, ‘homicide’ and ‘war killing’
is in fact largely arbitrary, reflecting our point of view as members of more
or less orderly societies. Typically, as Franz Boas noted among the eastern,
Great Plains, and north-west American Indians, ‘the term “war” includes
not only fights between tribes or clans but also deeds of individuals who set
out to kill a member or members of another group’.'” The phenomenon
with which we are dealing is deadly aggression, explained by the same
evolutionary rationale.

Tensions and rivalries among close kin are widespread. Inhibitions against
violence among them are very strong, because it is evolutionarily highly
damaging to oneself. Nevertheless, when one’s own evolutionary prospects
are seriously threatened, close kin hostility might escalate. The story of Cain
and Abel demonstrates both the intense competition and the strong inhib-
itions involved in such occurrences. Intra-family (mostly, but not only, mari-
tal) violence, even deadly violence, takes place in all societies;”’ otherwise,
whatever the internal tensions and rivalries among them, clan members
would tend to support each other, among other things, in disputes and
clashes with members of other clans, which sometimes may escalate to
incidents of deadly aggression. In inter-clan rivalry, clans that have inter-
married are likely to support each other against other clans. Finally, the clans
of one regional group will normally support each other against other
regional groups, with whom their genetic kin relationships are far more
remote than they are within their own regional group. However, whereas
the evolutionary penalty for killing a ‘stranger’ declines to insignificance,
especially in comparison with the possible gains, the willingness to take risks
in support of distant relatives within the regional group also declines sharply
in comparison with the risks that might be taken to support close kin. The
perception of who is ‘us’ is relative and can be greatly expanded, but, overall,
only with diminishing returns and in subordination to a closer ‘us’. Still, as
we have seen, one would be evolutionarily willing to give one’s life for more
than 32 second cousins, 128 third cousins, or 512 fourth cousins—that is,
roughly speaking, for one’s regional group. This explains the cases of altru-
istic self-sacrifice to save one’s people or a large number of them. However,
it is not often the case that the fate of a whole tribe is in the hands of one
individual, as it might be with smaller, close-kin groups. Therefore, the
closer the kin the more would an individual be likely to risk itself, or even
display self-sacrifice, for their survival.
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How do we know who our kin are? In nature, from micro-organisms
to humans, there are biological and social cues for recognizing close kin.”'
Humans grow up together with their close kin, remember marriages and
births, and are informed about kin relationships. For more distant kin, how-
ever, people have rougher indications. Similar physical features (phenotype)
are one such indication of genetic relatedness. Thus, different and unfamiliar
racial groups are likely to appear more alien. Moreover, apart from biology,
humans have culture and are differentiated by their cultures. As culture,
particularly among hunter—gatherers, was local and thus strongly correlated
with kinship, cultural identity became a strong predictor of kinship. Humans
are, therefore, distinctively inclined to side with people who share the same
culture against foreigners.”” The more different another culture is, the
‘stranger’ and less part of ‘us’ would it be regarded. Indeed, even between
relatively close culture groups people are acutely attuned to the subtlest of
differences in dialect, accent, dressing style and behaviour, tending to give
preference to their closest likes. This is the ‘narcissism of minor differences’
between close ethnicities that perplexed Freud.” Again, he tried to explain
it as a bottled-up expression of an elementary aggressive drive, thus turning
the matter on its head and denying it any logic, evolutionary or otherwise:
why aggression should express itself in this particular domain remained
wholly obscure. Indeed, Freud confessed his puzzlement over the reasons for
group ties in general. In actuality, it is ethnic differences that may trigger
aggression, rather than the other way around. The preference for one’s
closer cultural likes over those who are more remote expresses a deeply
ingrained preference for one’s closer kin.

LARGER GROUPS

Culture sharing, most notably that of language, is also crucial in
another way. Not only is it in itself a strong predictor of kin relatedness in
small human communities, but it is also a highly significant tool of human
social co-operation, because, on top of kinship, humans developed
additional mechanisms for social co-operation. In principle, there are strong
advantages to co-operation. In warfare, for example, there is a strong advan-
tage to group size; two people, or two clans, acting in co-operation are
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doubly stronger than one, and have, perhaps, four times the chances of
gaining the upper hand.** The problem with co-operation is, however, that
one has a clear incentive to reap its benefits while avoiding one’s share in the
costs. Rational choice theorists call this the problem of the ‘free rider’. It is a
problem that underlies much of social behaviour, as, for example, with tax
paying. Where a central authority, such as the state, exists, it can compel ‘free
riders’ to contribute their share to the common good. However, even when
authority does not exist or is very weak, as is the case, for instance, among
hunter—gatherers, there are still mechanisms that can sustain social co-
operation in groups that are intimate enough to allow mutual surveillance
and social accounting.” If detected, a ‘free rider’ faces the danger of being
excluded, ‘ostracized’, from the system of co-operation which is on the
whole beneficial to him. Not only do people keep a very watchful eye for
‘cheaters’ and ‘defectors’, but compared with other animal species they also
have very long memories. They would help other people on the assumption
that they would get similar help in return, either immediately or some time
in the future, depending on the circumstances. If the expected return fails to
arrive, people are likely to cease co-operating. This is the basis for the
so-called reciprocal altruism in human relations, which explains most of
human seeming altruism towards non-kin. It is the sort of ‘goodwill
accounting’ that underlies daily life relationships.™

Thus, on top of the level of co-operation implicit in the kinship network,
people in a regional group would take risks for each other in expectation of
similar behaviour by others within a system of risk sharing which, on the
whole, has great benefits for them all. To be sure, the temptation to ‘defect’
from contributing one’s share is very strong and ever present, especially
if defection can remain undetected and on issues of life and death.
Co-operation is thus constantly threatened by subtle and not so subtle forms
of ‘defection’ and ‘cheating’, which is the reason why people are highly
sensitive to shades in others’ behaviour that might indicate their trust-
worthiness. A ‘positive character’ is rewarded because people infer, from
observation of one’s behaviour towards others, one’s likely behaviour
towards themselves. ‘Reciprocal altruism’ is thus extended into ‘generalized’
or ‘indirect reciprocal altruism’ in larger social groupings.”’ As our ordinary
life experience teaches us, ‘reciprocal altruism’ and ‘generalized’ or ‘indirect
reciprocal altruism’ are at once a fragile but fairly effective mechanism of
social co-operation. In any case, the regional group is a large form of
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social organization small enough to be sustained by both motives for social
co-operation specified by evolutionary theorists: ‘genuine altruism’ among
close kin and ‘reciprocal altruism’ among those who are not. People are
inclined to help those who share the same genes with them, and those who
can help do so. The regional group is small enough to have dense kinship
networks, as well as for all its members to know each other, to be in contact
with them, and to hold them to account.

It is here that shared culture is significant. As with genes, culture changes
over time, only much faster. Culture thus diversifies among human popula-
tions in inverse relation to the contact among them. In dispersed human
populations, such as those of hunter—gatherers, cultural communities can be
very small. Both among the Eskimos and among the Bushmen of South
Africa more or less similar languages are shared across thousands of kilo-
metres. But in Australia lingual diversity among the hundreds of regional
groups or ‘dialect tribes’ was much greater. There were more than 200
different languages and even more dialects.”® As mentioned earlier, shared
culture is not only a strong indication of kinship in small communities
(the Eskimos and Bushmen are genetically quite homogeneous whereas the
Australian Aborigines are genetically diverse, apparently descending from
several old waves of immigration);* shared culture is also a necessary tool of
social co-operation. Co-operation is dramatically more effective when cul-
tural codes, above all language, are shared. The regional groups, or ‘dialect
tribes’, differing from their neighbours in their language and customs, are
thus the most effective frameworks of social co-operation for their
members. Outside them, people would find themselves at a great disadvan-
tage, as any immigrant knows. Therefore, shared culture in a world of
cultural diversity further increases the social stake of a regional group’s
members in their group’s survival. The regional group is bound together by
mutually reinforcing and overlapping ties of kinship, social co-operation,
and cultural distinctiveness.

Hence the phenomenon of ‘ethnocentrism’, a universal feature of the
regional group which would be expanded on to larger ethnic groupings
later in history. Ethnocentrism is an innate predisposition to divide the
world sharply between the superior ethnic ‘us’ and all ‘others’ (which may
be allies, enemies, or simply aliens). Sumner, who coined the term, illustrated
its various manifestations with illuminating examples.” The following are
some more examples that have an all too familiar ring. The ‘Eskimo’ (a
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general Indian name for their Arctic zone neighbours) ‘called themselves by
a variety of words which usually meant “real people”. Eskimos regarded
themselves literally as real people, as a class apart from all other human

31

beings.””” The Yanomamo hunters and horticulturalists from the Orinoco

basin between Brazil and Venezuela:

believe that they were the first, finest, and most refined form of man to
inhabit the earth. All other people are inferior . . . explaining their strange
customs and peculiar languages. Yanomamo in fact means ‘humanity’, or at
least the most important segment of humanity. All other peoples are known
by the term naba, a concept that implies an invidious distinction between
‘true’ man and ‘sub-human’ man. . . . A foreigner is usually tolerated if he is
able to provide the Yanomamo with useful items . . . but apart from that he is
usually held with some contempt.

Even within the Yanomamo themselves:

any difference between adjacent groups is exaggerated and ridiculed. Lan-

guage differences in particular are promptly noted and criticised by the

Yanomamo. . . . The characteristic reaction of any group to a tape recording

made in another area was this: “They speak crooked; we speak straight, the

right way!’*
The interrelationship of kinship, social co-operation, and culture in the
regional group has bearing on two major debates about human evolution.
The first of these relates to biological group selection. As we have seen,
modern evolutionary theory centres on individual or gene survival, with
co-operation explained by the principles of ‘kin selection’ and ‘reciprocal
altruism’, and the latter expanding to ‘indirect’ or ‘generalized’ ‘reciprocal
altruism’. However, there is an older view—which was relegated to the
margins by modern theorists but which has more recently been effecting a
qualified comeback—suggesting that there also exists another mechanism of
co-operation. According to this view, first raised as a possibility by Darwin
himself, biological selection takes place not only at the individual or gene
level but also among groups. A group that is biologically endowed with
greater solidarity and with individual willingness to sacrifice for the group
would defeat less cohesive groups. Thus genes for genuine ingroup
altruism—in addition to kinship and the calculations of reciprocal altru-
ism—would result in greater survival of the group’s members.”

Older, expansive formulations of this argument have been rejected by
modern evolutionary biologists, on the grounds that genes for self-sacrifice
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on behalf of the group would have the effect of annihilating those who
possessed them much faster than aiding them through improved group
survival, and that ‘cheaters’ would proliferate. However, as some scholars
have noted, the whole debate has been somewhat misconstrued. It revolves
around a supposed distinction between kin selection and group selection, an
abstraction that ignores the actual evolutionary history of humans, whose
chronology was unknown to Darwin. In reality, throughout the vast major-
ity of human evolutionary history, groups were, anyhow, small kin groups.*
Truly large societies of non- (or remote) kin emerged only very recently,
with agriculture and civilization. In terms of biological evolution (to differ-
entiate from cultural evolution), they are far too recent to have a significant
effect on human biology. It is thus meaningless to speak of ‘group selection’
as opposed to kin selection in human biological evolution actually domi-
nated by kin groups. Even the regional group is a relative latecomer, although
not so late as to have no biological basis.

Indeed, the overlapping and close links of kinship, social co-operation,
and cultural distinctiveness in the hunter—gatherers’ regional group is per-
haps less than accidental. We should ask ourselves since when did humans
live in regional groups. It should be recalled that chimpanzees have no such
large groupings, nor are there indications of their existence among Homo
erectus or archaic varieties of Homo sapiens for most of the genus Homo’s
evolutionary history. Apparently, regional groups appeared only with mod-
ern man, Homo sapiens sapiens. It is also to our species that the evolution of
advanced lingual skills is attributed (though the uniqueness of the species in
this respect is a matter of controversy); and it is with Homo sapiens sapiens that
the explosion of culture and cultural diversity in tool making, crafts, art, and
ritual is for the first time extensively documented, reaching new heights
during the Upper Palaeolithic, from some 35,000 years ago. All these new
developments are interdependent and mutually reinforcing. They were
obviously evolutionarily advantageous in many ways, some of which are,
perhaps, clearer than others. The advantages of more sophisticated tools and
better communication are the most obvious. However, on the assumption
that advanced lingual skills and shared culture facilitated the evolution of
the regional group, which encompassed hundreds, the regional group had
several major evolutionary advantages. For one thing, there was an advantage
to favouring one’s medium-range kin (the regional group) over far more
remote kin, known as ‘strangers’. More importantly, perhaps, the regional
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group was a far stronger grouping than the extended family group. It was
simply a larger aggregate of force. This would have given Homo sapiens
sapiens a clear advantage in an armed conflict with rivals who did not live in
regional groups. Even if we reject group selection—as distinct from kin
selection—as a significant factor in human evolutionary history, broader kin
solidarity within a larger kin grouping would have made a great difference.”

Herein may lie the decisive factor in explaining one of the big enigmas in
human evolution. Homo sapiens sapiens is now known to have spread from
Africa, displacing all archaic human species that had earlier inhabited the
Old World. In the best-documented case, Homo sapiens sapiens displaced—
that is, drove to extinction—Neanderthal man, who had prospered in
Europe and the Middle East. How did this happen? Peaceful explanations
for this displacement dominated during the heyday of R ousseauism, and still
do. Prehistorians have pointed out that even a small advantage in subsist-
ence or reproduction, easily achieved, for example, by better tools or better
communication, was enough for a wide divergence in population size to
open up over not so many generations. Still, as has been asked by Jared
Diamond, is it reasonable to suppose that the Neanderthals simply watched
their best hunting fields gradually be taken up by the alien Homo sapiens
sapiens, with no resort to violence at all? The American Indians, for instance,
did not just sit still when the white man killed the bison upon which their
livelihood depended. If the process at the beginning of the Upper Palaeolithic
was not entirely peaceful after all, was the Neanderthal not a formidable
rival? He was more strongly built than Homo sapiens sapiens, quite intelligent
and a proficient hunter of big game at close quarters.

Diamond has suggested a number of possible explanations for the
Neanderthals’ demise. As with the isolated populations of the Americas
and Australasia at the time of western expansion, they may have lacked
natural immunity to epidemics brought by the invaders. However, whether
Homo sapiens sapiens had anything like the resistance developed by the
sixteenth-century dwellers of the open and largely urban Eurasian land-
mass is questionable. Diamond also suggested that the greatly superior
lingual communication of Homo sapiens sapiens, and the resulting advantage
in in-group co-operation, decided the issue in their favour.” This is plaus-
ible. However, better communication was probably one of the principal
prerequisites of larger social groupings. If it is the case that Homo sapiens
sapiens maintained regional (tribal) group ties, whereas the Neanderthals did
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not have or had much weaker ones, this would have been an overwhelming
advantage. Co-operation among tribe members would have created a
decisive numerical superiority over the far fewer members of the Neander-
thal family groups, thus explaining the Neanderthal’s mysterious disappear-
ance. The same logic can help to explain the universal triumph of Homo
sapiens sapiens after its spread from Africa some 80,000 years ago and the
displacement of all archaic humans throughout the world, which otherwise
remains quite mysterious.

[ wrote a specialized article on this subject, to which interested readers are
referred.”” My hypothesis, of course, is very difficult to verify. The best
argument in its favour is that the regional group indeed seems to have
emerged, or at least become prominent, with fully modern Homo sapiens
sapiens. It should not be regarded as one of the many cultural inventions of
Homo sapiens sapiens. Instead, as with the very potential to create culture and
complex language—that is, advanced symbolic networks—the capacity for
regional group relationships, with which advanced symbolic capability is
intimately linked, seems to have been a skill that Homo sapiens sapiens had
evolved biologically. As with language, regional grouping, as a minimum,
exists wherever Homo sapiens sapiens lives. Aristotle may have exaggerated
only one step in defining the members of our species as political animals by
nature.

Indeed, the evolutionary roles of some forms of cultural life, such as
communal ritual and ceremonies, and even the communal aspects of art,
which are otherwise quite mysterious, might at least be partly explained by
the evolutionary advantages of large group co-operation. As with war,
religion is a complex social phenomenon. It is probably the result of several
different interacting factors. Thus it might be a byproduct of the much
wider scope of the powers of imagination and comprehension of Homo
sapiens sapiens, which made them ponder, fear, and attempt to come to terms
with death and the cosmic forces of nature and the universe.” If this line of
explanation, first articulated by Thomas Hobbes and developed by various
modern anthropologists of religion, is valid, there remains, however, the
question of whether this ‘byproduct’, which plays such a prominent role in
human history, is evolutionarily beneficial or detrimental. There can be two
opposite arguments here, or a mixture of the two. One would stress the
terrific costs that people have always invested in religion and that would
appear as a wholly senseless waste of often scarce resources, better spent on
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people’s worldly needs. In modern evolutionary terms, aided by our recent
experience with computers, religion would thus be regarded as a ‘bug’,
‘parasite’, or ‘virus’ on the advanced intellectual ‘software’ of Homo sapiens
sapiens.”” As we see later, such things are common in the evolutionary pro-
cess. No design, including those of evolution, is free from handicaps, and the
only comfort for those who are burdened by them is that their rivals and
competitors are also burdened by similar or other handicaps.

Conversely, religion may have had in it, evolutionarily speaking, more
than worthless expenditure of resources and time. For one thing, it can be
regarded as part of the large ‘defence costs’, which, as we see, all animal
species have to incur. From Emile Durkheim, whose book The Elementary
Forms of the Religious Life (1915) concentrated on the Australian Aboriginal
groups, functionalist theorists have argued that religion’s main role was
in fostering social cohesion. Machiavelli, Rousseau, and the nineteenth-
century French positivists had held more or less the same view. As Richard
Dawkins observes, discussing the same idea in evolutionary terms: “What a
weapon! Religious faith deserves a chapter to itself in the annals of war
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technology.”™ We know this only too well from history. Addressing the
supposed beginnings of religion, this may mean that in those new, larger,
regional groupings in which common ritual and cult ceremonies were more
intensive, social co-operation became more habitual and spiritually more
strongly legitimized. This was probably translated into an advantage in war-
fare. Indeed, not only did communal ritual and ceremonies play a central
role in the life of every regional group with which we are familiar; but ritual
ties were also observed everywhere to have formed the principal basis for
larger alliances and confederations between regional groups, the so-called
Amphictionic alliances, after the ancient Greek example. And one of the
primary roles of such alliances was war. The emerging manifestations of a
greatly expanded symbolic capacity, such as language, religion, art, and
regional grouping, may thus have reinforced each other to give Homo sapiens
sapiens an advantage in warfare.*'

To be sure, although regional groups had a clear advantage in fighting
against people who had no regional grouping (presumably pre-Homo sapiens
sapiens humans), they had no such decisive advantage when all people lived in
regional groups. This, however, as we see later, is the nature of all ‘arms races’.
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Motivation: Food and Sex

What are the evolutionary rewards that can make the highly dan-
gerous activity of fighting worthwhile? This question touches on the age-
old philosophical and psychological enquiry into the nature of the basic
human system of motivation, needs, and desires. Numerous lists of basic
needs and desires have been put together over the centuries, more or less
casually or convincingly. The most recent ones show little if any marked
progress over the older, back to Thomas Hobbes’s Leviathan (Chapter 6).' In
the absence of an evolutionary perspective, these lists have always had some-
thing arbitrary and trivial about them. They lacked a unifying regulatory
rationale that would suggest why the various needs and desires came to be,
or how they related to each other. Indeed, when varying unitary ‘principles’
of human behaviour were put forward, it was mostly in this respect that they
were lacking. The splits in the psychoanalytic movement are a good
example of this. While Freud claimed that the basic human drive was sexual-
ity, Alfred Adler, following Henri Bergson and Friedrich Nietzsche, argued
that it was in fact the striving for superiority, and Karl Gustav Jung
emphasized the quest for creativity and whole-being. There was no way of
deciding, other than faith within what indeed became semi-religious
orthodox sects, why it was that this drive rather than the other one was the
‘truly’ basic one, or why in fact there should be a unitary basic drive at all.

The human motivational system is, of course, not my topic. In this book it
concerns us only in its relation to the subject of fighting. Again we start
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from the ‘human state of nature’, the 99.5 per cent of the genus Homo’s
evolutionary history in which humans lived in small kin groups as hunter—
gatherers, a timespan that is responsible for our biological inheritance. In this
‘state of nature’ people’s behaviour patterns are generally to be considered as
evolutionarily adaptive. Later in the book, we see how this evolutionary
inheritance has interacted with, and been transformed by, the staggering and
manifold human cultural development.

The causes of primitive warfare remain a puzzle in anthropology. In the
past decades, the discussion has been largely dominated by what has been
presented as a controversy between the evolutionist and an alternative, cul-
tural-materialist theory. That the controversy has taken this form is a result
of the historical development of anthropology. One of the principal theo-
retical approaches in anthropology, cultural materialism stresses people’s
desire to improve their material lot as the basis of human motivation. As
there is a very substantial grain of truth in this idea, cultural materialism has
had an obvious explanatory appeal. However, its limitations should have
been equally clear, and they were revealed, for example, in the anthropo-
logical study of war during the 1970s. Rather than hunter—gatherers, it was
primitive agriculturalists, horticulturalists, who stood at the centre of the
debate. These were the Yanomamo, living in the rain forests of the Orinoco
basin in the Brazil-Venezuela border region, and the highland peoples of
New Guinea in today’s Indonesia and Papua New Guinea. It was not clear
why these horticulturalists fought among themselves (and they did), because
there was no real sign that either the Yanomamo or some of the New
Guinea highlanders experienced agricultural land shortage. The proponents
of the materialist school thus suggested that they fought over highly valued
animal protein. With the Yanomamo, this took the form of competition
over hunting resources in the forests around their villages. In New Guinea,
the competition was allegedly over grazing grounds in the forests for
domesticated pigs. Although this interpretation had some plausibility, it did
not sit quite comfortably with all the evidence.” Indeed, as we see later,
the cultural materialists themselves began to look for complementary
explanations.

At a more fundamental level, as with other theoretical ‘systems’ such as
the psychoanalytic schools mentioned earlier, the cultural materialists never
seriously explained, never felt that there was a need to explain, their central
argument: why was it that the quest for material gains was the overriding
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motive of human action? This was simply postulated by them as a fact of life,
the way things were, in the same way that anthropology as a discipline never
asked itself what was the reason for kin solidarity (or for the incest taboo)
that anthropologists everywhere observed as fundamental features of the
societies that they studied. Furthermore, the predominance of the material-
1st argument necessitated that all other possible motives would be somehow
explained away as secondary, derivative, or disguises for the material motive.
As with the Marxist perception of a materialistic ‘infrastructure’ versus ideo-
logical ‘superstructure’, there was, again, some truth in this as well. Still, the
materialist argument often called for elaborate intellectual acrobatics, which
in extreme cases made cultural materialism famous for the most contrived
explanatory stories.’

As modern evolutionary theory, which had been evolving since the
1960s, gathered momentum in the mid-1970s, it slowly began to win atten-
tion among anthropologists. One of the first anthropologists influenced by it
was Napoleon A. Chagnon, who had already been the best-known student
of the Yanomamo. In one article (and a documentary film), he showed, for
example, how in a quarrel in a Yanomamo village people were divided
along kin lines, rushing to support their close kin in successively expanding
kin circles, as the theory of kin selection would predict. In other articles,
Chagnon argued that Yanomamo warfare, as well as their internal conflicts,
were predominantly about reproductive opportunities. In inter-village war-
fare, women were regularly raped or kidnapped for marriage, or both. Village
headmen and distinguished warriors had many wives and children, many
times more than ordinary people did. Violent feuds within the village were
chiefly caused by adultery.*

As we see later, most of these ideas were true. Unfortunately, however,
Chagnon—who in the ‘protein controversy’ wholly opposed the idea that
Yanomamo warfare involved competition over hunting territories—gave
the impression that evolutionary theory was about reproduction in the
narrow (sexual) rather than the broadest sense (for example, feeding the
offspring). His arguments have thus opened themselves to all sorts of criti-
cisms; anthropologists have anyhow exhibited considerable resistance to the
intrusion of evolutionary theory that called for a thorough re-evaluation of
accepted anthropological interpretative traditions. Many of the criticisms
levelled against Chagnon’s position have been poorly informed about the
fundamentals of evolutionary theory—for instance, one critic queried why,
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if fighting was beneficial for inclusive fitness, it was not continuous and
ubiquitous.” Repeating an error that we have already discussed, he failed to
realize that fighting, like any other behaviour, could be only one possible
tactic for inclusive fitness, depending for its success, and activation, on the
presence of specific conditions. Another cluster of often-voiced criticisms
was that it was not true that people were motivated by the desire to maxi-
mize the number of their offspring, that the widespread occurrence of
infanticide among primitive people was one example that belied this idea,
and that women were sought for economic as well as sexual purposes, as a
labour force.®

The flaws in these criticisms can be pointed out only briefly here. It is not
that people consciously ‘want’ to maximize the number of their children.
Although there is also some human desire for children and a great attach-
ment to them once they exist, it is mainly the desire for sex—Thomas
Malthus’s ‘passion’—that functions in nature as the powerful biological
proximate (intermediate) mechanism for maximizing reproduction. As
humans, and other living creatures, normally engage in sex throughout their
fertile lives, they have a vast reproductive potential, which, before effective
contraception, mainly depended for its realization on environmental con-
ditions. Infanticide typically takes place when conditions of resource scarcity
threaten the survival chances of the newborn’s elder siblings, as, for example,
of an elder nursing infant—inclusive fitness is not about maximizing oft-
spring number but about maximizing the number of surviving offspring.
The fact that women may sometimes also be valued for economic reasons is
strictly in line with evolutionary theory—people must feed, find shelter, and
protect themselves (somatic activities) in order to reproduce successtully.’

This brings us to the crux of the current anthropological controversy.
Having initially emphasized only the reproductive implications of warfare,
thus giving rise to the misguided notion among his critics that this was all
that evolutionary theory was about, Chagnon has correctly begun to stress
the complementary nature of the somatic and reproductive efforts within
this theory.® Curiously, however, he has largely undermined his own pos-
ition, and thus left the whole debate on the wrong track, by suggesting that
in doing so he has been ‘synthesizing’ the insights of evolutionary theory
with those of cultural materialism. There seemed to be a similar need for
a synthesis from the other side. Chagnon’s main protagonist in recent
years, R. Brian Ferguson, has advanced a highly elaborate and increasingly
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one-dimensional materialistic interpretation of the causes of primitive war-
fare. However, after exhausting all options for explaining away and playing
down any non-material motive, he has had to admit that some such motives
did in fact exist.” Offering, as he did, an increasingly narrow interpretation,
he, too, has called for a broadening of approach to the study of the causes
of war."” Seemingly shared by both sides, it has been a call that other
anthropologists involved in the debate could only welcome.

However, the real meaning of Chagnon’s argument was that evolutionary
theory in fact encompassed the materialist interpretation, let alone its eco-
logical counterpart—indeed, that it offered the broad explanatory rationale
for principal materialist/ecological insights. What required synthesis were
the somatic and reproductive elements in explaining war rather than the
materialist and evolutionary theories, because evolutionary theory had
always consisted of both elements. The false dichotomy of the reproductive
versus materialist debate is demonstrated by some of the debate’s strange
twists and turns. As we see later, in looking for a complement to their game
shortage hypothesis, materialists such as Marvin Harris came up with a
reproductive interpretation. On the other side, even though Chagnon has
acknowledged both the somatic and the reproductive elements of evo-
lutionary theory, he has continued to claim that with primitive people—in
general, not only with the Yanomamo—it was the reproductive rather than
the somatic reasons that were chiefly responsible for warfare.

In fact, the ‘human state of nature’ was not that different from the general
state of nature. Both somatic and reproductive struggles were an integral part
of it. Cultural diversity in human societies is stressed by social scientists and
historians for excellent reasons, but all too often to the point of losing sight
of our easily observed large core of species specificity.'" It has long been
assumed by many in these disciplines that people may be moved to action—
including fighting—for practically any reason. However, in reality, hunter—
gatherers, and other primitive societies, manifested a remarkably similar set
of reasons for fighting and remarkably similar warfare patterns, regularly
observed by field anthropologists wherever they went. It is the intricate
interactions and manifold refraction of these reasons in humans, exponen-
tially multiplied by cultural development, that are responsible for the stag-
gering wealth and complexity of our species’ behaviour patterns, including
that of fighting. As Sumner put it: the great motives that move people to
social activity—including fighting—are hunger, love, vanity, and fear of
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superior powers.'” Although I now go through the reasons for warfare
among hunter—gatherers (as observed by anthropologists) seemingly one by
one, it is not the intention here to provide yet another ‘list’ of separate
elements. Instead, I seek to show how the various ‘reasons’ come together in
an integrated motivational complex. This complex has been shaped by the
logic of evolution and natural selection for billions of years, including the
history of millions of years of our genus Homo, and of tens of thousands of
years of our species, Homo sapiens sapiens.

SUBSISTENCE RESOURCES: HUNTING
TERRITORIES, WATER,SHELTER,
RAW MATERIALS

Resource competition is a prime cause of aggression, violence, and
deadly violence in nature. The reason for this is that food, water, and, to a
lesser degree, shelter against the elements are tremendous selection forces. As
Darwin, following Malthus, explained, living organisms, including humans,
tended to propagate rapidly. Their numbers are constrained and checked
only by the limited resources of their particular ecological habitats and by all
sorts of competitors, such as conspecifics, animals of other species that have
similar consumption patterns, predators, parasites, and pathogens. "

Some anthropologists have disputed that this rationale applied to humans,
pointing out that hunter—gatherers, both recent and during the Pleistocene,
exhibited on average little if any demographic growth over long periods of
time and constantly regulated their numbers through infanticide. However,
as we have already seen, infanticide is generally used to maximize the num-
ber of surviving offspring precisely when people push against the resource
walls of their particular environment. When these environments suddenly
expand, an unusual event in nature, demographic growth is dramatic. In
recorded history, we are familiar with many such instances. Perhaps the best
known is the rapid proliferation of Old World wildlife into new territories
in the wake of the European age of discovery. Mice, rats, and rabbits, for
example, did spectacularly well in the Americas and Oceania, where their
traditional competitors were absent or weak. Humans propagated equally
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dramatically in similar circumstances. More than a million and a half years
ago, Homo erectus broke out of his original habitat in Africa and filled up
large parts of the Old World. From about 80,000 years ago Homo sapiens
sapiens repeated that process on an even wider scale. In the most famous
examples, only in the last tens of thousands of years, small groups of our
species crossed from Asia through the frozen Bering Straits into North
America, previously uninhabited by humans. In a remarkably short time,
these small groups propagated into hundreds of thousands and millions of
people, even before the introduction of agriculture, filling up the Americas
from the far north to the south. In the same way, the Pacific islands, widely
separated by thousands of kilometres of ocean, were inhabited only during
the last two millennia by small groups of east Asian people, who made the
crossing with their canoes. Again, these first settlers, in most cases probably
no more than a few dozen people on each island, rapidly filled up their new
habitats, increasing in numbers to thousands and tens of thousands.

These dramatic cases only demonstrate once more that as a rule, and
contrary to the Rousseauite belief, our Palaeolithic ancestors had no empty
spaces to move to. The human—similar to the animal—tendency for
maximizing reproduction was constantly checked by resource scarcity and
competition, mostly by conspecifics. As mentioned, this competition was
largely about nourishment, the basic and most critical somatic activity of all
living creatures, which often causes dramatic fluctuations in their numbers.
Resource competition, and conflict, are not, however, a given quantity but a
highly modulated variable. Resource competition and conflict change over
time and place in relation to the varying nature of the resources available and
of human population patterns in diverse ecological habitats.'* Human adap-
tations in different ecological environments are by far the most diverse in
nature. The basic question, then, is: what are the factors that act as the main
brakes on human populations in any particular habitat? What are the main
scarcities, stresses and hence objects of human competition? Again, the
answer to these questions is not fixed but varies considerably in relation to
the conditions.

As we saw, in extreme cases such as the mid-Canadian Arctic, where
resources were highly diffuse and human population density was very low,
resource competition and conflict barely existed. In arid and semi-arid
environments, such as those of central Australia, where human population
density was also very low, water holes were often the main cause of resource
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competition and conflict. They were obviously critical in times of drought,
when whole groups of Aborigines are recorded as having perished. For this
reason, however, there was a tendency to control them even when stress
was less pressing. Indeed, as we have seen with respect to the Walbiri
and Waringari hunter—gatherers of the mid-Australian desert recorded by
Meggitt, fighting, to the scale of ‘pitched battles’, could take place in order
to ‘occupy’ and monopolize wells."” In well-watered environments, where
there was no water shortage and hence no water competition, food often
became the chief cause of resource competition and conflict, especially at
times of stress, but also in expectation of and preparation for stress.'® As
Lourandos writes in respect of Aboriginal Australia: ‘In south-western
Victoria, competition between groups involved a wide range of natural
resources, including territory, and is recorded by many early European
observers throughout Victoria.” Despite his general abstention from the
words conflict or fighting, Lourandos’s next sentence shows that his ‘com-
petition’ also includes ‘combat’.'” Resources meant above all food. The
nature of the food in question obviously varied with the environment.
Still, it seems safe to conclude that it was predominantly meat of all sorts—
be it of land animals, birds, or fish—which was hotly contested among
hunter—gatherers.

This fact, which is simply a consequence of nutritional value, is discern-
ible throughout nature. Herbivores rarely fight over food, because the
nutritional value of grass is too low for effective monopolization. To put it in
terms of the anthropological model that relates defended territoriality and
violent competition to resource density,' the nutritional value of grass is
simply too ‘diffuse’ to make the effort to monopolize it cost-effective.
Fruit, roots, seeds, and some plants are considerably more nutritious than
grass and are often the object of competition and fighting, among both
animals and humans. Meat, however, represents the most concentrated
nutritional value in nature and is the object of the most intense competition.
Animals may defend territories to monopolize mates or food, or both. The
higher the nutritional value of their food, the more the food element of
territorial behaviour would be present in addition to the reproductive elem-
ent. At the top of the food chain, meat eaters would not only defend their
hunting territories against conspecifics; whenever they had the opportunity,
they would also act against predators from other species to weed out com-
petitors. Lions, for example, have been observed to kill leopard and hyena
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cubs whenever they could find them. Game resources are the principal
factor determining predators’ spacing out in nature.

Indeed, before and during the ‘protein controversy’, game resources have
been consistently shown in a series of studies to play a similar role across a
whole range of primitive human societies examined. Chagnon was right
that there were other, and perhaps even more important, (reproductive)
reasons for Yanomamo warfare, but he was wrong in claiming that game
competition was not a reason at all. As his protagonists reminded him, he
himself had noted that ‘game animals are not abundant, and an area is rapidly
hunted out’. His protagonists accepted that the Yanomamo suffered from no
‘protein deficiency’, but they pointed out that the minimum levels of con-
sumption achieved were secured only by a static population level, kept static
by, among other things, the high mortality rates in fighting recorded among
the Yanomamo, as well as among other primitive peoples. A rise in human
population level would easily be translated into game depletion,'” hence the
inherent state of competition and conflict between the human hunters.
Alien hunters would naturally be regarded as competitors and encounter
animosity. Indeed, in environments where game were highly concentrated
and unevenly spread, food competition and conflict would be the most
intense. As we saw in both northern and southern Australia and in the
American north-west, prime concentrations of fish, birds, and other wildlife,
such as river mouths, were far superior to ordinary stretches of beach or
river shore, let alone inland territories. Violent clashes, brought about by
hunting forays and population movements, were commonplace, undoubt-
edly becoming more intense when hunger and starvation loomed. According
to one comparative study, territory changed hands among hunter—gatherers
up to a rate of five to ten per cent per generation.” Things were further
complicated in instances where the vital concentrations of game were geo-
graphically mobile rather than more or less static. Migration routes of bison
(buftalo) herds on the North American Great Plains were changing and
difficult to predict. Hunting in other tribes’ territories thus became neces-
sary from time to time, often resulting in warfare.”’ Upper Palaeolithic
hunters of large game in Europe, from France to Ukraine, may have
exhibited similar patterns to the American Indian bison hunters.

The main point of all this is that resource competition and conflict
existed in most hunter—gatherer societies. But how significant they were,
how they ranked in comparison with other possible reasons for conflict, and
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what resource specifically was mostly in conflict depended on the particular
conditions of the human and natural environment in question. Scarcities
and stresses, and hence the causes and occurrence of conflict, varied. The
concept of territoriality, which was brought to the fore in the 1960s by
Ardrey, Lorenz, and Tinbergen, ought to be looked at in this light. Similar
to aggression, territoriality is not a blind instinct. It is subservient to the
evolutionary calculus, especially in humans, whose habitats are so diverse.
Among hunter—gatherers, territories varied dramatically in size—territorial
behaviour itself could gain or lose in significance—in direct relation to the
resources and resource competition. The same applies to population density,
another popular explanation in the 1960s for violence. In other than the
most extreme cases, it is mainly in relation to resource scarcity, and hence as
a factor in resource competition, that population density would function as
a trigger for fighting. Otherwise, Tokyo and the Netherlands would have
been among the most violent places on earth.*

In conclusion, let us understand more closely the evolutionary calculation
that can make the highly dangerous activity of fighting over resources worth-
while. In our societies of plenty, it might be difficult to comprehend how
precarious people’s subsistence in pre-modern societies was (and still is).
The spectre of hunger and starvation always loomed over their heads. Affect-
ing both mortality and reproduction (the latter through human sexual appe-
tite and women’s fertility), it constantly, in varying degrees, trimmed down
their numbers, acting in combination with disease. Thus, struggle over
resources was very often evolutionarily cost-effective. The benefits of fight-
ing must also be matched against possible alternatives (other than starvation).
One of them was to break contact and move elsewhere. This, of course,
often happened, especially if one’s enemy was much stronger, but this strat-
egy had clear limitations. As already noted, by and large, there were no
‘empty spaces’ for people to move to. In the first place, space is not even and
the best, most productive, habitats were normally already taken. One could
be forced out to less hospitable environments, which may also have been
earlier populated by other less fortunate people. Indeed, finding empty
niches required exploration, which again might involve violent encounters
with other human groups. Furthermore, a move meant leaving the group’s
own habitat, with the resources and dangers of which the group’s members
were intimately familiar, and travelling into uncharted environments. For
hunter—gatherers, such a change could involve heavy penalties. Moreover,
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giving in to pressure from outside might establish a pattern of victimization.
Encouraged by their success, the alien group might repeat and even increase
its pressure. A strategy of conflict, therefore, concerns not only the object
currently in dispute but also the whole pattern of future relations. Standing
up for one’s own might in fact mean lessening the occurrence of conflict in
the future. No less so, and perhaps more, than actual fighting, conflict is
about deterrence. The spectacular nature of the activity of fighting had
largely obscured this fact before the nuclear age.

Having discussed the possible benefits and alternatives of fighting, deter-
rence brings us to its costs. Conflict would become an evolutionarily more
attractive strategy if those who resort to it lower their risk of serious bodily
harm and death. Consequently, displays of strength and threats of aggressive
behaviour are the most widely used weapons in conflict, among both ani-
mals and humans. It is the state of mutual apprehension and armed surveil-
lance—more than the spates of active fighting which, of course, establish this
pattern of relations—that is the norm among human groups. Furthermore,
when humans, and animals, do resort to deadly violence, they mostly do so
under conditions in which the odds are greatly tilted in their favour. As we
see later, it is not the open pitched battle but the raid and ambush that
characterize primitive warfare and constitute its most deadly forms. People,
however, were at the receiving, as well as the inflicting, end of these asym-
metrical forms of fighting. Thus mortality rates in hunter—gatherers’ warfare
were still very substantial, higher than in any modern society.

Animals are important not only for their meat but also as a source of hides
and furs for clothing in cool climates, and of bone, horn, and other materials
for tools. Other vital raw materials for making tools include flint and obsid-
ian (volcanic glass). There are also luxury, prestige, and exotic goods such as
pigments (ochre), ivory, and feathers, the evolutionary value of which is
discussed later. In most cases, these raw materials may not in themselves be
scarce among hunter—gatherers, in the sense that there may be enough of
them in the environment for all. Nevertheless, as we saw in Australia, they
may still lead to violent conflict. As at least some of these items might be
unevenly spread, the nearby inhabitants often tried to monopolize them
for trade purposes. Furthermore, crossing group boundaries to obtain raw
materials might also carry the risk of violent confrontation because of the
state of conflict and mutual apprehension over other things that might
prevail among human groups. In the evolutionarily shaped motivational
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complex that may lead to conflict, the elements are mixed, intertwined, and
mutually affected.

REPRODUCTION

The struggle for reproduction is about access to sexual partners of
reproductive potential. There is a fundamental asymmetry here between
males and females, which runs throughout nature. Females invest a great deal
more in carrying and rearing the fertilized eggs, and often also the offspring
that come out of them. Their reproductive potential is limited by this heavy
logistical burden, because they can carry and rear only a limited number of
fertilized eggs or offspring at one time and, hence, in a lifetime. In optimal
natural conditions, human females, for instance, can give birth to more than
20 children, but more realistically to between a half and a quarter that
number. Thus, although sufficient sexual activity is necessary for maximizing
temale conception, increasing the number of sex partners is not. At any time,
a female can be fertilized only once. Consequently, evolutionarily speaking,
she must take care to make the best of it. It is quality rather than quantity
that she seeks. What she requires is that the male who fertilizes her should be
the best that she can find. Hence, she must be choosy. She must select the
male who looks the best equipped for survival and reproduction, so that
he imparts his genes, and his qualities, to the offspring. In those species,
similar to the human, where the male also contributes to the raising of
the offspring, his skills as a provider and his loyalty are other crucial
considerations.

In contrast to the female, a male has theoretically almost no limit to the
number of offspring that he can have. He can fertilize an indefinite number
of females, thus multiplying his own genes in the next generations. The
male’s reproductive capacity increases in direct relation to the number of his
sex partners, whereas the female’s does not. In real life, the sexually most
successful human males, for example, can have, indeed often had, scores of
children. The main brake on male sexual success is competition from other
males.

All this, of course, is only an abstract. Around this rationale, sexual strat-
egies in nature are highly diverse and have many nuances.” Some species are
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highly polygynous. In many social animals, the leading male monopolizes all
the females in the group. Fighting among the males for control over the
harem is most intense and for good reason: the evolutionary stakes are the
highest. In many species, especially among herbivores, access to females is
practically the only reason for intraspecific fighting. The more polygynous a
species, the greater would be the size difference between males and females
(sexual dimorphism), because males would be selected for size and ferocity.
Among the apes, the highly polygynous gorilla is the best example of this.
Males of many non-social species also fight among themselves for any sexu-
ally receptive female that they encounter. Not all species, however, are
highly polygynous. Access to females can be more evenly spread, all the way
down to pair monogamy. However, although monogamy reduces, it by no
means terminates, male competition. In monogamous systems, the quality of
the female partner also gains significance. If the male is restricted to one
partner, it becomes highly important for him as well to choose the partner
with the best reproductive qualities that he can get: young, healthy and
optimally built for bearing offspring—that is, in sexual parlance, the most
attractive female.

Where do humans stand on this scale? The need to take care of very
slowly maturing offspring, which requires sustained investment by both
parents, turns humans in the monogamous direction, to pair bonding. As
we saw, this in itself significantly reduces male competition and violence,
because reproductive opportunities are more equally spread. Competition
over the best female partners remains, however. Furthermore, humans, and
men in particular, are not strictly monogamous. In the first place, men
would tend to have more than one wife when they can. Only a minority
can, however. Although in most known human societies, including those of
hunter—gatherers, polygyny was legitimate, only a few, select, well-to-do
men in these societies were able to support, and thus have, the extra wives
and children. Second, in addition to official or unofficial wives, men would
tend to search for extramarital sexual liaisons with other women, married or
unmarried. On the man’s part, this infidelity is—evolutionarily speaking—a
strategy intended to increase his reproductive success by gaining a chance to
fertilize more women. On the ‘other woman’s’ part, if she is unmarried, an
affair might be her only chance of a sexual relationship, or an opportunity
for a relationship with a successful man (attractive and supporting). For a
married woman as well, an affair might be an opportunity for a relationship
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with a better-quality man than the one she has, promise extra care and
support, or provide insurance against marriage failure.

Again, this is only an abstract, because the ‘battle of the sexes” and sexual
infidelity are not our subject. But, indeed, how does all this affect human
violent conflict and fighting? The evidence across the range of hunter—
gatherer peoples (and that of primitive agriculturalists) tells the same story.
Within the tribe, women-related quarrels, violence, so-called blood feuds,
and homicide were rife, often as the principal category of violence. Some
incidents were caused by suitors’ competition, some by women’s abduction
and forced sex, some by broken promises of marriage, and most, perhaps, by
jealous husbands over suspicion of wives’ infidelity. Between tribes, the
picture is not very different, and is equally uniform. Warfare regularly
involved stealing of women, who were then subjected to multiple rape, or
taken for marriage, or both. Indeed, the story of Moses’ command to the
Children of Israel to kill all the Midianites except for the virgin women
who could be taken (Numbers 31.17-18) typifies victors’ conduct through-
out history: kill the men, rape the women, and take the most young and
beautiful as war trophies. If women could not be taken because of the
enemy’s opposition, or because of domestic opposition at home, they would
often be killed like the men and children, in order to decrease the numbers
of the enemy.

So hunter—gatherers’ warfare commonly involved the stealing and raping
of women; but was it about women? Was the stealing and raping of
women the cause or a side effect of hunter—gatherers’ warfare? In recent
anthropological literature, this question was posed by Ferguson in respect of
Yanomamo warfare. Ferguson, who holds that warfare is caused by material
reasons, has disputed Chagnon’s claim that the Yanomamo fought primarily
for women. Chagnon, for his part, dismissed the materialist position, enlist-
ing the testimony of Yanomamo men who had told him, amused: ‘Even
though we like meat, we like women a whole lot more!” However, even
Chagnon wavered on occasions about whether Yanomamo warfare was
really about women.**

The Yanomamo are hunters and horticulturalists rather than pure
hunter—gatherers. However, the fundamental question in dispute is relevant
to pure hunter—gatherers as well. As indicated, I think that this question is in
fact pointless and has repeatedly bemused scholars and led them to a dead
end. It artificially takes out and isolates one element from the wholeness of
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the human motivational complex that may lead to warfare, losing sight of
the overall rationale that underpins these elements. It is as though one were
to ask what is ‘really’ the thing people are after in going to the supermarket:
bread, meat, or cheese. In fact it is only in specific cases that the question of
the more prominent motive becomes meaningful.” In the evolution-shaped
‘human state of nature’, the human motivational complex consists of varying
mixtures of the particular scarcities for which people in any given society
may resort to violent competition. Both somatic and reproductive elements
may be present with humans; moreover, both these elements are intercon-
nected and they give rise, in turn, to other elements, which are discussed
later. Among hunter—gatherers, women were often a strong motive for war-
fare, frequently the main motive, but rarely the only one. Again, women are
such a prominent motive because reproductive opportunities are a very
strong selective force indeed.

The continent-size Australian laboratory of simple hunter—gatherers is,
once more, an unmatched source of data, already cited in this connection
as an example by Darwin (and in Chapter 3 above).** According to the
Englishman William Buckley, who lived with the Aborigines from 1803 to
1835, most of the frequent fighting and killing among them:

were occasioned by the women having been taken away from one tribe to
another; which was of frequent occurrence. At other times they were caused
by the women willingly leaving their husbands, and joining other men. . . .
[T]hese dear creatures were at the bottom of every mischief.”’

In the isolated Tasmania, the natives reported similar reasons for the
endemic fighting, territorial segregation, and mutual apprehension that pre-
vailed among their groups. Food could become scarce in the winters, but
women were the main cause of feuding and fighting.”®

Polygyny was a significant factor in many places. It was legitimate among
all the Aborigine tribes of Australia and highly desired by the men. However,
comparative studies among the tribes show that men with only one wife
comprised the largest category among married men, often the majority.
Men with two wives comprised the second largest category. The percentage
of men with three or more wives fell sharply, to around 10—15 per cent of all
married men, with the figures declining with every extra wife.”” To how
many wives could the most successful men aspire? There was a significant
environmental variation here. In the arid central desert, four, five, or six
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wives were the top. Five or six was also the top figure mentioned by Buckley
for the Aborigines living in the region of Port Philip (Melbourne) in the
south-east in the early nineteenth century. However, in the richer and more
productive parts of Arnhem Land and nearby islands in the north, a few men
could have as many as 10-12 wives, and in some places, in the most extreme
cases, even double that number. There was a direct correlation of resource
density, resource accumulation and monopolization, social ranking, and
polygyny.” Naturally, the increase in the number of a man’s wives gener-
ally correlated with his reproduction rate (number of children). Statistics for
the Aborigines are scarce.”’ However, among the Xavante horticulturalists
of Brazil, for example, 16 of the 37 men in one village (74 of 184 accord-
ing to a larger survey) had more than one wife. The chief had five, more
than any other man. He fathered 23 surviving offspring who constituted
25 per cent of the surviving offspring in that generation. Shinbone, a most
successful Yanomamo man, had 43 children. His brothers were also highly
successful, so Shinbone’s father had 14 children, 143 grandchildren, 335
great-grandchildren, and 401 great-great-grandchildren, at the time of the
research.”

The same applied to hunter—gatherers. The leaders of the Aka Pygmies
were found to be more than twice as polygynous as ordinary people, and to
father more children.” As we saw, resource scarcity reduced social differen-
tiation, including in marriage, but did not eliminate it. Among the !Kung of
the arid Kalahari Desert, polygyny was much more limited, but five per cent
of married men still had two wives.”* Women-related feuds were the main
cause of homicide among them. The natives of the American north-west
coast and Arctic, our other great microcosm of hunter—gatherer peoples,
demonstrate the same trend. In the extremely harsh conditions of the mid-
Canadian Arctic, where resources were scarce and diffuse, fighting over
resources barely existed. As a result of the resource scarcity, marriages
among the native Eskimos were also predominantly monogamous. One
study registered only 3 polygynies of 61 marriages. Still, wife stealing was
widespread, and probably the main cause of homicide and ‘blood
feuds’ among the Eskimos.” ‘A stranger in the camp, particularly if he was
travelling with his wife, could become easy prey to the local people. He
might be killed by any camp fellow in need of a woman.” Among the
Eskimos of the more densely populated Alaskan coast, abduction of women
was a principal cause of warfare. Polygyny, too, was more common among
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them, although restricted to the few.”® Strong Ingalik (‘big men’) often had a
second wife, and ‘there was a fellow who had five wives at one time and
seven at another. This man was a great fighter and had obtained his women
by raiding’.”’

As discussed in Chapter 3, the resource-rich environment of the north-
west coast accentuated resource competition and social ranking. Conflict
over resources was therefore intense. However, resource competition was
not disassociated from reproduction, but constituted, in fact, an integral
whole with it. Typically, women are not even mentioned in Ferguson’s
elaborate materialist study of north-west coast Indian warfare. Nevertheless,
they were there. Most natives of the north-west coast were monogamous.
However, the rich, strong, and powerful were mostly polygynous. The num-
ber of wives varied from tribe to tribe, but ‘a number’ or ‘several’ is nor-
mally quoted, and up to 20 wives are mentioned in one case. The household
of such successful men is repeatedly described as having been very substan-
tial and impressive indeed. Furthermore, as is universally the case, the mainly
female slaves taken in the raids and working for their captors also shared
their masters’ bed.”

After all, what was the reason that more resources and more prestigious
goods were desired and accumulated by the natives, most successfully by the
chiefs and ‘big men’? For somatic reasons, to be sure—that is, above all, in
order to feed, clothe, and dwell as well as they could, but also to feed,
clothe, and house larger families, with more wives and more children, and to
demonstrate their ability to do so in advance, in order to rank as worthy of
the extra wives. Competition over women can lead to warfare indirectly as
well as directly. Conflict over resources was at least partly conflict over the
ability to acquire and support women and children. Brian Hayden has
advanced an anthropological model whereby simple resources in resource-
rich societies are accumulated and converted to luxury items in an intensi-
fied competition for status, prestige, and power.” He could add women to
the list of converted goods. Resources, reproduction, and, as we see later,
status, are interconnected and interchangeable in the evolution-shaped
complex that motivates people. Resources are convertible to more and
‘better’ women. In some fortunate cases—as with mass and energy in
Einstein’s equations—the opposite is also true, and women generate
resources that are greater than those that they and the children require from
the husband. With the Indians of the Great Plains, for instance, the many
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women of the chiefs and ‘big men’ produced decorated robes for the white
man’s trade.* Finally, both resources and women contributed to status,
which in turn was likely to increase one’s access to resources and matri-
monial opportunities. The explanation for their wars that M. J. Meggitt
recorded from the Mae Enga horticulturalists of New Guinea highlands ties
all these elements together wonderfully:

A clan that lacks sufficient land cannot produce enough of the crops and the
pigs needed to obtain the wives who are to bear future warriors to guard its
domains and daughters whose brideprice will secure mates for their
‘brothers’. . . . And without wives, how can this clan tend its gardens and pigs?
How can we contribute to exchange of pigs to attract military and economic
support in times of trouble? Therefore, men say, a clan has no choice but to
use all means at its command to acquire more land as quickly as possible, or it
will have a short life.*'

Polygyny among the Enga was ‘the ideal’, practised, according to one
sample, by 17.2 per cent of the men. Among another highlands tribe, the
Goilala, it amounted to 12 per cent of the men (16 per cent of the married
men), with some men having as many as four wives. With them as well,
marriages were an interrelated complex, comprising sexual, economic, and
alliance aspects.*

As mentioned earlier, wealth, status, matrimonial success, and power were
similarly interconnected among the ‘big men’ of northern Australia.* The
same pattern applied to the ‘big men’ (umialik) of the Eskimo hunter—
gatherers of the Alaskan coast:

In case of a theft the umialik, as the man with the most material goods, was
likely to have been the victim. If he had more than one wife, his ties of blood
and marriage were greater than those of others, and he could depend on
many persons for support. Furthermore, by being an umialik he was a person
whose opinions the others respected.*

A positive feedback loop mechanism was in operation. Chagnon has
shown one way in which this mechanism worked with the Yanomamo, and
[an Keen, an authority on Aborigines’ marriage, has independently detected
the same pattern among the Australian hunter—gatherers. Clan growth
depended on reproductive success. Now, the largest clans in a tribe, those
comprising more siblings and cousins, acted, as always, on the principle
of kin solidarity vis-a-vis the rest of the tribe. They moved on to increase
their advantage by controlling leadership positions, resources, and marriage
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opportunities at the expense of the others. As a result, large clans tended
to dominate a tribe, politically and demographically, over time. The
Yanomamo Shinbone family, mentioned above, grew into several villages
within a few generations.” The notion that there is a self- and mutually
reinforcing tendency that works in favour of the rich, mighty, and successtul,
facilitating their access to the ‘good things of life’, goes back a long way. The
idea that ‘the rich get richer’ is valid in a much wider sense. To succeed, a
man had to have as many as possible of the following qualifications: he had
to be a good provider (hunter), strong, socially (‘politically’) astute, and
come from a large (‘good’) family.

Polygyny greatly exacerbated women’s scarcity and direct and indirect
male competition and conflict over them. Indeed, a cross-cultural study has
found polygyny to be one of the most distinctive correlates that there is of
feuding and internal warfare.* There is another factor contributing to
women’s scarcity and male competition. In all hunter—gatherer (and agri-
cultural) societies, female infanticide is regularly practised. Parents prefer
boys who can hunt (or work in the fields) and protect. Infanticide is often
covert and attributed to accidents, but census statistics of pre-industrial
societies tell an unmistakable story. Although the number of male and
female babies should be nearly equal at birth (105:100 in favour of boys),
there are many more boys than girls in childhood. Surveys of hundreds of
different communities from over 100 different cultures (of which about a
fifth were hunter—gatherers) has shown that juvenile sex ratios averaged
127:100 in favour of boys, with an even higher rate in some societies. The
Eskimos are one of the most extreme cases. Their harsh environment
made them wholly dependent on male hunting, whereas female foraging
played a greater economic role in milder climates. Thus, female infanti-
cide was particularly widespread among them. They registered child-
hood sex ratios of 150:100 and even 200:100 in favour of boys. No wonder
then that the Eskimos experienced such a high homicide rate over women,
even though polygyny barely existed among them. Among Australian Abo-
riginal tribes childhood ratios of 125:100 and even 138:100 in favour of
boys were recorded. The Orinoco and Amazonian basin hunters and horti-
culturalists have been closely studied. Their childhood boy ratio to every
100 girls is: Yanomamo 129 (140 for the first two years of life), Xavante 124,
Peruvian Cashinahua 148. In Fiji the figure was 133. In tribal Montenegro
it was estimated at 160. Although the evidence is naturally weaker, similar
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ratios in favour of males have been found among the skeletons of adult
Middle and Upper Palaeolithic hunter—gatherers, indicating a similar prac-
tice of female infanticide that may go back hundreds of thousands of
years."

Polygyny and female infanticide thus created a scarcity of women and
increased men’s competition for them. How was this competition resolved?
This was partly by peaceful, albeit still oppressive, means. Although a study
of the Walbiri Aborigines shows that no men were excluded from marriage
altogether,* things may have been different for a small minority of marginal-
ized men in more ranked hunter—gatherer societies. Furthermore, in all
primitive societies females were married at puberty, whereas most males
married in their late 20s or even 30s. This 10- to 15-year difference in
matrimonial age between men and women helped a great deal to offset the
sex imbalance. In addition, males were victims of hunting accidents (and
boys have always been and continue to be more prone to accidental death in
risky games than girls), although this may have been partly offset by female
deaths in giving birth. Finally, however, there was also open conflict: male
death in feuding and warfare.

The correlation of male violent death and women’s scarcity was first
pointed out by Warner in his study of the north Australian Murngin,
and later independently rediscovered and greatly elaborated by Divale and
Harris.*” Among the Yanomamo, for instance, and they can be regarded as
representative in this respect: about 15 per cent of the adults die as a result of
inter- and intragroup violence. The division of violent death between males
and females is very uneven, however. The figure for the males is 24 per cent
versus 7 per cent for the females.”” The Plains Indians showed a deficit of
50 per cent for the adult males in the Blackfoot tribe in 1805 and 33 per
cent in 1858, whereas during the reservation period the sex ratio rapidly
approached 50:50.>" Although the Yanomamo are dubbed the ‘fierce
people’ and the Plains Indians held a similar reputation, much the same
applies to the !Kung Bushmen of the Kalahari Desert, popularly regarded as
a model ‘peaceful’ society. Anthropologist Richard Lee, who contributed to
the creation of this popular impression, nevertheless reports that in his study
area in the period 1963-9, there were 22 cases of homicide; 19 of the victims
were males, as were all of the 25 killers.*

In this way, as statistical studies show, male and female numbers in primi-
tive societies—highly tilted in favour of males in childhood—tend to level
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out in adulthood. Violent conflict is thus one of the principal means
through which competition over women is both expressed and resolved.
Furthermore, as Divale and Harris have shown, there is a vicious circle here:
in societies that lived under the constant threat and eventuality of violence,
families’ preference for males who would protect them increased. Families’
choices thus further reinforced the scarcity of women and male competition
and violence connected with them, even though, from the social perspec-
tive, more females would have reduced both. Thus conflict and violence fed
partly on themselves. As is often the case, the rational choice of each family
when left to its own devices conflicted with the common good. The only
solution to such ‘prisoners’ dilemmas’, as they are called, is from above.
Remarkably, it has been shown that in those primitive societies on which
modern states enforced internal and external peace, female infanticide, as
measured by juvenile sex ratios, declined substantially.”> However, to take
caution, there is another factor that was not noted by Divale and Harris: in
all probability, the state’s sanction itself may have deterred and decreased
infanticide.

As mentioned earlier,among the victims of male competition for women
are the young adult males, who are obliged to postpone marriage for quite a
long time. This universal and probably very old trend among primitive
human communities has some interesting evolutionary consequences. Men
reach sexual maturity at an older age than women, which is quite the
opposite from what we would expect in view of the fact that man’s repro-
ductive role and reproductive organs involve a much lighter physical burden
than the woman’s. The main reason for this later male maturation seems to
be male competition. Men are given a few more years to grow up and gain
strength before being exposed to potential violent conflict.”* Another
consequence of young adult males’ sexual deprivation is their marked rest-
lessness, risk-taking behaviour, and belligerency. This has been a highly
observable feature in all societies. Young adult males are simply ‘pro-
grammed’ for greater risk taking, because their matrimonial status quo is
evolutionarily highly unsatisfactory. They still have to conquer their place in
life. They have thus always been the most natural recruits for violent action
and war. Male murder rates peak in both London and Detroit (although 40
times higher in the latter) at the age of 25.”° Indeed, more mature males,
already in possession of women and children, are naturally ‘programmed’ to
adopt more conservative, ‘safer’, behavioural strategies.
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INTERLUDE: MAN THE BEAST?

It would appear that up till now I have been a little vague about
something. I have generally discussed ‘humans’ and ‘human warfare’, where
perhaps I should have more accurately referred to men. From earliest times
and throughout history, fighting has been associated with men. Cross-
cultural studies of male/female difference have found serious violence as the
most distinctive sex difference that there is, except, of course, for child
bearing itself. Is that a matter of education and social conventions, or are
men naturally far more adapted to fighting than women? This question has
much contemporary relevance and is at the centre of a heated public debate
about women’s equality in modern society: can and should women nowadays
enlist in combat roles in the armed services?

The first obvious and generally controversy-free, fighting-related differ-
ence between men and women is that of physical strength. Men are con-
siderably stronger than women, on average, of course, and all the following
data are on average. To begin with, men are bigger than women. They are
about nine per cent taller and proportionately heavier. Even these facts do
not tell the whole story, because in muscle and bone mass men’s advantage
is bigger still. Relative to body weight, men are more muscular and bony,
with the main difference concentrated in the arms, chest and shoulders. Fat
comprises only 15 per cent of their body weight, compared with 27 per cent
in women. As athletic results and repeated tests show, men’s biggest physical
advantage is in strength. Although they are less flexible than women, only
about 10 per cent faster, and have a 4:3 advantage in aerobic capacity, they
are doubly as strong as women (except for the legs, where the ratio is again
4:3 in favour of men).”® As throughout human history fighting has been a
trial of force, this sex difference has been crucial.

Anatomy is not everything, however. As mentioned, the quoted data are
average. It in fact comprises a wide range within each sex, and there is
obviously some overlap between the scales of the two sexes. Some women
are stronger than or as strong as some men. There is, however, another sex
difference to consider. Are men by nature mentally more aggressive than
women, especially being more predisposed to violence and, even more, to
serious violence? Are the minds as well as the bodies of males and females
different? This is a highly charged topic in the contemporary debate. Tabula
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rasa liberals and feminists during the 1960s and early 1970s believed that,
apart from obvious physical differences, men and women were the same. All
other differences were attributed to education and social conventions.”’
Over time, however, as more and more women entered the ‘man’s world’ in
the workplace and all other walks of social life, many later-generation femi-
nists have come to a different position. They have come to feel that the ‘man’s
world” was exactly that—very much structured to fit the needs, aims, and
norms that were peculiarly male. They have felt that mere equality of access
to male-structured domains was unsatisfying for women.

Gender attitudes to sex are one of the most interesting cases in point. One
of the greatest achievements of the sexual revolution of the 1960s was that
women in the west have earned the right to much the same freedom in
sexual relations as men had always enjoyed. Soon, however, women dis-
covered that they did not want to exercise that freedom in quite the same
way as men. Thus, although latter-day feminists have continued to seek
equality and opportunity, many of them now feel that these mean freedom
to behave in greater harmony with women’s own particular needs and aims,
and, wherever necessary, change the world in that direction. Interestingly,
it has now been feminists, not only male chauvinists, who have stressed
women’s qualities versus men’s. Indeed, feminists have charged that it was
peculiarly male tendencies, such as overcompetitiveness, emotional cold-
ness, faulty communication, and aggressiveness, that were responsible for
many, if not most, of this world’s ills, including war.”®

Those feminists may claim some support from the scientific research of
human biology, which earlier had all too often been somehow regarded
impatiently as irrelevant to the debate. The whole trend of recent scientific
research has stressed sex differences in the mind as well as the body. In this
chapter, we have already referred to the biological explanation for the differ-
ing sexual attitudes of men and women, but scientists have discovered many
more differences. Repeated cognitive studies have revealed, on average, male
advantage in spatial orientation, which might also explain the persistently
recorded male advantage in mathematics, especially at the very highest
levels. Women have recorded better in spatial attention to detail and spatial
memory, verbal skills, and judging other people’s moods and complex
human situations—the famous ‘female intuition’. These difterences have
long been attributed solely to education and social expectations, but the
great changes in social attitudes that have taken place in the last generation
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seem not to have altered them much. Indeed, one of the ‘hardest’ sciences of
them all, brain research, has yielded significant sex differences. Cognitive
studies, aided by brain scanning, have revealed that men and women in fact
use different parts of their brains in coping with various cognitive tasks.
Furthermore, whereas the right and left hemispheres of a man’s brain are
much more specialized, those of women operate in greater co-operation,
and the corpus callosum connecting them is larger. Not only are the bodies
of women and men structured somewhat differently but also that particular
organ of their bodies, the brain, and hence their minds.

The architect of these different structures is our genes, and their agent
is the sex hormones, particularly the famous male hormone, testosterone.
Scientists have found that its presence begins to structure the male as differ-
ent from the female right from the start, from the very beginning of the
fetus’s evolution in the uterus (biologically, the original form is the female).
Male and female differences in identity are already largely shaped at birth,
and behavioural differences between the sexes are recorded very early,
before social conditioning can play an effective role. Crudely put, baby girls
are more interested in people, whereas baby boys are more interested in
things. Later on, despite the great changes that have taken place in edu-
cational patterns and the efforts of conscientious parents, boys and girls show
differences in play preferences, with the boys much more inclined to com-
petitive, rough and tumble, aggressive games and toys. Females also produce
testosterone, only much less than males. In addition, some divergences from
testosterone norms have occurred as a result of natural reasons (which pro-
duce identified medical syndromes) and owing to chemical influences
caused, for example, by medication. It has been found that so-called tom-
boy behaviour in girls correlated closely with higher levels of testosterone.
On the other side, low testosterone levels in males result in unassertive and
‘feminine’ behaviour, whereas the highest levels of testosterone to which
men are exposed during adolescence result in extra aggressiveness.” Trad-
itional human insight, embodied in such concepts as the Chinese yin and
yang, has been found to be not that far oft the mark.

Perpetration of serious violence and crime is in fact the most distinctive
sex difference there is, cross-culturally. As mentioned earlier, among the
'Kung Bushmen, all of the 22 killings registered in 1963—9 were committed
by men. Of 34 cases of bodily assaul, all but one were committed by men.®
In the USA, males comprise 83 per cent of murderers, a similar share of
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those committing aggravated assault, 93 per cent of drunken drivers and
about the same percentage of armed robbers. Even though murder rates
diverge widely in other parts of the world, the woman/man split remains
roughly the same in favour of men. Furthermore, even that sharp split does
not tell the whole story.”" The actual split is sharper still, because much of
the serious female violence and murder comes in response to male violence

or under male leadership. Thus, as a comprehensive survey reveals:

Crime statistics from Australia, Botswana, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, England
and Wales, Germany, Iceland, India, Kenya, Mexico, Nigeria, Scotland,
Uganda, a dozen different locations in the United States, and Zaire, as well as
from thirteenth- and fourteenth-century England and nineteenth-century
America—from hunter—gatherer communities, tribal societies, and medieval
and modern nation-states—all uncover the same fundamental pattern. In all
these societies, with a single exception, the probability that the same-sex
murder has been committed by a man, not a woman, ranges from 92 to 100
percent.®

This brings us to the nature of women’s aggression and violence. Women
can also be aggressive. However, their aggressiveness is much less channelled
to physical violence than men’s aggressiveness is, and even less to serious
physical violence. Typically, women resort to serious violence in two cases:
when the danger comes close to home—in desperate defence against an
acute threat to themselves and their children; or to harm the ‘other woman’
in rivalry over a man. Furthermore,in comparison with men’s violent aggres-
sion, that of women tends to be non-physical, indirect, and anonymous.*
What is the source of this most distinctive sex difference in serious vio-
lence? Again, the biological explanation is clear and was first elaborated by
Darwin.®* Both the bodies and minds of women and men have been sub-
jected to somewhat different evolutionary pressures during the millions of
years of human evolution. These pressures have been most different where
sex specialization and diverging reproductive roles have been most involved.
As scholars have pointed out, precisely because in humans both parents
invest in child rearing, sex specialization/division of labour became more
possible than in some other animal species, including our closest relatives,
the chimpanzees. In evolutionary terms, women specialized in child bearing
and rearing and in foraging close to the home base, whereas men specialized
in long-distance hunting and in the struggle to acquire and defend women
and children, specializations that required, among other things, force and
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ferocity. Indeed, the difference was more than occupational. Not only did
men compete for women both inside and outside the group, but, in case of a
threat to the children, the father, although also highly significant for the
children’s provision, was more expendable than the mother in this respect.
For this reason as well, the men formed the group’s main line of defence,
while the women covered the children to the best of their abilities. Moreover,
Palaeolithic men were of no use to the enemy. For them, the options were
either running away or fighting to the finish. By contrast, women were
themselves a resource in competition. They had better chances than the
men did to survive the day by submitting, conforming, co-operating, and
manipulating. Both the capabilities and evolutionary strategies of men
and women, capabilities and strategies that were of course interconnected
and mutually reinforcing, made men much more predisposed to fighting
than women.

But do environmental influences, most notably education and social
norms, not count at all? Do genes not always interact with culture? Obvi-
ously, environmental influences matter a great deal and are responsible for a
wide diversity of cultural norms. However, contrary to the fashion in much
of the gender studies, cultural norms are not infinitely flexible and wholly
relative. As a rule, cultural norms play, and diverge, along a scale set by our
inborn dispositions. (Needless to say, the subject is extremely complex and,
as we see later, it becomes even more complex with the new opportunities,
interactions, and tensions created by accelerated cultural evolution.) The
fact remains that among hunter—gatherers, in the ‘human state of nature’,
women'’s participation in warfare was extremely marginal. Even more than
hunting, in which women also marginally engaged in a few societies, fight-
ing was a male preserve and the most marked sex difference. Indeed, in this
case, it can certainly be said that among hunter—gatherers social norms
reinforced inborn dispositions. Even if some women were physically and
mentally capable of participating in a warriors’ group, this very rarely hap-
pened. The ‘culture of war’ and the ‘bond of brotherhood” within the
warriors’ group were famously cultivated among the men. As mentioned
earlier, the local groups in the human state of nature were literally com-
posed of brethren. Furthermore, women were to be defended rather than
interfere with the warriors” group cohesion by the powerful forces of sexual
distraction.”

This does not mean that women had no role in warfare. In most cases
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they, too, had very high stakes in what the men were fighting for, or at the
very least in their men themselves.*® Thus women in primitive warfare often
accompanied the men to battle and took part in it as cheerers and providers
of auxiliary services, such as the gathering and re-supply of used arrows and
spears. As mentioned earlier, only in very rare cases did they actively par-
ticipate in the fight, mainly by shooting arrows, and if the danger reached the
inner ring of women and children, women also desperately tried to contrib-
ute to the defence. The famous Amazons, of course, were, significantly, a
myth, albeit, like many myths, not entirely devoid of some basis in reality.
The Scythian and Sarmatian pastoralist horse archers of the Ukrainian
steppe were described by the classical Greek authors as the ‘neighbours’ of
the Amazons. Some of the warrior graves excavated in the region were
those of women, buried with full military gear. In one Scythian royal kurgan
(mound) four of fifty warrior graves belonged to females. In the supposed
Sarmatian region, 20 per cent of the warrior graves excavated were those of
women.”” The bow made possible a marginally greater female participation
in warfare.

Civilization created many new, ‘artificial’ conditions and relationships,
making a far-reaching transformation in the human way of life possible.
Nevertheless, throughout most of history, female participation in warfare
barely changed at all from the patterns described above, which had been
evolutionarily shaped by physical, mental, and social constraints. Apart from
desperate home defence, women’s participation in warfare was limited to
auxiliary services to the male warriors as camp followers and prostitutes. To
be sure, women were excluded from many activities and occupations in
historical societies. Still, they were absent from the warriors’ ranks to an
ever-larger degree than from any other occupation in which they tradition-
ally did not participate. But what about modern, industrialized, and espe-
cially advanced industrial societies? These have undergone tremendous,
unprecedented changes, which, among other things, greatly transformed
women’s place in society. How do these changes affect, and how can they
affect, women’s participation in combat roles in the armed services?

The bottom line is that they do, although overall perhaps not by a very
wide margin. Physically, fighting with guns and explosives has already made
a change. For example, in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Dahomey,
the king’s army included an elite bodyguard unit of women, which grew in
number from hundreds to thousands. The women, armed with guns, as well
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as with bows and arrows, machetes and clubs, were reputedly ferocious
warriors.”® From the late nineteenth century, women began to participate
actively in many revolutionary and guerrilla forces, which combined
informal social structures and radical ideologies. Their participation in
combat roles in the Soviet and Yugoslav armed forces during the Second
World War and on the communist side in Vietnam is well known. However,
even in these often-cited cases, where a radical social ideology prevailed, the
home country was invaded and women were anyhow at grave risk, and
an acute shortage of manpower existed, women’s role in warfare was still
limited. Most women took men’s places in the factories and fields, or
performed auxiliary services within the armed forces. Those who actually
participated in combat roles amounted to no more than 8—12 per cent of the
combat troops, not far from their estimated share in the famous Dahomey
army or in those very few tribal societies that had allowed women to
participate in battle, including the Scythian and Sarmatian ‘Amazons’.
Furthermore, in Soviet Russia, Yugoslavia, Vietnam, and other revolution-
ary countries, women were excluded from combat roles once the war
was over.”’

Why is this so, and how likely is this situation to persist in advanced
industrial societies? After all, the modern mechanical and electronic battle-
field has created numerous tasks that involve little if any physical force.
Fighting is done with firepower, and the movement of people and loads is
largely mechanical. Many women can drive or fire an armoured fighting
vehicle as well as many men, or for that matter command the vehicle, an
armoured battalion, or an armoured army. Some women are even strong
enough to be able to serve in ordinary infantry units, which still rely heavily
on physical force. However, Hollywood’s G. I. Jane notwithstanding, women
are rarely likely to be strong enough for elite infantry and commando
units—no more in fact than they are likely to compete successtully in any
serious men’s football league, let alone boxing or weightlifting. Women
flew as combat pilots in the Soviet air force during the Second World War.
But how many of them can successfully compete for similar capacities in the
much more competitive air forces of modern advanced powers has still to
be ascertained. In any case, this leaves many active combat roles that
women can perform.

The mental sex differences in respect of warfare have similarly narrowed
but not closed. As much of today’s fighting activity is done from afar and
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with little physical contact, it involves much less of the aggressive and violent
attitude traditionally associated with men. Even if not wholly a matter of
pushing buttons, modern fighting more than before bears the character of
an occupation that requires more cool-headed professionalism and organiza-
tional discipline than aggressive predisposition. There can be little doubt
that women could cope successfully with the mental task if they so wished.
But would they so wish? The indications are that the number of those who
would wish it is far smaller that that of men. Even if the physical aspect
posed no problem, far fewer women than men are inclined to combat
activity and combat careers. The reasons for this motivational difference
again go back to fundamental sex-related predispositions. On average,
men are more attracted to this type of competitive, high-risk, violent,
machine-related activity. In the same way that the introduction of effective
contraceptives, although greatly affecting women’s sexual attitude, has
not closed the gap between the sexual behaviour of men and women,
far-reaching changes in social and family patterns do not wholly eradicate
sex-related occupational preferences.

Throughout history women’s overburden with child bearing and rearing
was one of the factors that precluded their active participation in warfare.
Indeed, significantly, the famous Dahomey women warriors unit was only
possible because its members, officially married to the king, were forced to
celibacy on penalty of death. The force may have evolved from the harem
guard, to which no man was allowed access. Furthermore, the women may

have customarily undergone excision at childhood.”

Even though women
in today’s developed world give birth to only two children, on average, and
household duties are far lighter than before and more equally divided
between the sexes, the woman’s share in raising the children still tends to be
larger. (Despite the doctrine of equality, the law recognizes this by tending
to prefer the woman for custody of the children in cases of divorce.) More
than men, women would shrink from a highly risky career that involves
long periods of absence from the husband and children. This sort of prefer-
ence has long been attributed to lingering cultural inequalities in the way
society is structured. Although these inequalities were indeed acute and still
exist, it would now seem that their inborn element was too easily over-
looked. Even if the greatest equality of access to the educational and labour
markets were achieved, the sex differences would be such that the inclin-
ations of men and women would, on average, be different in some important
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respects. Even in Scandinavia, where nearly 80 per cent of women are in the
workforce, fewer than 10 per cent of the women work in occupations
where the sex balance is roughly equal. Half of all workers are in jobs where
their own sex accounts for 90 per cent of employees.”' The choice of a
combat career is a field in which the sex difference is particularly marked.

The Netherlands is a case in point, having the most egalitarian legislation
and policy in the developed world. From the late 1970s the Dutch authorities
granted women equal access to all military jobs and have acted intensively to
encourage them to exercise this freedom of opportunity. Nevertheless, as
the feminist authors of a study on the subject have written with dismay:
‘The interest of women in the army seemed to diminish more than to
increase. . . . The physical requirements remained a problem and so did the
acceptance of women by their male colleagues. . . . The demands for com-
bat jobs in the infantry, cavalry, artillery and the Royal Engineers are too
high to be met by most women.” Female participation in the army, espe-
cially in combat roles, remained in the low percentage points. In Norway as
well, another country with highly egalitarian legislation and policy, the
picture is very similar, partly, although not solely, because of women’s own
lack of interest.”

But what about those women who do desire a combat role and a combat
career? In the labour market as well, many occupations are unevenly divided
between the sexes, but equality of access on merit has nevertheless been
secured in the developed countries to any member of either sex who
chooses any particular occupation. Are there any special arguments that
might warrant an exceptional status to the occupation of fighting? More
complex family arrangements, mentioned by reluctant armed services, have
already been discussed. These may be overcome by a combination of female
and military compromises. The prospect of possible captivity is a major
consideration. As we have seen, women are far more exposed than men to
sexual abuse, especially when out of the protection of the law and orderly
society. This, too, however, is a risk that society might choose to leave to
individual female choice. Finally, can men and women live close together
for long periods of service in intimate combat groups without being dis-
tracted by sexual attraction that would disrupt their combat effectiveness?
Does not the famous ‘male bonding’ in the combat group depend on the
absence of women? Is not the ‘culture of war’ itself, those traditional qual-
ities of warrior masculinity, best inculcated in an exclusive man’s world?

8
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Indeed, at this point some feminists form an awkward alliance with male
sceptics, arguing that experience shows that participation in combat units
makes women forfeit their own true nature and adopt male-type thinking
and behaviour.

We lack sufficient experience to judge how significantly the dynamics
created in modern mixed-sex fighting units would affect their combat
effectiveness. In principle, fighting units need not, of course, necessarily be
mixed for women to participate in them. Separate units for men and women
are also possible. In summary, it would probably not be wild speculation to
suggest that the forces that have opened the labour market for women are
too irresistible for the armed services to withstand. Women are integrated in
larger numbers, even in combat roles. On the other hand, women’s partici-
pation in such roles will probably remain marginal compared with that
of men. The evolution-shaped physical, mental, and social factors that
have made fighting the most polarized sex-related activity are unlikely to
disappear.”
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Motivation: The Web of Desire

The interconnected competition over resources and reproduction is
the root cause of conflict and fighting in humans, as in all other animal
species. Other causes and expressions of fighting in nature, and the motiv-
ational and emotional mechanisms associated with them, are a derivative of,
and subordinate to, these primary causes, and originally evolved this way in
humans as well. This, of course, does not make them any less ‘real’ but only
explains their function in the evolution-shaped motivational complex and,
thus, how they came to be. It is to these ‘second-level causes’ and motiv-
ational mechanisms, directly linked to the first, that I now turn.

DOMINANCE: RANK, STATUS,
PRESTIGE, HONOUR

Among social mammals and primates, higher rank in the group gives
improved share in communal resources, such as hunting spoils, and better
access to females. In some species, such as baboons and wolves, rank differ-
ences are sharp, with the so-called alpha males (and sometimes also
females) reaping most of the advantages, relative to the other group mem-
bers. Even in those social species, such as the chimpanzees, where group
relations are more egalitarian, ‘leadership’ positions confer considerable
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somatic and reproductive advantages. For this reason, rank in the group is
hotly contested among social mammals and social primates. Status rivalry is
acute and never ending. It is the strong, fierce, and—among our sophisti-
cated cousins, the chimpanzees—also the ‘politically’ astute that win status
by the actual and implied use of force." Rivalry for rank and domination in
nature is, then, a proximate means in the competition for resources and
reproduction. For reasons already discussed in Chapter 4, this rivalry is far
stronger among males and closely correlates with testosterone levels.

Closer to the chimpanzees’ pattern, human groups in the ‘state of nature’
were more egalitarian than those of some species but still displayed signifi-
cant status differences. As we have seen, differences in strength, hunting
skills, social astuteness, and clan size unfolded and accentuated in direct
relation to the abundance of the resources available. The more resource rich
the environment and the denser the human population, the further would
societies develop, in anthropological terms, from egalitarian to ranked, and
then to stratified.” However, even in those so-called egalitarian societies,
which lived in the most inhospitable environments on earth, status mattered.
Richard Lee, studying the !Kung Bushmen of the Kalahari Desert, one of
the poorest, most dispersed, and most egalitarian hunter—gatherer societies,
finally concedes this against his Marxist predilection and whole thesis in his
revealingly entitled article ‘Politics, sexual and non-sexual, in egalitarian
society’.” In the first place, although leadership in such societies was weak
and informal, standing at the centre of social networks conferred advantages.
Furthermore, quite apart from leadership positions, social esteem mattered a
great deal. For example, according to William Buckley, who lived with the
Australian Aborigines for 32 years in the early nineteenth century:

They acknowledged no particular chief as being superior to the rest; but he
who is most skilful and useful to the general community, is looked upon with
the greatest esteem, and is considered to be entitled to more wives than any of
the others.”

In determining one’s status, image and perception have always been as
important as more tangible reality. Although obviously standing in more or
less close relation to that reality, they could not be reduced to it. A reputa-
tion of being successful and successtul qualities reinforced each other.
Successful qualities had to be advertised. Thus, overt or subtler display of
worth is a constant human activity, as it is with animals. It is limited by the
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balancing consideration of avoiding the provocation of a negative social
response, because other people also jealously guard their honour in the
social competition for esteem. In traditional societies, in particular, people
were predisposed to go to great lengths in defence of their honour. The
slightest offence could provoke violence. Where no strong centralized
authority existed, one’s honour was a social commodity of vital significance,
affecting both somatic and reproductive chances.’

Does this mean that what people who strive for leadership or esteem
‘really’ want is sexual opportunity or resources? Not necessarily. Wanting is
subjective, and mentally it can be genuinely disassociated from ultimate
evolutionary aims. For instance, people widely desire love and sex for their
own sake rather than for the offspring that can result from these activities,
and whom they often positively, and even desperately, do not want. In the
same way, the pursuit of rank and esteem in humans, as with animals, was
closely associated with better somatic and reproductive prospects, and
evolved as a proximate means for achieving them, even though the evo-
lutionary aim can remain unconscious.’ For this reason, humans were pre-
pared to risk violence to gain and defend rank and esteem in the same way
that they were prepared to do so for subsistence goods, women, or kin. In
the final evolutionary analysis, it all came to the same thing.

Thus, as we have also seen with respect to competition for women, com-
petition for rank and esteem could lead to violent conflict indirectly as well
as directly. For instance, we have earlier noted that even in the simplest
societies people desired ornamental, ostentatious, and prestige goods, with
no apparent subsistence value. Although ‘cultural materialists’ lump these
goods together with subsistence goods, their social function and significance
are wholly different. Ornamentation of body and clothes by colours, shapes,
or coloured and shaped objects is designed to enhance physically desirable
features that function everywhere in nature as cues for health, vigour, youth,
and fertility. Obviously, we can only hint at this subject that evolutionary
theorists have begun to explore.” For example: in human females, but also
in males, shining and clear eye, lip, hair, and skin colour functions as such
a cue, which can be enhanced artificially; natural—and by extension,
added—symmetrical, orderly, and refined features signal good genes, good
nourishment, and high-quality physical design; tall and magnificent head-
gear enhances one’s size; and so forth. We should bear in mind that it is
precisely on these products of the illusions industry—cosmetics, fashion, and
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jewellery—that people everywhere spend so much. Furthermore, causes
and effects refract and multiply in ever more complex interactions. Where
some ornamentations are scarce and therefore precious, the very fact that
one is able to afford them indicates wealth and success. Hence the source of
what economist Thorstein Veblen, referring to early twentieth-century
American society, called ‘conspicuous consumption’. In Stone Age societies,
luxury goods, as well as the ostentatious consumption of ordinary ones,
became in themselves objects of desire as social symbols of status. For this
reason, people may fight for them.

Direct and indirect competition for rank and esteem obviously takes
numerous other forms. Some scholars have disputed that a reputation as a
warrior contributed to one’s reproductive success by enhancing one’s status
in the group. Such a reputation surely increases the social demand for the
warrior in time of emergency and, in a society that is particularly prone
to war, the warrior’s status inevitably rises. A reputation as a warrior also
increases one’s deterrence in relation to other members of one’s own
group—again, an advantage in social bargaining. On the other hand, reput-
able warriors are arguably more vulnerable to early death and, hence, might
be disadvantaged by a shorter reproductive trajectory and interrupted off-
spring care.” All in all, a warrior’s reputation, like pugnacity itself, thus seems
to be a variable commodity, the value of which depends on the wider
benefits connected with it under the particular circumstances of any given
society. It would mean more in a society in which internal and external
insecurity is more acute, and in which martial skills are closely linked to the
ability to acquire material, and hence also social, benefits.

For this reason, marks of martial excellence are also advertised. The Plains
Indians, for example, were famous for their elaborate system of distinctions
for bravery in war, known as the counting of coups. As a principal determinant
of social ranking, coups were hotly pursued. One of these coups was, of
course, the famous scalping. Indeed, trophy heads of fallen enemies were
widely taken in primitive societies. Signs of scalping have been found on
fossilized human bones. The most gruesome prehistoric find is two 7,500-
year-old caches of trophy heads from Ofnet Cave in Germany, arranged
‘like eggs in a basket’, comprising the mutilated skulls of 34 men, women,
and children.” Trophy heads served much the same social purpose for primi-
tive warriors as medals, decorations, or marks of fallen enemy aircraft do for
modern ones. This explains why head hunting has been regularly observed

90



Motivation: The Web of Desire

by anthropologists as a frequent source of warfare among primitive people.
This practice—which seemed to make no sense, evolutionary or other—
was attributed by some early anthropologists to bare, instinctive, human
pugnacity. In fact, when a basic state of competition and conflict (and,
hence, suspicion and hostility) over resources or women prevails between
two societies, harming the enemy becomes a positive thing and, in con-
sequence, also carries social esteem. Under these circumstances, head hunt-
ing can be practised not only as a byproduct of warfare, that has other
specific purposes, but also ‘for itself’, to harm the enemy and win prestige at
home. That this activity further reinforces hostility and suspicion, refuelling
the war complex, is beyond doubt. Hostility and war tend to escalate, thus, at
least partly, although not wholly, feeding on themselves.

Again, it is this intermixing of mutually related motives that has repeat-
edly confounded scholars. This is most apparent, for example, in the debate
over the Plains Indians, in which different scholars highlighted different
motives to explain their warfare. Marian Smith, for instance, recognized that
horse stealing and hunting privileges were apparent motives of Indian war-
fare. She also specified revenge, which I discuss later. Yet she believed that
the pursuit of social esteem (coups) was the real cause, the ‘one common
element’ of all the others." Rightly reacting against such views, Bernard
Mishkin stressed the economic motives of Plains Indian warfare. However,
he nevertheless sensed that there might be a deeper connection involved. In
his conclusion he came closer to an integrated approach to the problem:

The relationship of the economic factor in war to the game element contains
no contradiction. . . . Prestige status and property control are almost uni-
versally associated. . . . In the case of the Plains, rank distinctions similarly
involve economic differentiation. Because war above all, yielded property
returns, the men who achieved formal military status also accumulated
wealth."!

Mishkin has separately also noted the women component associated with
Indian ranking. He listed the ‘25 most famous men’ among the Kiowa of
Oklahoma. According to his findings: ‘Polygamy in the general population
never rose to more than 10 per cent; 50 per cent of the “25” are polygamous.’
Although he never fully crossed the conceptual threshold, Mishkin was thus
not very far away from a view that would dispose of hopeless dichotomies
and connect the various elements of the Indian war complex together."
Torture and humiliation of captured enemies were another widespread
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practice among the Indians, as elsewhere, cross-culturally. This behaviour
can also be explained partly as an expression of the craving for domination
and superiority. To be sure, as we shall see, torture and humiliation were
sometimes administered in revenge, for their deterrence effect, or to extract
information. However, in human societies characterized by a competition
for higher status, they were also manifestations of an emotional desire—
sometimes reaching the point of sadism—to extract responses of submission,
helplessness, and begging from the ‘other’. Indeed, the unfortunate captive
was sometimes prepared to suffer more to deny this gratification to the
enemy by maintaining unflinching dignity. Some societies even preferred
such dignified behaviour from their tortured captives, because, in what
appears to have been an interesting twist, such behaviour only testified to
their captive’s greater honour, thus magnifying the value of his capture and
defeat. As we have already noted, motives are mixed, interacting, and widely
refracted in myriad forms. Nevertheless, it is the purpose of this study to
show that this seemingly immense complexity and inexhaustible diversity is
traced back to a central core, shaped by the evolutionary rationale. Tracing
complexity to its basic elements is far more applicable to the study of
humans, and in a far more meaningful way, than most historians, anthro-
pologists, and culture students have been trained to believe.

REVENGE: RETALIATION TO
ELIMINATE AND DETER

Revenge has probably been the most regular and prominent cause of
fighting cited in anthropological accounts of pre-state societies. Violence
was activated to avenge injuries to honour, property, women, and kin. If life
was taken, revenge reached its peak, often leading to a vicious circle of death
and counter-death.

How is this most prevalent, risky, and often bloody behaviour pattern to
be explained? From the evolutionary perspective, revenge is retaliation that
is intended either to destroy an enemy or to foster deterrence against him,
as well as against third parties. This, of course, applies to non-physical and
non-violent, as well as to physical and violent, action. If one does not pay
back on an injury, one may signal weakness and expose oneself to further
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injuries, not only from the original offender but also from others. A process
of victimization might be created.”” Of course, it is equally common for one
to accept an injury from someone stronger silently and take the con-
sequences of reduced status. Which of these two strategies to follow
depends on one’s overall assessment of the stakes and relative balance of
power. This rationale applies wherever there is no higher authority that can
be relied upon for protection—that is, in so-called anarchic systems, orig-
inally described by Thomas Hobbes. It thus applies in modern societies to
the wide spheres of social relations in which the state or other authoritative
bodies do not intervene. In pre-state societies, however, it applied far more
widely to the basic protection of life, property, and the like, which the state
later took under its authority. One could only rely on oneself and one’s kin
and allies to defend one’s own. In case of an injury, retaliation—that is,
‘revenge’—was the principal method either to annihilate the offender or to
re-establish deterrence.

But is not this explanation for revenge too clinical or, worse, simplistic?
Are not people moved to revenge by blind rage rather than by calculation?
Also, is not revenge simply a primitive method of administering justice, and
thus ought it to be considered within the realm of morality rather than
within that of security and deterrence theory? I have raised these typical
questions only in order to once more reiterate the point that is all too often
misunderstood with respect to evolutionary theory. Basic emotions evolved,
and are tuned the way they are, in response to very long periods of adaptive
selective pressures. They are proximate mechanisms in the service of somatic
and reproductive purposes. To work, they do not need to be conscious;
perhaps it is even better for them not to be, and the vast majority of them
indeed are not—in humans, let alone in animals. This is a vital clue for
understanding the otherwise inexplicable, seemingly arbitrary, and even
counterintuitive concept of unconscious motives, employed in many theo-
ries in psychology and the social sciences. Thus the instinctive desire to hit
back is a basic emotional response that evolved precisely because those who
hit back—of course, within the limits mentioned above—were generally
more successful in protecting their own by destroying their enemies and/or
by creating deterrence against them and vis-a-vis other people. Humans
have far longer memories than do animals and, thus, revenge—the social
settling of accounts with those who offended them—assumes a wholly new
level with them.
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The same applies to the notions of justice and morality. Their evolution-
ary foundation in humans—which has obviously undergone great cultural
elaboration—is the principle of ‘reciprocal altruism’ and ‘indirect’ or ‘gen-
eralized reciprocal altruism’, intended to foster mutually beneficial co-
operation by a system of benefits and sanctions. A famous computerized
game in game theory has demonstrated ‘tit for tat’ to be the most effective
strategy that a ‘player’ can adopt. He ought to reciprocate positive actions in
the interest of mutually beneficial co-operation, and retaliate when his part-
ner fails him in order to persuade this partner that he cannot get away with
it."" Obviously, computerized games are simplistic. For this same reason,
however, they can sometimes serve to illuminate basic, underlying patterns.

“Tit for tat’ poses a problem. One’s oftender cannot always be eliminated.
Furthermore, the offender has kin who would avenge him, and it is even
more difficult to eliminate them as well. Optimally, no one is to escape, but,
as we saw with the Aboriginal conflict described by Strehlow, and as Burch
and Correll write about the Alaskan Eskimos, this could rarely be achieved:

The objective of warfare in North Alaska was to annihilate the members of
the enemy group, men, women, and children. . . . A fully successful war thus
served to terminate inter-regional relations altogether through the elimin-
ation of the members of one entire group. The typical result, however, was
only partial success, some members of both groups being killed, and others
surviving. Thus warfare tended to perpetuate inter-regional hostilities since
survivors were always morally obliged to seek revenge."

Thus, in many cases, tit for tat becomes a negative loop of retaliation and
counter-retaliation from which it is very hard to exit. One original offence
may produce a pattern of prolonged hostility. ‘Blood revenge’ in particular,
starting from a single incident, may take numerous lives over years and
generations. Retaliation can thus produce escalation rather than annihilation
or deterrence. Fighting seems to feed on, and perpetuate, itself, bearing a
wholly disproportional relation to its ‘original’ cause. Similar to a Moloch, it
seems to take on a life of its own. People are ‘locked’ into conflict against their
wishes and, so it would seem, their best interests. How can it be beneficial to
lose many kin in revenge and counter-revenge in order to avenge the ori-
ginal death of one? It is this factor that has always given warfare an irrational
appearance, which seemed to defy a purely utilitarian explanation. As with
the plague or famine, warfare often appeared as one of the great scourges of
human life, but one that, paradoxically, was self-inflicted.
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How to explain this puzzle? In the first place, it must again be stressed that
both the original offence and retaliation arise from a fundamental state of
inter-human competition, which also carries the potential of conflict and is
consequently fraught with suspicion and insecurity. Without this basic state
of somatic and reproductive competition and potential conflict, retaliation
as a behaviour pattern would not have evolved. Indeed, sometimes revenge
is merely a pretext for conflict over more fundamental reasons.'® However,
as we have seen, while explaining the root cause of retaliation, this does not
in itself or in most cases account for retaliation’s escalation into what often
seems to be a self-defeating cycle. To account for this, additional explan-
ations must be provided.

Again game theory proves helpful. A famous, perhaps the most famous,
game in this branch of rationality research is known as the ‘prisoner’s
dilemma’. It demonstrates how people under certain conditions are ration-
ally pushed by these conditions to adopt strategies that are not in their best
interest. Although by temperament and outlook I shrink from mathematics
and modelling, I can only advise readers of similar inclinations that under-
standing the logic of the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ is worthwhile. The story goes
as follows. Two prisoners are separately interrogated on a crime that they
jointly committed. If one throws the blame on the other, the former goes
free, whereas his friend, who keeps silent, gets a heavy sentence. If both tell
on each other, they both get heavy sentences, although somewhat moder-
ated by their willingness to co-operate with the authorities. If both keep
silent, the authorities would have little evidence against them, and both of
them would get a light sentence. Now, under these conditions, what would
be the rational strategy for each of the isolated prisoners to adopt? Rationally,
each must choose to ‘defect’, because, unable to secure co-operation with
the other, this option is best regardless of the option that the other takes
independently. However, as both prisoners are rationally obliged to defect,
both get a heavy sentence, whereas if they could secure co-operation
between them, both could have benefited. Their rational choice under con-
ditions of isolation is thus inferior to their optimal choice had they been
able to secure co-operation between themselves.

As with any game, the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ is predicated on its given
assumptions. It has proved so fruitful because it has been found that many
situations in real life have elements of the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’. As we saw
earlier, it explains, for example, why people are rational in trying to evade
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paying taxes if they believe that they can get away with it, even though the
existence of the tax system as a whole benefits them, or why they would
bring their beasts on to an unregulated overgrazed common land, even
though overgrazing would destroy it completely, to everybody’s loss. Simi-
larly, in the absence of an authority that can enforce mutually beneficial
co-operation on people, or at least minimize their damages, the cycle of
retaliation is often their only rational option. If they do not retaliate, they
might invite new injuries. However, although it is their rational course of
action, retaliation is often not their optimal one. It may expose them to very
heavy costs. Nevertheless, it may go on, among other things, because a lack
of, or bad, communication with the enemy—which is natural in view of the
animosity and fear prevailing between the antagonists—can preclude, as in
the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’, a deal to terminate the cycle of retribution.

Indeed, if one side is not pushed to defeat, how does the cycle end? In all
pre-state societies the same mechanisms are employed. Sooner or later, often
with the help of a third party who acts as a go-between, thus bridging the
communication problem, the bruised parties accept a truce or reconcili-
ation, leaving their past injuries to rest. They either recognize the balance of
retribution as even or specify some sort of compensation from one side to
the other to make it even.'” Obviously, the truce or reconciliation may not
hold for long. Animosity and a cycle of violence may flare up again, because
of either the old grudges or a fundamental state of competition, or because
of a combination of the two. In turn, these factors generate, and are
reinforced by, ever-present mutual suspicion.

Clearly, the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ is of great relevance to explaining the
war complex as a whole: the cycle of animosity and war, and not just that of
revenge and retribution. I return to this later on, but first a word of caution:
not all violent conflicts or acts of revenge fall under the special terms of the
‘prisoner’s dilemma’. In the context of a fundamental resource scarcity, if
one is able to eliminate, decisively weaken, or subdue the enemy, and con-
sequently reap most of the advantages, then this outcome is better for one’s
interests than a compromise. It is only when such a decisive result cannot be
achieved, or can be achieved only at a great cost, that the conditions speci-
fied by the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ come into play. Under these conditions, the
rivals are locked into a struggle that is very costly for both, lacking the
mechanisms to escape into a better solution.
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POWER AND THE ‘SECURITY DILEMMA’

Revenge or retaliation is an active reaction to an injury, arising from a
competitive and, hence, potentially conflicting basic state of relations. As we
have seen, a passive reaction in the form of some sort of submission is also
possible, depending on the circumstances, and in reality both reactions take
place and intermix. However, as Hobbes perceived brilliantly (Leviathan, 13),
the basic condition of competition and potential conflict, which gives rise to
endemic suspicion and insecurity, invites not only a reactive but also a pre-
emptive response, which further magnifies mutual suspicion and insecurity.
It must be stressed that the source of the potential conflict here is again of a
‘second level’. It does not necessarily arise directly from an actual conflict
over the somatic and reproductive resources themselves, but from the fear,
suspicion, and insecurity created by the potential of those ‘first-level’ causes
for conflict.”® Potential conflict can thus breed conflict. When the ‘other’
must be regarded as a potential enemy, his very existence poses a threat,
because he might suddenly attack one day. How can one know, for example,
if a straying stranger is on a peaceful trade expedition or is out to steal a
woman? John Ewers’ description of this problem with respect to the Plains
Indians is revealing, if only the ‘first-" and ‘second-level’ causes that he
mentions are understood in their causal connection rather than being
regarded separately:

The roots of intertribal warfare in this region can be found in the very nature
of tribalism itself—in the common disposition of the members of each tribe
to regard their tribe as ‘the people’ and to look upon outsiders with suspicion.
This is not to deny that other and more specific causes for intertribal conflict
existed—competition for choice hunting grounds, capture of women, or
horse, or inanimate property, and individual desire for recognition and status
through the winning of war honors. But in an atmosphere charged with
intertribal distrust even an imagined slight by an outsider could lead to retali-
ation against other members of his tribe. . . . [I]t was much easier to start a war
than it was to end one."

In this fundamental state of insecurity, one must in the first place take
precautions against possible attack and increase one’s strength as much as
possible—for instance, defend and conceal one’s dwelling by natural and
artificial means; keep at a safe distance from, and maintain lookouts for, the
potential enemy;and form alliances to oppose him. The other side, however,
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faces a similar security problem and takes similar precautions. The fear,
suspicion, and feeling of insecurity are mutual and natural, even in the
absence of a concrete hostile intent on the part of the other, let alone if some
such intent exists.

Things do not stop with precautionary and defensive measures. The rea-
son for this is that such measures often inherently possess some offensive
potential—indirectly or directly. For example, indirectly, a defended home
base may have the eftect of freeing one for offensive action with a reduced
fear of a counter-strike. In other words, it reduces mutual deterrence.
Directly, a defensive alliance, for example, may be translated into an offen-
sive one, and this prospect is bound to be regarded with apprehension by the
other side. Intensified training for war, occupation of some advanced posts,
and the employment of reconnaissance parties, even if intended as defensive
measures, can strengthen offensive capabilities, and are naturally viewed in
that light by the other side. As a result of all this, measures that one takes to
increase one’s security in an insecure world often decrease the other’s
security, even if this was not intended, and vice versa. One’s strength is the
other’s weakness.

What are the consequences of this so-called security dilemma?*’ In the
first place, it tends to escalate ‘arms races’ further. Arms races between
competitors take place throughout nature. They are one way of presenting
the evolutionary process.”’ Through natural selection, they produce faster
cheetahs and gazelles, more devious parasites or viruses and more immune
‘hosts’, deer with longer horns to fight one another, and so on. Many of
these arms races involve very heavy costs to the organism, which would not
have been necessary if it were not for the competition. This, for example,
is the reason why trees have trunks. They only undertake the enormous
expenditure involved in growing trunks because of their life-and-death
struggle to outgrow other trees in reaching as high as possible to get sun-
light. In an apparent paradox, as with humans, competition is most intense
in environments of plenty, where more competitors can play and more
resources be accumulated. This is why trees grow highest in the dense forests
of the water-rich tropical and temperate climates.

Arms races often have truly paradoxical results. The continuous and escal-
ating effort to get ahead of the competitor may prove successful, in which
case the competitor is destroyed or severely weakened, and the victor reaps
the benefits. However, in many cases, every step on one side is matched by a
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counter-step on the other. Consequently, even though each side invests
increasing resources in the conflict, none gains an advantage. This is called,
after one of Alice’s puzzles in Lewis Carroll’s Through the Looking-Glass, the
‘Red Queen effect’: both sides run faster and faster only to find themselves
staying where they were. Arms races may thus become a ‘prisoner’s
dilemma’. If the sides gave up the hope of outpacing each other and win-
ning the contest, they could at least save themselves the heavy costs incurred,
which anyway cancel each other out. However, they are often unable to stop
the race, because of suspicion, faulty communication, and inability to verify
what exactly the other side is doing. Arms races can be stopped, limited, or
slowed down only if at least some of these preconditions can be overcome.

As mentioned earlier, arms races are in general the natural outcome
of competition. The special feature of arm races created by the security
dilemma is that their basic motivation on both sides is defensive. Each side
fears the other, but every step that one side takes to strengthen security
scares the other into similar steps, and vice versa, in an escalating spiral. It is
once more a ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ fuelled by mutual suspicion. Again, one
way to stop the spiral is to find means to reduce mutual suspicion. Marriage
ties used to be a classic measure for achieving this aim in all pre-modern
societies. Fostering familiarity and demonstrating goodwill through mutual
friendly visits and ceremonial feasts were another prominent universal
measure. For all that, suspicion and insecurity are difficult to overcome for
the reasons mentioned above. Indeed, as we see later, even ostensibly friendly
feasts sometimes turned out to be treacherous. There is another way, how-
ever, to reduce the insecurity. Although both sides on the security dilemma
may be motivated by defensive concerns, they may chose to pre-empt
actively—that is, not only take defensive precautions but also attack the
other side in order to eliminate or severely weaken them as a potential
enemy. Indeed, this option in itself makes the other side even more insecure,
rendering the security dilemma more acute. Warfare can thus become a self-
fulfilling prophecy. The fear of war breeds war. As full security is difficult to
achieve, constant warfare can be waged, conquest carried afar, and power
accumulated, all truly motivated by security concerns—that is, ‘for defence’.
Of course, in reality motives are often mixed, with the security motive
coexisting with others.

To conclude, as we saw with respect to ‘honour’ and ‘revenge’, the basic
condition of inter-human competition and potential conflict creates
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‘second-level’ causes for warfare, arising from the first. This does not mean
that actual competition over somatic and reproductive resources has to exist
on every particular occasion for the security dilemma to flare up. Still, it is
the prospect of such competition that stands behind the mutual insecurity,
and the stronger the competition and potential conflict, the more the secur-
ity dilemma will grow. A conflictual condition may thus, at least partly, feed
and grow on itself, leading through ‘prisoners’ dilemmas’ to clashes that
seem to be forced on the antagonists against their wishes and best interests,
to costs that can be heavier than the rewards for which the sides ostensibly
fight. The Yanomamo, among whom security was of course only one
motive in their motivational war complex, expressed the dilemma beauti-
fully when they complained: “We are tired of fighting. We don’t want to kill
anymore. But the others are treacherous and cannot be trusted.’*

How is this paradoxical state of affairs possible? It is possible because
natural selection operates on the principle of individual competition. There
is no higher authority (‘Nature’) that regulates the competition and prevents
‘prisoners’ dilemmas’ or ‘market failures’. Organisms can co-operate, com-
pete, or fight to maximize survival and reproduction. Sometimes, fighting is
the most promising choice for at least one of the sides. At other times,
however, fighting, although their rational choice, is not their optimal one.
They may be forced into it because under conditions of information scar-
city, faulty communication, and inability to make sure that the other side
will abide by their word, a deal for mutually beneficial co-operation cannot
be secured. In these cases, conflict seems to take life of its own. Similar to a
Moloch, it consumes the warring parties caught up in its fire, irrespective of
their true wishes or interests.

WORLD-VIEW AND THE SUPERNATURAL

I have systematically surveyed the motives for hunter—gatherers’
warfare regularly cited in the anthropological literature, attempting to show
how these motives can all be traced back to somatic and reproductive con-
flict, either directly or indirectly, through ‘first-> or ‘second-level” evolution-
shaped proximate mechanisms. But is this all? Does this interpretation not
amount to ‘crude materialism’? What about the world of culture that, after
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all, is our most distinctive mark as members of the species Homo sapiens
sapiens? Do we not know from history that people kill and get killed for
ideas and ideals? Indeed, anthropologists universally reported one ‘spiritual’
factor as being among the most prominent causes of warfare among hunter—
gatherers, as well as among primitive agriculturalists. This was fears and
accusations of sorcery. In communities in which spiritual life was perme-
ated—as it invariably was—with supernatural beliefs, sacred cults and rituals,
and the practice of magic, this was a potent force. All known hunter—
gatherer societies—as with any other human society—exhibit the universal
human quest for ordering and manipulating the cosmos.

I cannot presume here to do justice to a subject that is notoriously even
more complex than warfare. Still, as I have already suggested, the human
quest for ordering the cosmos is probably a product of Homo sapiens sapiens’
vastly expanded intellectual and imaginative faculties. In order to cope with
their environment, humans strive to identify, understand, and explain the
forces operating within and behind it, so that they can at least predict and, if
possible, also manipulate these forces and their effects to their advantage.
They are predisposed to assume that such forces are there. With respect to both
their natural and their human environment, humans achieved impressive
successes in using these methods. The quest for an understanding thus
evolved into a fundamental human trait. Humans must have answers as to the
reasons and direction of the world around them. Stretching this faculty the
furthest, humans have a deep emotional need for a comprehensive interpret-
ative framework, or set of interpretative ‘stories’, that would explain, connect
the various elements of, and give meaning to their world and their own
existence within it. They need a cognitive map of, and a manipulative
manual for, the universe, which by lessening the realm of the unknown
would give them a sense of security and control, allay their fears, and
alleviate their pain and distress. Where answers are beyond their scope, or
beyond experience, they fill up the gaps by speculating or ‘mythologizing’.**

[ use the word ‘mythologizing’ somewhat reluctantly, because what
forces and effects are real, what interpretations have validity, and what
manipulative methods are effective are not always easy to determine. Theory
and mythology, natural and supernatural, science and magic are dichotomies
shaped by later human reasoning. In fact, all of them are rooted in the search
for the underlying forces behind the phenomena and the quest to enlist
them on one’s side. In principle, what led from the ‘theological’ to the
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‘metaphysical’ and to the ‘scientific’,in Auguste Comte’s famous nineteenth-
century formulation, was mainly a growing rejection of authoritative trad-
ition and commitment to free thought, as well as an increasing adoption of a
stricter discipline of procedures for verifying hypotheses by experience.”
Having thus qualified my discussion, there remains within the human quest
for ordering the cosmos a tension between the need for knowledge and
manipulation, which lends itself more easily to test by trial and error, and the
need for meaning, harmony, security, and consolation, which generally
proves highly resistant to evidence—indeed, it often openly thrives on
counter-experience and the improbable. It is this second element that forms
the realm of the sacred. In this interpretation, Homo sapiens sapiens’ vastly
expanded intellectual faculties brought forth as a byproduct, as a ‘bug’ on its
‘programme’, some anxieties, intellectual concerns, and emotional needs
that are highly susceptible to a certain sort of overarching, emotionally
invested, almost ‘addictive’ ideas.

Hunter—gatherers speculated about the way their world was structured
and developed techniques to control it. Sometimes the speculations were at
least partly valid whereas the techniques were not, sometimes the opposite
was true, sometimes both speculations and techniques had validity, and
sometimes both had not. For survival, some ideas and practices were
adaptive, whereas some were maladaptive, or made no adaptive difference.
Adaptive value was often determined not only by the intended purpose but
also by unintentional side effects or byproducts. Thus, as mentioned earlier,
these byproducts or ‘spandrels’, in Gould’s and Lewontin’s term, could func-
tion either as a ‘virus’ that thrived independently at the expense of its ‘host’
or as a friendly ‘bacterium’ beneficially co-opted by the host, or both.** The
question to ask, then, is in what way did hunter—gatherers’ ‘metaphysics’
affect hunter—gatherers’ warfare.

Earlier I mentioned one such possible effect. As Durkheim and his dis-
ciples have stressed, communal supernatural beliefs, myths, cults, and rituals
probably strengthened group identity and, hence, cohesion.” Whatever
their direct costs in time and resources, they can thus be regarded, among
other things, as indirect, but highly adaptive, ‘defence costs’. Furthermore,
similar to language and other elements of culture—or the human ‘symbolic
universe’—beliefs, cults, and rituals, once internalized in early age by social
learning, are very difficult to change. People are cognitively and emotionally
heavily invested in them. Changing one’s ‘mental landscape’, perhaps even
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more than changing the ‘physical landscape’, can be very costly, sometimes
prohibitively so. This also increases one’s stake in one’s own group, while
enhancing the ‘otherness’ of the ‘other’.”®

But how did hunter—gatherers’ world-view and supernatural beliefs and
practices affect not only social cohesion in the case of conflict and warfare,
but also the reasons for conflict and warfare themselves, our subject in this
chapter? I would like to argue that on the whole they added on, sometimes
accentuating, reasons that I have already discussed. Let us return to the
evidence of anthropological accounts, which tell a remarkably similar story
across hunter—gatherers’ cultures. The all-familiar glory of the gods, or the
need to pacify them, let alone missionary reasons, never appear as reasons for
hunter—gatherers” warfare. These come later and are discussed in due course.
Religion, like warfare, is transformed by cultural evolution. In the hunter—
gatherers’ world of animistic spirits, totems, and shamanism, the supernatural
reasons cited for warfare are different.

As mentioned earlier, the most regularly cited reason is fear and accusa-
tions of sorcery. It should be noted, however, that these did not appear
randomly. They generally arose and were directed against people whom the
victim of the alleged sorcery felt had reason to want to harm him. This, of
course, does not necessarily mean that they really did. It certainly does not
mean that these people actually did harm the victim by witchcraft. What it
does mean is that competition, potential conflict, animosity, and suspicion
were conducive to fears and accusations of sorcery. To clarify the point
further, it is not that these ‘imagined’ fears and accusations do not add to the
occurrence of deadly violence beyond the ‘real’ or potentially ‘real’ causes
that underlie them. They certainly do. But, to a greater degree than with the
security dilemma, the paranoia here reflects the running amok of real, or
potentially real, fears and insecurity, thus further exacerbating and escalating
the war complex. Chagnon’s account nicely captures the manner in which
mutual suspicion and insecurity were closely related to accusations of
sorcery among the Yanomamo:

The feast and alliance can and often do fail to establish stable, amicable
relationships between sovereign villages. When this happens, the group may
coexist for a period of time without any overt expressions of hostility. This,
however, is an unstable situation, and no two villages that are within comfort-
able walking distance from each other can maintain such a relationship
indefinitely: They must become allies, or hostility is likely to develop between
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them. Indifference leads to ignorance or suspicion, and this soon gives way to
accusations of sorcery. Once the relationship is of this sort, a death in one of
the villages will be attributed to the malevolent hekura sent by shamans in the
other village, and raids will eventually take place between them.*

Supernatural elements sometimes came into play in connection with
motives for warfare other than fear and insecurity—for instance, as we have
previously seen, trespassing was often regarded as an offence against a
group’s sanctified territory. In other cases, an act of sacrilege against the
clan’s totem was regarded as an insult to the clan itself. Durkheim stressed
this sort of symbolic projection in his great study of religion based on the
Australian Aborigines. In both these instances the supernatural element
functioned as a sanctified sanction and symbol of less imagined goods:
resources and honour. The totem was thus similar to an emblem or a flag.
Of course, in some cases the supernatural motives were evoked as mere
pretexts for other reasons. However, even where they were not, these
motives added an extra dimension in the realm of the spiritual, sanctified,
and legitimate to existing motives.

Thus, for example, the Dugum Dani of highland New Guinea, who
fought for pigs, women, and land, saw ‘ghostly revenge’ as inseparable from
their war complex. They had to placate their ghosts who became angry with
them if a killing among the Dugum Dani was not avenged:

When the enemy kills one of their own people, the ghostly threat rises; the
greater the felt threat, the more the people strive to kill an enemy, which act
alone will reduce the threat.”

Similarly, the Gebusi of lowland New Guinea had the highest homicide
rates recorded anywhere. The reason given for the killings was retribution
for sorcery, but, as the anthropologist Bruce Knauft (not a ‘sociobiologist’),
concludes, these

were informed by a deeper causal mechanism: male dispute over women. . . .
There remains a striking correlation in Gebusi society between homicidal
sorcery attribution and lack of reciprocity in sister exchange marriage. . . .
Gebusi sorcery attribution is about unresolved and even unacknowledged
improprieties in the balance of marital exchange.”

Is not this interpretation of the role of the supernatural in hunter—
gatherers’ warfare ‘reductionist’? Not as I understand it. In the first place,
as I have noted, the supernatural, similar to the security dilemma, does
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seem to ‘take a life of its own’, escalating conflict and violence beyond
their ‘original’ motives. More broadly, I suggest that a crude distinction
between ‘infrastructure’ and ‘superstructure’ misses the point. Instead, all
elements—physical’ and ‘spiritual’—of hunter—gatherers’ warfare in the
evolution-shaped ‘human state of nature’ should be viewed as aspects of a
comprehensive way of life, to which they were generally all tuned.

MIXED MOTIVES: CANNIBALISM

Cannibalism existed among many primitive societies—including
hunter—gatherers—but is far more widely reported because it is one of
those negative practices often attributed to aliens. As Meggitt, for example,
writes, the Aboriginal hunter—gatherers of the central Australian desert were
convinced (with little foundation, in his opinion) that alien tribes killed and
ate strangers.”> And such a belief was most common among tribal societies.
Obviously, it grew largely from the vicious circle of fear, insecurity, and
faulty information arising from and reinforcing basic human competition
and rivalry. In this form, similar to accusations of sorcery, the fear of can-
nibalism had the effect of accentuating the security dilemma. So typically a
figment of the frightened imagination was the charge of cannibalism in
many reported cases that anthropologist William Arens, in The Man Eating
Myth (1979), claimed that cannibalism never existed in any meaningful way
as a social practice. However, as other anthropologists protested, cannibalism
was not wholly imagined. Its existence is well documented in numerous
cases throughout the tribal societies of the Americas, the Pacific, and, to
a lesser degree, Africa, reached by the Europeans in modern times. Clear
signs of it were also found in prehistoric sites, including those of the
Neanderthals.” What propelled it?

Anthropologists have come to the conclusion that, as with any other
complex human behaviour pattern—Iike warfare itself—cannibalism was
caused by various, often mixed, motives.** However,as with warfare, although
the phenomenon was complex, this complexity itself sprang from the
interaction of simpler, more fundamental, human motives.” In some cases,
in line with its popular image, cannibalism was practised for the meat, and
captives were cooked and eaten. It is even reported that some tribal societies
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developed a taste for human flesh. In this form, cannibalism was a resource
conflict in which other people were the prey—that is, the resource itself.
The best recorded cases of this sort of cannibalism come from those large
reserves of primitive peoples in northern South America and in the islands
of south-east Asia and the Pacific: Papua New Guinea, Borneo, Sumatra,
Java, and Fiji.

Still, in most cases, resource or ‘culinary’ cannibalism was not wide-
spread. Why not? Here, again, let us look at other animal species. With
them as well, cannibalism exists but proportionally stands in no comparison
to normal preying. As seen earlier, the reason for this is that preying on
one’s conspecifics is dangerous, not for the species, but for oneself, because
conspecifics are generally of the same order of strength as oneself—hence
the ‘inhibitions’ against both fighting and cannibalism. Indeed, for the same
reason, preying on other predators, or even on very strong herbivores such as
elephants, rhinos, and hippopotami, which are also dangerously equipped,
is highly irregular. Normal preying is regularly done on species that are
overall weaker and less dangerous than one’s own. (Contrary to appearance,
this applies even to humans hunting elephants, not only to leopards hunting
gazelles.) Conspecifics, and other predators, are scared oft and sometimes
fought in order to facilitate normal preying. Hunting is by far the more
widespread activity, compared with which fighting is rare.

Indeed, ‘culinary’ cannibalism rarely if ever occurs alone, and nor does it
account for most recorded cases of cannibalism. Anthropologists have
observed that cannibalism is universally practised in conjunction with an
elaborate ritualistic and shamanist activity, within the context of com-
prehensive symbolic and mythological systems. In fact, in most cases of
cannibalism, only an (nutritionally) insignificant part of the victim is actually
consumed. What is the purpose of this ritualistic cannibalism? William
Buckley reports on the Aborigines with whom he lived for half of his life: ‘I
have seen them eat small portions of the flesh of their enemies slain in battle.
They appear to do this, not for any particular liking for human flesh, but
from the impression that, by eating their adversaries’ flesh they themselves
would become better warriors.” He also specified a variety of other motives
for the practice.”® Indeed, as anthropologists across primitive societies have
recorded, eating from the enemy’s flesh signified revenge and superiority
over the defeated; it allowed people to inherit the victim’s secret strength,

106



Motivation: The Web of Desire

his spirit, the famous mana, as it is called in Polynesia. It demonstrated
manliness, ferocity, prowess, and transcendence of ordinary limits, thus
functioning as a political gesture within the group. In sum, cannibalism, as a
phenomenon and as a cause for war, has its roots in various mixes of the
components already examined in the human motivational complex.

How mixed these motives are is most gruesomely demonstrated in the
only known civilization that practised cannibalism to any significant
degree: the Aztec empire. With the Aztecs, taking captives for the purpose
of human sacrifice was one of the principal motives for warfare and
assumed a grandiose scale. Aztec warriors were trained to take prisoners in
preference to killing, and subjugated peoples were forced to deliver human
beings in tribute. The victims in their thousands were sacrificed to the gods
on the temples of Tenochtitlan, the Aztec capital, because the Aztec
religion prescribed that human blood was necessary to keep the sun going
and, thus, life on earth. However, only the victim’s heart was sacrificed.
Priests and warriors then ate from the victim’s flesh in ceremonial feasts,
which took place throughout the city. The cultural materialist anthropolo-
gists Marvin Harris and Michael Harner thus suggested that the real rea-
son for the Aztec human sacrifices, and war complex, was lack of meat.
Mesoamerica possessed no domesticated herbivores for meat supply. The
valley of Mexico was densely populated. Thus, human flesh became an
essential source of protein.”” As with most cultural-materialist explanations,
this interpretation may have some element of truth and is seductively
simple, but it 1s also vastly overdrawn and one sided. There had been major
civilizations in Mesoamerica, including large urban ones in the valley of
Mexico, for 3,000 years before the Aztecs, and, although human sacrifice
and some ritual cannibalism had been practised, none of these civilizations
that we know of had engaged in these practices on such a grandiose scale.
The Aztecs themselves have never been reported to have consumed human
flesh out of the ritualistic context—on the battlefield, for example. If there
was a nutritional element in the unique Aztec case, it amalgamated with
the supernatural-ritualistic element in an integral cultural practice. Which
element was the ‘primary’ one is impossible to tell and it seems almost
meaningless to ask.

Equally, it would be a mistake to suppose that the motive for Aztec
warfare was wholly or even mainly religious. As we see later, the Aztec rulers
and people engaged in warfare for the variety of motives that always
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propelled states and empires to war, in Mesoamerica or elsewhere: resources,
prestige, power, defence, as well as the supernatural and the rest of the
motives already discussed.” Human sacrifice and some cannibalism were
practices rooted in and interacting with the variety of motives in the human
motivational complex.

The Aztec civilization represents an isolated foray from our current dis-
cussion of the ‘human state of nature’. But, indeed, why did cannibalism—
ritualistic or culinary—generally disappear with civilization? Materialists
have reasonably suggested that enslavement replaced massacre and cannibal-
ism as the most profitable use for captives.” However, it should be added
that this development took place in conjunction with an evolutionarily
engrained disinclination among all species—the roots of which we have
already seen—to consume conspecifics as ordinary practice. Contrary to
Harris, cannibalism was never regarded as ordinary meat consumption.*’

PLAYFULNESS, ADVENTURISM,
SADISM, ECSTASY

Finally, for all that we have said up till now about the evolution-shaped
aims of warfare, do people not also fight for no particular purpose, just for
the fun of it, as a sport-like activity, a game, an adventure, and outlet, in
‘expressive warfare’ arising from sheer ‘pugnacity’?

As playing and sports are often regarded—indeed, defined—as ‘purpose-
less’, ‘expressive’, ‘pure fun’ activities,*' let us start with a few words about
their nature. It should be remembered that playing is in no way unique to
humans but is characteristic of all mammals. What is its evolutionary logic?
After all, on the face of it, it is an activity that consumes a great deal of
energy for no apparent gain. In fact, its purpose is physical exercise and
behavioural training for the tasks of life, such as hunting, escaping predators
and natural dangers, fighting, and nurturing, and social co-operation in all
these. For this reason, in all mammalian species it is the young that exhibit
the most active and enthusiastic play behaviour, compared with the more
mature and experienced.” Sports are the same thing with the competitive
element more strongly emphasized. In addition to training, it gives the more
qualified an opportunity to demonstrate their superior abilities and, thus,
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win the esteem of their group members. Adventurism, too, has its evolution-
ary rationale; it is a high-risk/high-gain and explorative behaviour. Again, it
is most prevalent among the young, who still need to find their place in life.
As adaptive behaviours are normally encouraged by emotional gratifications,
play, sports, and some adventure are generally enjoyable.*”

So games and sports are, among other functions, preparation for fighting.
In this light, fighting may even be perpetrated in rare cases as playful training
for more serious fighting. However, the question under consideration is
broader: is not fighting sometimes perpetrated not for any purpose but for
evoking the sort of emotional gratifications associated with play or sport
behaviour, as an adventure to dissipate boredom? Earlier we saw that emo-
tional gratifications serve in nature as proximate, intermediate mechanisms
for the attainment of evolutionary aims, and that this applied to the activity
of fighting as well. However, we also noted that, being, as it is, a highly risky
tactic, fighting evokes deeply negative as well as positive emotional responses
to regulate and switch it on and off. As long as these responses are closely
tied to calculations of evolutionary cost—benefit, as is normally the case,
there is nothing particular to discuss. But do not emotional gratifications
sometimes take on a life of their own in perpetrating fighting, as well as in
other activities? I claim that they do, but as overextension rather than as
negation of the evolutionary logic.

In the first place, it should be borne in mind that even wholly playful or
‘expressive’ fighting behaviour came to be only within a general evolution-
ary context in which conflict is normal and fighting a distinct possibility
and, therefore, a deeply rooted behaviour pattern. In this respect, wholly
‘purposeless’ violence is a ‘misplaced’ or ‘mis-activated’ expression of a
‘normal’, evolutionarily shaped behaviour. I return to this in a moment.
Second, as with accusations of sorcery, it should be noted that even seem-
ingly ‘purposeless’ violence is not purely random. As in Meggitt’s account
of the clashes between the Walbiri and Warramunga in the central Australian
desert, it is much more often directed against aliens or competitors than
against perceived friends.** Thus, again, it is often an extension of, or
‘overreaction’ to, a state of competition and potential conflict.

Still, allowing that some ‘purposeless’, ‘expressive’ violence does exist,
at least marginally, what does it mean to describe it as ‘misplaced’, ‘mis-
activated’, or even ‘deviant’ or ‘abnormal’? Surely this is not to express
moral or any other sort of value judgement. Our only purpose is to under-
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stand this behaviour in the evolutionary context, which, as I have been
claiming, shapes the behaviour of all creatures, including our own basic
drives and emotional mechanisms. What does a ‘misplaced’ or ‘mis-activated’
behaviour mean in this context? It means a behaviour that, while having
an evolutionary root, is expressed out of its evolutionarily ‘designed’ con-
text, and thus normally also in a maladaptive manner. If violent aggression
brings evolutionary benefits, it cannot truly be regarded as purposeless;
on the other hand, truly purposeless aggression is most likely to be maladap-
tive because of the serious risks involved in violent activity. This raises
another question: if a behaviour is activated out of its evolution-shaped
context and is maladaptive, how does it survive rather than be selected
against?

In reality, maladaptive traits are constantly selected against. For this reason,
their prevalence remains marginal. Still, they do exist. As natural selection
has been weeding them out for geological time, why do they still occur at
all? There are several reasons for this. It is not only that natural selection is
perpetual because of mutations, the unique gene recombination that occurs
with every new individual, and changing environmental conditions; the
main reason is that no mechanism, whether purposefully designed by
humans or blindly by natural selection, is ever perfect, 100 per cent efficient,
or fully tuned. As with any other design, the products of natural selection,
for all their marvels, vary greatly in their level of sophistication, have limita-
tions, flaws, and ‘bugs’, can operate only in a proximate manner, and are,
thus, far from optimal and often make ‘wrong’ choices. The only require-
ment that they are bound to meet is that they be good enough to
survive—so long as they survive—in a given environment and facing given
competitive challenges.

Returning to our subject, the emotional mechanisms controlling vio-
lence have all the limitations mentioned above. Among other limitations,
they can be triggered or ‘mis-activated’ into ‘purposeless’, ‘expressive’,
‘spontaneous’, or ‘misdirected’ violence—in some circumstances and some
individuals more than in others. This certainly happens and should be
taken into account. However, as with overeating or sleeplessness—to give
more familiar examples—such behaviour should be understood as a range
of deviation from an evolutionarily shaped norm. Purely ‘expressive’ or
‘purposeless’ violence occurs, but is on the whole marginal to and ‘deviant’
from evolutionarily shaped aggression mechanisms and behaviour.
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Let us take sadism as an example. It can produce all sorts of behaviour—
including fighting—that has no purpose other than sadistic emotional grat-
ification. In such form, however, sadism is relatively rare and originates as a
deviation from evolution-based emotions. In the first place, it deviates from
‘normal’ cruelty, the evolutionary rationale of which is clear: cruelty is the
emotional stimulation to hurt one’s adversary, a drive that, of course, is often
tempered by, and takes a back seat to, other behavioural stimuli and con-
siderations, within the overall behavioural calculus. Of course, let there
be no misunderstanding: ‘normal’ cruelty expresses itself horrendously.
The point is only that it is an evolution-shaped and potentially adaptive
behaviour. In addition to cruelty, sadism often has other roots. As we have
seen, it also derives, and deviates, from the evolution-shaped desire for
superiority over others.

Ecstatic behaviour is another case in point. Ecstasy is a feeling of elation
and transcendence produced by an increasing flow of hormones such as
adrenaline, serotonin, and dopamine. It reduces body sensitivity to pain
and fatigue, raises its energy to a high pitch, and lowers normal inhibitions.
In nature, ecstatic behaviour can be produced during an outstanding bodily
exertion, often associated with struggle and fighting. However, humans very
early on found ways to arouse it ‘artificially’ for the feel-good effect itself—
for instance, through rhythmic dance and singing or by the use of narcotic
substances. Anthropologists have become increasingly aware of the wide-
spread use of narcotics in prehistoric societies, including in warfare.” In
some cases, narcotic substances were used before fighting and in preparation
for it; a few shots of alcohol before an assault was ordinary practice in
most armies until not very long ago. However, in other cases, the ecstatic
condition itself can breed violence; again, drunkenness is a major reason
for, or greatly contributes to, the occurrence of violence in many societies.
Furthermore, in some cases, the sequence can be completely reversed,
and fighting entered into in order to produce ecstatic sensations—for
example, in addition to ‘ordinary’ reasons, such as money, females, social
esteem, and so forth, which, as mentioned earlier, already promotes
adventurism among the young, this motivation plays a prominent role—
often in conjunction with alcohol—in perpetrating the ‘purposeless’ vio-
lence of youth gangs. Again, what we have in these last two categories is a
mostly maladaptive outgrowth and deviation from an evolution-shaped
behavioural pattern.
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In summary, ‘purposeless’, ‘expressive’, ‘playful’ fighting exists in the
motivational complex for war. However, it does not occur as an ‘independ-
ent’, ‘exceptional’ element that seemingly coexists with the evolutionary
rationale, but is both relatively marginal to the norm of evolution-shaped
behaviours and explained by them, even when it deviates from their
adaptive logic.

CONCLUSION

There is a long tradition in anthropology that has failed to see an
adaptive logic behind ‘primitive warfare’. In a curious reversal of the
evolutionary rationale, some anthropologists believe warfare to have been
an essentially non-adaptive trait in the human state of nature, which has
only begun to ‘pay off” with the coming of agriculture and the state. One
representative of this tradition, C. R. Hallpike, writes:

Why, then, is primitive warfare so common if it is not adaptive? The answer is
clearly that there are a number of very widespread factors that lead to it: the
aggressive propensities of young males, lack of effective social control in
acephalous societies, mutual suspicions between different groups, revenge,
the self-maintaining properties of social system, problems in developing
mediatory institutions, religious associations between success in warfare and
vitality in general, and so on.*

But why 1s it that young men have such aggressive propensities? Why does a
lack of social control and mediatory institutions lead to warfare if no under-
lying conflict exists? Why should there be any mutual suspicion at all under
these circumstances? What triggers revenge in the first place? Why are
religion and vitality associated with success in war? Finally, is the widespread
occurrence of intraspecific fighting among animals also to be regarded as
non-adaptive? These questions failed even to be asked, let alone answered.
The untenable notion that, in the highly competitive evolutionary state of
nature, fighting occurred ‘just so’ as a ‘ritualistic’ and ‘expressive’, purpose-
less activity, to satisfy ‘psychological’ needs with no basis in the practical
conditions of life, has gained much currency.

One reason why Hallpike, like many others, has tied himself in these
strange knots is his erroneous belief that not only was there little to fight
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about in primitive society, but also that figchting was in any case wholly
ineffective as an expression of competition, because it did not lead to con-
quest and extermination.”” Again, the concept of ‘ritualistic fighting’ has
been mostly responsible for distorting perceptions on the subject. We see
more about this as I turn to examine the patterns of fighting in the human
evolutionary state of nature.
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‘Primitive Warfare’: How Was
It Done?

The decision whether or not to opt for fighting is based in nature
on an evolution-shaped calculus of cost—benefit, on the assessment of risks
versus potential gains. I have systematically covered the benefit side in
humans, what people in the state of nature fight for, which, as in nature at
large, boils down to somatic and reproductive motives, and the proximate
and derivative motives built upon them. I now turn to the cost side, and
here, as well, I claim that the ‘human state of nature’ is fundamentally not
very different from the general state of nature.

With respect to both aboriginal humans and other animal species, a
persistent illusion prevailed during the 1960s and early 1970s, fostered by
Konrad Lorenz, that intraspecific fighting was ‘ritualized’—that is, consisted
mainly of display and, in any case, rarely involved killing. As mentioned
before, with regard to both humans and animals, this illusion has been
dispelled by later research that has found a great deal of intraspecific killing
taking place in many species. The reason for the earlier error was that
serious violence was initiated only under conditions that minimized a prot-
agonist’s prospects of being hurt itself. Hence the relative rarity of serious
‘open battle’—our customary measure of fighting—among humans and
animals in nature, as opposed to other, less conspicuous forms of intraspe-
cific killing. Violence becomes a more attractive proposition the lower the
risk of heavy costs to oneself. Thus, the principle of deadly violence in
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nature is fighting against weakness, only at highly favourable odds—
asymmetrical fighting.'

Hence the pattern of violent conflict between two adult animals. Much
of it consists of display, intended to impress the other with one’s strength
and ferocity in order to persuade it to give up the fight. Some serious
fighting regularly takes place to prove the point if mere demonstration is not
enough. In this fighting, severe and often lethal wounds can be inflicted.
However, once one side recognizes defeat and withdraws, the winner in
most (though not all) cases does not persist to finish off its adversary. The
reason for this is not intraspecific benevolence, especially when the fight
does not involve close kin or same-group members that benefit from mutual
co-operation. Animals would normally avoid fights to the finish with com-
petitors from other species as well. The reason is the risk of serious wounds to
oneself from a continuation of a fight with a defeated but desperate and still
heavily armed opponent. Such wounds not only may be dangerous in them-
selves, but can also reduce the winner’s ability to obtain food and weaken it
vis-a-vis other rivals, which might take advantage of its plight. As there is no
social security in nature, any serious wound might mean starvation. Thus,
once the object of the fight has been secured with the rival’s defeat and
withdrawal, the cost-benefit calculus changes in most cases against the con-
tinuation of the fight. Indeed, animals have no qualms about riskless killing
of the much weaker and helpless of their kind, as well as of other competing
species. As mentioned earlier, most intraspecific killing is done against
defenceless cubs and chicks that are not one’s own, either for reproductive
reasons or to weed out future competitors for food.

In the ‘human state of nature’ as well, most serious attempts at killing and
most killings are done when the victims of the attack can be caught helpless,
relatively defenceless, and, above all, little capable of effectively harming
the attackers. Hence the pattern of so-called primitive warfare, which is,
again, remarkably uniform and manifests itself regularly with any society of
hunter—gatherers and primitive agriculturalists studied. There is some
tendency in anthropology for particular, mostly recently studied and
well-publicized cases, to dominate scholarly attention at a given time. Con-
sequently, the pattern of ‘primitive warfare’ has been ‘rediscovered’
independently with little if any variation, generation after generation, by
various scholars observing different societies. The most notable examples
are the North American Indians, the Alaskan Eskimos, the Australian
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Aborigines, the highlanders of Papua New Guinea, and the Yanomamo.
Indeed, even before anthropologists took over, this pattern had been widely
discerned by Europeans during the period of western discovery and expan-
sion. As Adam Ferguson wrote in his An Essay on the History of Civil Society
(1767), reterring to ‘the rude nations of America’:

Their ordinary method of making war is by ambuscade; and they strive, by
over-reaching and enemy, to commit the greatest slaughter, or to make the
greatest number of prisoners, with the least hazard to themselves. They deem it
a folly to expose their own persons in assaulting an enemy, and do not rejoice
in victories which are stained in the blood of their own people. They do not
value themselves, as in Europe, on defying their enemy upon equal terms.

I now attempt to outline the pattern of ‘primitive warfare’. As before, I
give priority to the evidence from hunter—gatherers’ warfare, which reflects
the vast timespan of the evolution-shaped ‘human state of nature’. Similar
evidence from primitive agriculturalists will be cited only in support;in this
respect in particular they show no significant change from hunter—gatherers.

BATTLE, AMBUSH, RAID

In 1930, W. Lloyd Warner, studying the Aboriginal Murngin hunter—
gatherers of Arnhem Land in Australia’s Northern Territories, fully laid out
the pattern of ‘primitive warfare’. Little of significance on the subject has
since been added to his excellent account. Warner described a whole scale
of violent conflicts, ranging from individual feuds to conflicts of small
groups, a clan, and several clans (tribal). To summarize his findings, on all
scales the pattern was the same: face-to-face confrontations were usually
mostly demonstrative and low in casualties, but a great deal of killing was
done by surprise, mostly during unilateral actions.

Let us start with face-to-face confrontations. Feuds by individuals, often
aided by kin, were very frequent, resulting from reasons that have already
been discussed, mostly relating to women. Both sides were armed, and strong
words were often followed by blows with clubs and by spear throwing.
However, both sides were held back by their kin and friends and prevented
from getting to grips with or seriously hurting each other. In fact:
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The contestants usually depend upon this, and talk much ‘harder’ (dal) to
each other than they would if they knew they were going to be allowed to
have a free play at each other. . . . They are able, by remonstrating with their
friends and struggling to get free from them, to vent their outraged emotions
and prove to the community that no one can impinge upon their rights
without a valiant effort being made to prevent this from happening. Obvi-
ously there is a certain amount of bluff in the conduct of the contestants on
some occasions . . . few killings ever result.?

Conflict between clans or tribes, too, could lead to face-to-face confron-
tations, or battles, the place and time of which were normally agreed upon
in advance. Here, as well, the combatants hardly ever closed in on each other.
The two opposing dispersed lines stood at a spear-throwing distance, about
50 feet, hurling spears at one another while dodging the enemy’s spears. In
some cases, such battles were intended in advance to put an end to a conflict
and were thus truly ‘ceremonial’, with the spear throwing restrained and
mixed with ceremonial dances. Once blood was spilt, or even before, the
grievances were seen as settled, and the battle was terminated. However,
sometimes even these ceremonial fights could escalate into real battles, in
the heat of conflict, by accident, or by treachery. Furthermore,in many other
cases, true battles were intended from the start. Still, as the opposing parties
kept a safe distance from each other, casualties were normally low even in
these real battles. An exception could occur when trickery was used, as, for
example, when one party hid a group of warriors who then attacked the
other party by ambush on the flank or rear. Then, heavy casualties could
ensue.

However, the most lethal and common form of warfare was the raid,
using surprise and taking place mostly at night. This could be carried out by
individuals or small groups, who intended to kill a specific enemy, or mem-
bers of a specific family, usually when their victims were asleep in camp.
Although these raids were small-scale affairs, they often resulted in casualties.
The raid could also be conducted on a large scale, by raiding parties coming
from whole clans or tribes. In such cases, the camp of the attacked party
could be surrounded, and its unprepared, often sleeping, dwellers massacred
indiscriminately (except for women who could be abducted). By far the
most killings in ‘primitive warfare’ were registered in these larger raids. In
Warner’s study, 35 people were killed in large-scale raids, 27 in small-scale
raids, 29 in large battles in which ambushes were used, 3 in ordinary battles,
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and 2 in individual face-to-face encounters.* Both battles and raids were
prepared for and ended with elaborate ritualistic and shamanist activity.
People painted themselves in war colours, both as part of this activity and in
order to terrify the enemy.

Although Warner’s comprehensive study is singular in being specifically
dedicated to warfare, the evidence from other studies of the Aborigines
indicate that the pattern that he describes held true all over Australia,in both
well-watered and arid environments.” For example, in addition to numerous
raids, ambushes, and feuds, William Buckley describes some dozen major
face-to-face encounters among the Aboriginal tribes with whom he lived
in 1803-35. These were conducted mainly with throwing of spears and
boomerangs and, although lasting for hours, they regularly resulted in only
one to three people dead. Casualties in raids were similar, unless a whole
camp was surprised:

The contests between the Watouronga, of Geelong, and the Warrorongs, of
the Yarra, were fierce and bloody. I have accompanied the former in their
attacks on the latter. When coming suddenly upon them in the night, they
have destroyed without mercy men, women and children.®

Although names obviously change, and anthropologists’ descriptive cat-
egories can vary slightly (I have not stuck to Warner’s original ones either),
the pattern of ‘primitive warfare’ manifests itself independently everywhere.
The main difference from Aboriginal Australia is that other parts of the
world had the bow, the only effect of which was to increase the range of
engagement even further. The other great ‘pure’ laboratory of hunter—
gatherers, the American north-west coast, again serves as a prime example.
Here the canoe played a major role as a means of movement, and villages
were more permanent and fortified, but the overall pattern of warfare
remained the same. The following are some select citations from otherwise
fairly similar accounts of north-west coast warfare. The German geogra-
phers and ethnographers Aurel and Arthur Krause noted in 1878-9 ‘the
almost endless enmities between individuals as well as tribes and clans’. They
observed that ‘the Tlingit does not have personal courage to face obvious
danger’. Thus ‘open warfare was usually avoided, but if one tribe made
war on another, it was done mostly by setting up an ambush or attack by
night’. ‘Ceremonial’ battles were sometimes agreed upon to bring a conflict
to an end.” According to Franz Boas: ‘The Indians avoided open warfare
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but endeavored to surprise the helpless or unsuspecting and unarmed
victim. . . . Individuals also attacked their enemies, not in open battle,
but from ambush.” The main form of warfare was the raid on the enemy’s
village, which was frequently devastating even though villages were often

fortified:

The enemy was attacked early in the morning, when it was still dark. . . . The
attacking party rarely met with resistance, because they always tried to sur-
prise the enemy while asleep. . . . When the men were killed, their heads were
cut off with their war axes. They burned the village. Women who pleased the
warriors, and children, were taken as slaves.®

Philip Drucker also noted that ‘weapons, tactics, trophies, and other
details were alike in feuds and wars’. ‘The favorite tactics was the familiar
American Indian night raid.” Frontal attacks were carried out only out of
necessity, when a raiding party was itself surprised and came under devastat-
ing fire with the water to its back and little option of retreat:

Other and more successful, tactics were variations on the encirclement
theme. . . . Another sort of tactics was that of out-and-out treachery. . . . The
technique usually consisted in offering peace, and suggesting a marriage be
arranged to cement the new tranquillity. At some stage of the festivities, the
plotters arranged to have their men distributed among the foe, each trying to
maneuver himself into a place on the right of his intended victim so that he
would be able to whip out a dagger or club to strike him down when the war
chief gave a certain signal.

As Drucker concludes:

If we evaluate Nootkan warfare on the basis of its effectiveness, we must grant
it considerable efficiency. The Hisau’ishth and the Otsosat were extermin-
ated within recent times; the groups inhabiting Muchalat Arm were reduced
from several hundred to less than forty persons, and other groups are said to
have been wiped out completely in ancient days, all by the type of warfare

described.’

Eskimo warfare on the Alaskan coast followed a similar pattern. According
to E. W. Nelson:

Previous to the arrival of the Russians on the Alaskan shore of Bering sea the
Eskimo waged an almost constant intertribal warfare; at the same time, along
the line of contact with the Tinné tribes of the interior, a bitter feud was
always in existence. The people of the coast . . . have many tales of villages
destroyed by war parties of Tinné. . . . Several Tinné were killed by Malemut
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while hunting reindeer on the strip of uninhabited tundra lying between the
districts occupied by the two peoples.

.. . [A] favorite mode of carrying on their ancient warfare was to lie in ambush
near a village until night and then to creep up and close the passage-way to
the kashim, thus confining the men within, and afterwards shooting them
with arrows through the smoke hole in the roof. Sometimes the women were
put to death, at other times they were taken home by the victors; but the men
and the boys were always killed.

Normally, the men ‘would set out stealthily to surprise the enemy during
the night. If they failed in this an open battle ensued’."

Oswalt portrays a similar picture,'’ as does Burch,'? who writes that ‘the
general pattern of warfare was the same throughout the Northwest Alaskan
area’. Again, raiding was the principal method of warfare. Open face-to-face
fighting was entered into only under conditions of clear superiority, or
when the sides accidentally bumped into each other, mainly en route to a
raid. Both Nelson and Burch agree that in such cases a fire-fight began: ‘the
early stages of these confrontations were rather ritualized affairs in which
the men jumped about with stiff-legged movements and taunted one
another, arrows nocked and poised for firing.”"” This could go on for hours,
with intervals for rest sometimes declared. According to Burch, the sides
could then close on each other, although there seems to be some disagree-
ment between him and his informers on how serious things really became at
this stage. He specifically acknowledges that they told him that their ances-
tors had much preferred fire to shock tactics in these battles. Still, he specu-
lates that the closing-in stage ‘must have’ involved close-quarters fighting
with clubs and similar weapons, which led to serious killing. Nelson, for his
part, writes about the battle almost exclusively in terms of arrow shooting.
Although his description may sometimes also give the impression of sub-
stantial casualties, he never specifically says so. According to Robert Spencer:
‘such “battles” seem always to have been indecisive.”"*

The similar tactical methods of the Great Plains Indians, both before and
after their adoption of the horse, are so extensively documented as to have
become a world-famous folklore. According to Marian Smith: “Whether a
war party consisted of one warrior or a man and one or two of his most
intimate friends, or of one to four hundred warriors, or even of the whole
tribe the purpose and general form of its procedure did not change.” The
night raid and dawn attack were the norm. ‘The mortality in Plains fighting
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was highest when attack took the enemy unprepared. . . . In such cases the
weaker groups were often completely annihilated. The mortality of pitched
battles, which was of more frequent occurrence than is generally supposed,
was considerably lower.” The reason for this was that ‘Unnecessary
endangering of lives was . . . avoided’.”” According to Robert Mishkin: ‘the
form of warfare preferred on the Plains [was] the surprise attack. . . . Such
surprise attacks . . . did not permit concerted defense. . . . One side attacked
stealthily and the other side was more or less compelled to suffer the attack
and to retaliate later, if possible, when the victors were themselves unprepared
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and unsuspecting.”” John Ewers, specifically documenting the historical and

archaeological evidence for Plains Indian warfare before contact, writes:

The greatest damage was done when a large war party surprised, attacked, and
wiped out a small hunting camp . . . casualties were few in pitched battles
between relatively equal numbers of warriors. There was no close contact in
these large battles. The opposing forces formed lines facing each other, barely
within arrow range. They protected themselves behind large rawhide shields,
and shot arrows from their long bows. They also wore body armor of several
thicknesses of rawhide. . . . Darkness generally brought an end to the battle."”

In an excellent study, Frank Secoy describes the same pattern of pre-horse—
pre-gun fighting. There was the generally preferred destructive raid, and
there was the battle, which was a two-stage affair. In the first stage, the sides
confronted each other in two long lines for hours, shooting arrows while
protecting themselves behind their shields. Next, they could close in. As in
Burch’s case, there is a disagreement between Secoy and his source as to what
happened then. He suggests that usually a brief and bloody hand-to-hand
struggle took place. However, according to his sole source, the famous testi-
mony of the 75- to 80-year-old Blackfoot Saukamappee, given in 1787-8:

On both sides several were wounded, but none lay on the ground; and night
put an end to the battle, without a scalp being taken on either side, and in
those days such was the result, unless one party was more numerous than the
other. The great mischief of war then, was as now, by attacking and destroying
small camps of ten to thirty tents.'®

Napoleon Chagnon attracted great attention to the pattern of ‘primitive
warfare’ with his classic study of the Yanomamo. The Yanomamo were
hunters and primitive horticulturalists rather than pure hunter—gatherers,
but their methods of warfare were not very different. In fact, although the
Yanomamo were dubbed ‘the fierce people’ by Chagnon, lived constantly
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The Yanomamo:

A club fight over infidelity. Wounds to the head and blood flows are evident

under the threat of warfare, and had very high rates of violent death, their
patterns of warfare—at least as described by Chagnon for the time that he
stayed with them—were even more small scale than elsewhere. Their rhet-
oric aside, the ‘fierce people’ were very reluctant to expose themselves to
danger."” Face-to-face confrontations were strongly regulated, taking a
tournament-like form, to avoid fatal injuries as much as possible. The ant-
agonists in a conflict, either individuals or groups, faced each other,
exchanging blows in turn. Depending on the gravity of the grievance that
ignited the confrontation, the exchange of blows escalated in form. The
mildest form, with bare hands, was chest pounding, which the antagonists
inflicted in rotation on each other. Next came side slapping, also with bare
hands. Then came the club fight, which obviously resulted in much more
severe injuries but rarely in fatalities. Finally, formal, prearranged, spear-
throwing battles were very rare, let alone those involving arrow shooting.
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A raiding party is assembling. Note the war body paint, practically a universal feature
in tribal society

Again, it is the fear of being killed rather than killing that restricted the
Yanomamo in their face-to-face encounters. Killing was principally done by
stealth. As Chagnon writes, the raid was “warfare proper’, carried out mostly
at night and unleashed at dawn.”” The large-scale raid to encircle and annihi-
late a camp or a village, which we saw elsewhere, does not figure in Chag-
non’s account. Instead, the Yanomamo experienced incessant raids and
counter-raids, which, even if they involved a substantial numbers of war-
riors, usually ended in a hasty retreat after the raiding party succeeded in
killing one or few individuals who strayed out of camp or by shooting arrows
into it. However, if killings in each raid were few, they accumulated rapidly.
As Chagnon writes, the village where he stayed ‘was being raided actively by
about a dozen different groups while I conducted my fieldwork, groups that
raided it about 25 times in a period of 15 months’.*' Sometimes, the pressure
of war and casualties forced the inhabitants of a village to leave it and find
shelter in other villages (obviously at a price). The enemy then destroyed
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their dwellings and gardens. Finally, extensive killing could also take place in
‘treacherous feasts’ of the kind already seen.*

The world’s largest and most isolated concentration of primitive agricul-
turalists is to be found in the highlands of New Guinea. The native peoples
had not been contacted by Europeans or any other outsiders until the mid-
dle of the twentieth century and even later. For this reason, they attracted
much anthropological attention. Living in clans that consisted of a few
hundred people each and in clusters of clans that could reach thousands, the
highlanders inhabited valley communities separated by rugged and forested
mountains and spoke about 700 different languages (out of the world’s
roughly 5,000 extant languages). They constantly had to face the threat or
the actuality of warfare, which was still taking place among them until
contact. Indeed, it was the perpetual risk of warfare, more than its occasional
occurrence, that created a permanent state of insecurity and preparedness
among them. Here again, warfare took the form that we know only too
well, described independently by anthropologists more or less contempor-
aneously with Chagnon’s study of the Yanomamo.”

The familiar, formal, prearranged battles between communities involved
arrow shooting or spear throwing from afar, with the combatants taking
cover behind large shields. Called ‘small fights’ or ‘nothing fights’ by the
Maring, one of those highland peoples, these battles were noisy and could
last days and even weeks, but they were much like ‘tourneys’ (tournaments),
and ‘deaths or serious injuries in them were rare’.”* Sometimes, ‘nothing
fights’ could escalate to ‘true fights’ involving close-quarter weapons such as
spears and axes. Still, the combatants rarely closed in to come to grips with
each other in a true meélée. The battle remained static, with the sides
exchanging blows behind their shields, while keeping back and taking care
not to expose themselves or to be caught isolated. Thus warfare could
proceed for weeks or even months without heavy casualties. Battles would
be abandoned when it rained or when the combatants felt that they needed
a rest. Often the battles were a vent for grievances and, through the verbal
communication made possible by the concentration of the people on the
battlefield, opened the way to an armistice. As seen in Australia, substantial
casualties ensued only in those relatively rare cases in which the enemy was
surprised from the back by an ambush or by approaching allies. In such cases,
a ‘rout’ could occur, with the warriors and their families escaping their
village, which was then destroyed by the victors.
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Battle scenes from New Guinea. These most typical photos are possibly the only
existing ones of a globally attested occurrence. They were taken in the early 1960s, when
state rule in the region was still nominal. Casualties in such face-to-face confrontations

were usually low because the sides kept their distance from each other. However,

extensive killing took place in raids and ambushes



‘Watchtower overlooking in the direction of neighbouring groups. Since conflict and
violent death were rife in pre-state societies, insecurity was the norm, affecting every
aspect of daily life
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But, again, the most lethal form of warfare in highland New Guinea was
the raid. This could be carried out by individuals or small groups settling
‘private affairs’, or by whole clans. Conducted mostly at night and climaxing
at dawn, the raiders strove to catch the enemy asleep and kill as many of
them as possible, particularly the men but also women and children. In most
cases, if the raiding party was not large enough, the raiders quickly withdrew
before the enemy could regain its nerve and fight back. However, sometimes
‘these tactics could annihilate the manpower of an enemy clan’ in one
stroke, and literally drive it to extinction.” As on the north-west coast of
America, many villages in highland New Guinea were surrounded by pali-
sades and obstacles for protection, and in some cases watchtowers were built.
Sites that were difficult to access were favoured. Strangers were feared and
suspected, and trespassing between communities carried the risk of death
and was generally avoided. Treachery on visits also occurred and could result
in many casualties. When a ‘rout’ or a devastating raid took place, the
defeated side, which was driven out of its home village, could either recover
after a while and return with the support of its allies, perhaps losing some
land, or sometimes it was permanently vanquished, with its land annexed by
the victors.

Studies of other ‘tribal’ societies, such as the Higi of the Nigerian—
Cameroon border area and the Montenegrins, draw a remarkably similar
picture.”® In all the cases described and everywhere else, as with the Abo-
riginal Australians mentioned first, elaborate ritualistic activity took place
before, after, and often during warfare—to enlist supernatural support, to let
the dead know that they were being avenged, and to purify the warriors
who had killed. People painted themselves for war and often wore a specially
adorned war dress.

ASYMMETRICAL, FIRST-STRIKE KILLING

It has been demonstrated here that the pattern of fighting in the
‘human state of nature’ largely paralleled that of the state of nature in gen-
eral. With both humans and animals, serious, deadly, face-to-face fighting
was rare, not because of intraspecific benevolence but to avoid the risk to
oneself and to one’s close kin; it should be remembered that in calling for
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a violent venture one predominantly relied on close kin to join. Consider-
able intraspecific killing did take place, but it was carried out against the
weak and defenceless who could not fight back effectively. Thus deadly
fighting was normally asymmetrical, with the casualties overwhelmingly
concentrated on the receiving end. However, at this point, there was a
difference between humans and other animal species. Among animals, it is
mostly the young that stand at the receiving end of intraspecific killing,
whereas adults—although sometimes fatally wounded in a fight—are rela-
tively secure. By contrast, among humans, although women and children
were often killed, it was mainly the men fighters themselves who suffered
most of the casualties. With humans, too, deadly fighting was asymmetrical,
in the sense that it was conducted under conditions in which the enemy
were caught helpless and unable to fight back, mostly by surprise. However,
among humans, the asymmetry regularly rotated, with the receiving and
inflicting ends changing places: the helpless victim of today’s raid was him-
self the raider tomorrow. Thus the adult fighters themselves bore the brunt
of the casualties, although normally not simultaneously but each side in its
turn. What 1s the source of this difference between humans and other
animal species?

Mutual deterrence, which is generally effective among adult animals, fails
in humans under certain conditions, specified above, because of that princi-
pal threat to deterrence: first-strike capability. Why do humans possess it to a
much larger degree than other animal species? It is because of the most
distinctive human capability: tool making. The more advanced the capabil-
ity became, the more lethal humans became, while, at the same time, the
more their physique became slender because tools replaced muscles, bones,
and teeth; Homo sapiens sapiens is more slightly built than the Neanderthal
and Homo erectus, who in turn were less muscled than the great apes. In short,
the growth in human offensive capability was linked with a steady decrease
in their natural defences.

Some scholars have already sought a connection between human intra-
specific lethality and the unique human tool-making capability. Initially,
however, this was done in the wrong way. Lorenz and Desmond Morris, for
instance, suggested that the development of weapons in human evolution
was so rapid that it overtook normal inhibitions against intraspecific killing.”’
However, in the first place, humans have been using tools as weapons for
millions of years, more than ample time for any evolutionary adaptation to
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take place—we have changed dramatically over that time period. Second, no
inhibitions against intraspecific killing, of the sort presumed by Lorenz and
Morris, do in fact exist in nature. Third, despite their weapons, humans in
the state of nature continued to avoid serious face-to-face encounters, as do
animals. Thus it was also not the ability to fight from a safe distance that
changed things, as some other scholars have suggested. In face-to-face
fighting, mutual deterrence continued to work quite effectively, as it does
with animals, with the increased distance that the fighters kept between
themselves and the enemy ensuring their relative safety.

Where human special intraspecific vulnerability mostly revealed itself was
when the attack came by surprise. This was very different from the con-
ditions prevailing among animals. Not only is it more difficult among most
animal species to get close to a rival without being noticed, because of more
acute senses, but also it is above all more difficult to finish off a conspecific in
one stroke even if surprise is achieved. As mentioned earlier, animals are
more strongly built because their bodies are their weapons; furthermore,
their weapons are ‘on them’ and, therefore, are constantly ready for use. By
contrast, if humans can be caught unarmed, they are at a tremendous dis-
advantage and are extremely vulnerable. Humans thus became quintessential
first-strike creatures. As with other animal species, they normally did not
seriously fight conspecifics on the open battlefield for fear of being hurt
themselves. However, unlike other animal species, they were able to kill
adult conspecifics by surprise, when their adversaries were unarmed and
vulnerable.™

And kill they did. As with other animal species, mortality from intraspe-
cific violence was very substantial among humans in the state of nature, with
the difference that the adult fighters themselves took much more of the
punishment. Estimates of hunter—gatherers’ mortality rates in fighting
before the coming of state authority are inherently tenuous, yet they tally
remarkably with one another, even though they were formed wholly
independently from each other, a fact that greatly enhances their aggregate,
cumulative validity. We have already encountered some of the relevant data
here and there. For the Murngin of Arnhem Land during a period of 20
years, Warner estimated this rate at 200 men of a total population of 3,000 of
both sexes, of whom approximately 700 were men. This amounts to about
30 per cent of the men. Violent mortality among the women and children is
not mentioned. Pilling’s estimate of at least 10 per cent killed among the
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Tiwi men in one decade comes within the same range. Kimber’s estimate,
for a generation, of 5 per cent mortality in fighting in arid areas and about
6.5 per cent in well-watered ones refers to violent mortality in relation to
the entire population’s overall mortality rates. It also suggests a very high
violent mortality rate.”” The Plains Indians showed a deficit of 50 per cent
for the men in the Blackfoot tribe in 1805 and a 33 per cent deficit in
1858.” Even among the Eskimos of the central Canadian Arctic, who
lacked group warfare, violent death, in so-called blood feuds and homicide,
was estimated by one authority at one per 1,000 per year, 10 times the US
peak rate of 1990. As Jean Briggs has revealingly written: ‘Readers of Cana-
dian Inuit ethnography, my own Never in Anger (1970) in particular, have
sometimes concluded that Inuit are always and everywhere pacific. Nothing
could be farther from the truth.”' The rate for the !Kung Bushmen of the
Kalahari, the famous ‘harmless people’, was 0.29 per 1,000 per year, and had
been 0.42 before the coming of firm state authority.>

The somewhat better data that exist for primitive agriculturalists basically
tell the same story as those for the hunter—gatherers. As mentioned earlier,
among the Yanomamo about 15 per cent of the adults died as a result of
inter- and intragroup violence: 24 per cent of the males and 7 per cent of the
females.” The Waorani (Auca) of the Ecuadorian Amazon, who resemble
the Yanomamo in their subsistence patterns and in the causes and style of
fighting, hold the registered world record: more than 60 per cent of adult
deaths over five generations were caused by feuding and warfare.” In high-
land Papua New Guinea independent estimates are again very similar:
among the Dani, 28.5 per cent of the men and 2.4 per cent of the women
have been reckoned to have died violently.”” Among the Enga, 34.8 per cent
of the men have been estimated to have met the same fate; Meggitt had
records of 34 wars among them in 50 years;”® among the Hewa, killing was

7 among the Goilala, whose total

estimated at 7.78 per 1,000 per year;’
population was barely over 150, there were 29 (predominantly men) killed
during a period of 35 years;* among the lowland Gebusi, 35.2 per cent of
the men and 29.3 per cent of the women fell victim to homicide; the high
rate for the women may be explained by the fact that killing was mainly
related to failure to reciprocate in sister exchange marriage.” Violent death
in tribal Montenegro at the beginning of the twentieth century was
estimated at 25 per cent.”” Archaeology unearths similar finds. In the late

prehistoric Indian site of Madisonville, Ohio, 22 per cent of the adult male
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skulls had wounds and 8 per cent were fractured.”' In a prehistoric cemet-
ery site in Illinois, 16 per cent of the individuals buried there had met a
violent death.*

All this suggests that average human violent mortality rates among adults
in the state of nature may have been in the order of 15 per cent (25 per cent
for the men); extremely sparse populations living in areas where resources
were diffuse probably occupied the lower part of the scale, but not by a very
wide margin. Furthermore, as Meggitt observes with respect to both the
Australian Aborigines and New Guinea Enga highlanders, most of the men
carried wound marks and scars, and regarded them as a matter of course.*
Chagnon portrays the same picture for the Yanomamo. At least in this
respect, Hobbes was closer to the truth than Rousseau about the human
state of nature.

Did the emergence of the state reduce violent mortality rates? In contrast
to the Rousseauite anthropological imagination, some scholars have
claimed that modern wars, despite their massive death tolls, have a much less
lethal demographic effect overall than did pre-state fighting.** State warfare
altered the patterns of fighting in ways that I examine later, and at least by
significantly reducing intragroup violence—that is, ‘blood feuds’ and
‘homicide’—seems also to have reduced overall violent death rates. Statistical
comparisons are again very tenuous. But the key factor seems to be the level
of the population’s exposure to war, either by direct (male) participation or
through violence against non-combatants. Violent mortality has thus been a
factor of warfare’s totality. The more total the state warfare, the more its
death rate has approached pre-state lethality.

In the Second Punic War (218-202 BC), ancient Rome’s most devastating
conflict, of which we have relatively good census and other demographic
statistics, Rome (and Italy) lost, according to one minimalist estimate, at least
17 if not more than 20 per cent of its adult male population.® But a calamity
of such magnitude was exceptional. Some parts of Germany are estimated to
have suffered even greater demographic losses during the Thirty Years War
(1618—48). In relation to the general mortality, death in war in France, one
of the most war-like nations in Europe, is estimated by one source at 1.1 per
cent in the seventeenth century, 2.7 per cent in the eighteenth century, 3
per cent in the nineteenth century, and 6.3 per cent in the first three
decades of the twentieth century.* In the American Civil War 1.3 per cent
of the population were either killed or wounded. In the First World War
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about 3 per cent of both the French and German populations died, repre-
senting roughly 15 per cent of the adult males. In the Second World War
over 15 per cent of the Soviet Union’s population perished, and around 5
per cent in Germany. However, when averaged over time, even the dreadful
figures from these cataclysmic events fall short of those for primitive
societies.

If, overall, state wars have indeed been less lethal than pre-state fighting,
this may help to explain the observations by some leading authorities that
human intraspecific killing is in fact much smaller than that of any mam-
malianspeciesstudied.” They referred to the violent mortality rates of modern
societies. Tellingly, the gap between humans and other animal species closes
when we go back to the ‘human state of nature’. As with the state of nature
in general, the ‘human state of nature’ was indeed, after all, highly insecure
and fraught with violent death.

All the same, as we have seen, possessing a unique intraspecific first-strike
capability (whose inherent instability has attracted so much attention in the
nuclear age), the human adult fighters were rotationally on the receiving as
well as on the inflicting end of nature’s normal asymmetrical killing. They
engaged in high-casualty stealth warfare, in which today’s killer could be
tomorrow’s victim. True first-strike capability gives an enormous advantage
to the side that strikes first, and thus, theoretically, almost forces one to
pre-empt; because in the absence of a higher, regulating authority, or other
security mechanisms, the protagonists are again locked in the ‘security
dilemma’ variant of the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’, where none of them can be
guaranteed that the other would not strike first if one refrained from doing
so. If annihilation or a major reduction of the enemy’s strength is in fact
achieved, so much the better. If not, then tit for tat might follow until mutual
deterrence is re-established and killing is stopped by agreement. Such killing
often appears senseless. But as we have seen, the conflict situation in itself
regularly forces the antagonists to escalate beyond their original competitive
motives.



7

Conclusion: Fighting in the
Evolutionary State of Nature

The human state of nature, examined in this part, is crucially differ-
ent from the concept of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The old
concept, which still underlies anthropological discussion of ‘primitive
warfare’, refers to pre-state peoples, thereby lumping together hunter—
gatherers and pre-state agriculturalists. However, for more than 100 years,
palaeoanthropology, palaecoarchaeology, and evolutionary theory have been
revealing that these two categories cannot be treated in such an indiscrimin-
ate manner. The hunter—gatherer way of life, while, of course, also evolving a
great deal over the genus Homo’s two-million-year history, covers 99.5 per
cent of that history. It encompasses more than 90 per cent of the history of
the species Homo sapiens sapiens, depending on the particular timing of the
adoption of agriculture by each group of our species, a development that in
some of them, of course, never happened. Agriculture is a recent cultural
invention, starting in the most pioneering groups of our species only some
10,000 years ago, and having little effect on human biology. Thus, in the
light of modern scientific understanding, to speak in a meaningful manner
about the human state of nature is to address human adaptations to the
human natural habitats, which are responsible for the human biological
inheritance. Our concept, therefore, is the evolutionary human state of nature.
Primitive agriculturalists, particularly those who, similar to hunter—gatherers,
lived in relatively small and dispersed groups, relied heavily on hunting
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for subsistence, and did not experience arable land shortage as a main
somatic stress, may exhibit significant continuities with the hunter—gatherer
way of life, which in many respects can make them useful for the study
of the human state of nature. However, such an extension must be done
with discrimination, and the similarity certainly cannot be assumed
automatically.

The human state of nature is revealed to be fundamentally no different
from the state of nature in general. However, what exactly either of them is
has been a matter of considerable disputes. Regarding the state of nature in
general, Konrad Lorenz claimed that intraspecific fighting was mostly
demonstrative and stopped short of killing. He thought that this was a result
of intraspecific inhibitions intended to preserve the species, and his view
dominated during the 1960s and much of the 1970s. However, since then
both zoological observations and evolutionary theory have turned against
his thesis. It has been revealed that intraspecific killing is widespread in
nature, but is mostly directed against the young who are too weak to fight
back. Conspecifics are in fact each other’s main competitors, vying as they
are for the same mates and resources. However, adult conspecifics are also of
roughly the same order of strength and are therefore particularly dangerous
to each other. Fighting generally stops when one of the sides yields, because
self-preservation imposes restraint on the victor. Killing in nature is nor-
mally done against the defenceless, when the odds are heavily tilted and little
risk is involved.

The argument about the human state of nature is much older, formulated
in the way that it is by Hobbes and Rousseau. Concentrating on two vast
pure ‘conservations’ of recently extant hunter—gatherers—the Australian
continent and the American north-west coast—in which the ‘contact
paradox’ with agriculturalists, civilization, or westerners can be practically
eliminated, we have found that Hobbes was closer to the truth. As with
other animal species, humans regularly fought among themselves in the
state of nature. Thus, it was not the advent of agriculture or civiliz-
ation that inaugurated warfare. During the Palaeolithic period, hunter—
gatherers inhabited the richest ecological niches of the world and were not
as thinly dispersed to the point of minimizing contact among them, as
some of today’s marginalized hunter—gatherers are. They were never free-
rangers in a vast ‘common land’, but were in fact ‘restricted nomads’ within
their native and jealously guarded territories. They lived in small kin
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groups, starting from the extended family group to the larger regional one
(tribe).

Kinship predominated in determining the direction of human aggres-
sion. As the principle of ‘inclusive fitness’ or ‘kin selection’ predicts, people
would tend to side with their closer kin against more remote ones. They
would be willing to risk their lives in direct relation to the closeness and
number of their kin who are in danger. They recognize their kin by grow-
ing up with them, living with them, being told who they are, and by all
sorts of physical and behavioural similarities that they share with them.
Hence, the various activations of semi-kin—group solidarity, easily repli-
cated when the right conditions are present. For example, the famous ‘male
bonding’ created in small groups of warriors has long been identified as the
mainstay of troops’ cohesion and fighting spirit. Some scholars have rightly
suggested that it was evolutionarily rooted in small-group solidarity, which
had been necessary among Palaeolithic hunters. The only thing that must
be added is that this Palaeolithic male group consisted of close kin; indeed
the local group was literally composed of brethren. In sociological and
anthropological parlance, they were ‘fraternal interest groups’.' It is a sense
of brotherhood of sorts that can be artificially recreated in small groups of
non- (or remote) kin that intensively and comprehensively share their daily
existence.

Indeed, the evolution-shaped mechanisms for identifying kin have been
shown to be susceptible to misdirection under other ‘artificial’ circum-
stances as well. One illuminating example, often quoted in the anthropo-
logical literature, is same-group children in Israeli kibbutzim. In these
communes, children used to be raised together from birth in communal
nurseries rather than in their own families’ homes. It has been found that,
when these children grew up, they treated each other as siblings, at least
in the sense that they hardly ever intermarried. Unexpectedly, in an
environment that never wished them to do so, they instinctively applied the
universal, biologically rooted, taboo against incest to their pseudo-kin.”
There are other major manifestations of kin-solidarity transference. Sports
teams, for example, generate intense emotions of identification, mimicking
those created by the struggle of a group of one’s own people against
outsiders. The sports contest fundamentally functions as a mock battle.’

In the hunter—gatherer regional group of around 500, shared culture was a
distinctive mark of kinship, as well as a strong basis for social co-operation.

13
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This is the deeply engrained evolutionary root of ethnocentrism, xeno-
phobia, patriotism, and nationalism.* With the coming of agriculture,
civilization, and modernity, as shared-culture communities expanded a
thousand- and even millionfold, the sentiment of kin solidarity expanded far
beyond its original evolutionary setting and scope. One’s people or nation—
an extension of the original genetic cum cultural regional group—can evoke
the greatest devotion, indeed, fraternity within a motherland or fatherland (the
words are revealing), no matter how genetically related its members actually
are (a feature that varies among modern peoples, albeit with surprising
genes—culture congruity”). Individuals are genuinely prepared to risk and
sacrifice themselves—not only under coercion but also voluntarily—for
these large shared-culture, semi-, and sometimes pseudo- or ‘imagined’ kin
groups. This is so even though the broader their concept of who their
genetic cum symbolic folk are, the less can they actually influence this folk’s
survival by their own self-sacrifice. The evolutionary logic of kin selection in
small groups has been inflated beyond its original applicability.

This is the ‘atavistic’ element that baffled modern observers often evoke
vaguely in order to explain people’s willingness to kill and get killed for
seemingly remote causes. It provided an indispensable clue for understand-
ing why, for instance, beyond all real utilitarian considerations, a Frenchman
or a German was prepared to get killed for Alsace-Lorraine, the possession
of which had no practical bearing on his daily life. In the great extension of
culture groups and consciousness boundaries brought about by modern
conditions, these provinces could be perceived by him as the close-by home
territory of his immediate close-kin group. In the state of nature, this had
meant possessions of essential value, evolutionarily worth risking one’s life
for.

This persistence and shift of evolution-shaped behaviours in radically
altered cultural settings is at the core of human historical development.
Consciousness of the fact that the original conditions no longer apply often
has little effect on patterns of behaviour determined by deeply engrained,
evolution-shaped, proximate stimuli. To give one more simple example:
people continue to exhibit a strong preference for sweet foods, even though
sweetness is now ‘artificially’ added and is harmful to us, rather than being
indicative of maturity and prime nutrition in fruit, as it used to be in our
original evolutionary setting. The relatively recent cultural take-off and
accelerating pace of human development have left our biological inheritance
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very little time to catch up. This does not necessarily mean that war became
maladaptive when taken out of its evolution-shaped context. As we see later,
nature and culture have been mixed in complex interactions throughout
human history. All the same, as humanity moved away from its evolutionary
state of nature, all sorts of behaviour shaped in this state, including fighting,
assumed new significance and new roles that have not been fully in line with
their original, evolution-shaped rationale.

Conflict and fighting in the human state of nature, as in the state of nature
in general, were fundamentally caused by competition. Although violence is
evoked, and suppressed, by powerful emotional stimuli (which, like other
stimuli, can sometimes take over), it is not a primary, ‘irresistible’ drive; it is
highly tuned, both innate and optional, evolution-shaped tactics, turned on
and off in response to changes in the calculus of survival and reproduction.
The widespread notion that, in the extremely competitive evolutionary
state of nature, fighting occurred ‘just so’ to satisty ‘psychological’ needs—
that it was essentially non-adaptive and only began to ‘pay oft” with the
coming of agriculture and the state—constitutes such a curious reversal of
the evolutionary rationale as to border on the absurd. As a result of organ-
isms’ tendency to propagate rapidly when resources are abundant, scarcity
and competition are the norm in nature. Co-operation, peaceful competi-
tion, and violent conflict are variably used and intermixed—depending on
the circumstances and the chances of success—to fulfil desires originally
shaped by the struggle for ‘inclusive fitness’. The answer to the often-voiced
puzzle of why people fight is that they fight to gain the very same things that
constitute the objects of human desire in general. And throughout nature,
including the human state of nature, the objects of desire are in short supply,
while being vital for survival. People risk their lives in fighting—again
the subject of widespread puzzlement in our societies of plenty—simply
because loss and gain of the tangible and intangible goods that determine
survival and reproductive success for them and their kin can be greater than
the risks of fighting.

Violent conflict can be activated by competition over scarce resources.
What resources were scarce and were the cause of resource stress in any
particular society varied, but mostly it had to do with highly nutritious meat.
Deadly violence is also regularly activated in competition over women.
Although human males are less polygynous than those of some other spe-
cies, they still compete over the quality and number of women whom they
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can have. Abduction of women, rape, accusations of adultery, and broken
promises of marriage are widespread direct causes of reproductive conflict,
whereas resource competition in order to be able to afford more women
and children is an indirect cause as well as a direct one. As W. D. Hamilton,
the doyen of modern evolutionary theory, saw: for ‘hunter—gatherers . . . to
raise mean fitness in a group either new territory or outside mates have to
be obtained somehow’.® Conflict sometimes resulted in significant net gains
in women and/or subsistence resources. Moreover, and this point is often
missed, for evolution to work, net gains in intergroup conflict characterized
by very high mortality rates are not necessary, because intergroup conflict
also results in intragroup selection, as some group members on both sides
get killed, decreasing the internal pressure on the resources for those who
survive.

From the primary somatic and reproductive aims, other, proximate and
derivative, ‘second-level’, aims arise. It is not only the best providers who can
subsist better and have more wives and children, but also the social arbiters
within the group who can use their position to reap somatic and repro-
ductive advantages. Hence the competition for esteem, prestige, power, and
leadership, as proximate goods, which, like the primary competition itself,
can also take the form of violent conflict. Again, this violence can be either
direct or indirect, the latter being intended to achieve the symbolic or
tangible goods that confer esteem, prestige, power, and leadership. There
are highly complex interactions here, which are, however, underpinned in
principle by a simple evolutionary rationale.

The fundamental state of competition and potential violent conflict
produces additional causes for conflict. There is often retaliation for an
offence or injury, lest it persist and become a pattern of victimization.
Retaliation or ‘revenge’ is thus intended either to eliminate the rival or to
re-establish deterrence against him and others by demonstrating that one is
not powerless and has the means to strike back. Tit for tat may end when
the balance is settled, but it may also escalate, leading to a self-perpetuating
cycle of strikes and counter-strikes. Both sides then accumulate losses that
are sometimes immeasurably greater than the original injuries that caused
the conflict in the first place. Nevertheless, the antagonists are often locked
into conflict because of all sorts of communication problems that make it
difficult to reach a negotiated settlement, or because of inability to secure
that the other side abides by it. In a sort of ‘prisoner’s dilemma’, their
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rational option under such conditions is often much inferior to their
optimal one.

Similarly, in a state of potential conflict, security precautions are called for,
which may take defensive as well as offensive or pre-emptive character. This
‘security dilemma’ variant of the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ again means that the
very ability of the other to attack, whether or not he actually wishes to do so,
poses a threat that can force one into action. In the absence of a strong
central authority, a lack of information about the other and an inability to
guarantee an agreement of mutual security frequently breed suspicion, hos-
tility, and conflict, seemingly ‘imposed’ on the sides ‘against their wishes’
and best interests. Arms races, brought about by each side’s desire to get
ahead or keep abreast of the other, may produce an advantage to one
side but often merely produce a ‘Red Queen effect’, by which both sides
escalate their resource investment only to find themselves in the same posi-
tion vis-a-vis the other. As with trees growing trunks, massive investment
is enforced on the competitors simply by the reality of an unregulated
competition.

Thus, in principle, two major factors correlate closely with the likely
occurrence of violent conflict. The first of these is scarcity. Somatic stresses
and reproductive deprivation would give rise to a more desperate and
risk-taking behaviour, including violence. This is the idea expressed in the
proverb that hungry wolves would beat satiated dogs. Obviously, as we saw,
scarcity 1s partly relative. Competition—and violent conflict—can intensify
where opportunities and abundance increase. Hence the significance of
the second factor: the existence of societal regulatory mechanisms that
would keep competition within non-violent channels. As violent behaviour,
while being an innate potential, is socially learnt, either pugnacity or
pacificism can be habituated by experience. Anarchic systems—either inter-
or intrasocial—would be more violence prone and more accustomed to
the use of violence. It is again for this reason that wild wolves would beat
domesticated dogs.

The effect of competition and potential conflict on the lives of people in
the state of nature can now be more carefully defined. As we have seen,
fighting broke out from time to time and was responsible for high rates of
mortality, as high as 25-30 per cent of the adult males. This does not mean
that all hunter—gatherer societies were equally war-like. There were differ-
ences among them as there would later be differences in this respect among

139



War in Human Civilization

states. Still, as with states in historical times, a fundamental condition of
competition and plurality made fighting a norm that very few communities
could escape or fail to be prepared for, no matter what their particular
inclinations. Indeed, although the notions of ‘incessant’ or ‘endemic’ fight-
ing are thereby justified, they can be partly misleading. Although actual,
active fighting was in effect sparse, it is its danger that dominated people’s
lives. This idea, pointed out by Hobbes (Leviathan, 13), has also been
sensed by modern anthropologists.” In an afterthought, ‘Balancing the pic-
ture of fierceness’, that Chagnon added to later editions of his Yanomamo:
The fierce people, he wrote:

First of all, the Yanomamo do not spend all or even a major fraction of their
walking hours making wars on neighbors. . . . Second, warfare among the
Yanomamo varies from region to region and from time to time: it is
extremely intense in some areas at particular times, and almost non-existent
in other areas. Even the most ‘warlike’ villages have long periods of relative
peace during which time daily life is tranquil and happy. . . . On the other
hand, even the least warlike villages suddenly find themselves embroiled in
an active war, or the peace of the temporary tranquil is shattered by an
unexpected raid.®

This is more or less the picture that we have encountered everywhere
among hunger—gatherers, in the human state of nature. People sometimes
live in peace with their neighbours, sometimes in conflict. Competition is
widespread but varies considerably in its expression and intensity. Where it
exists, it can lead to more or less amicable compromises, covertly or overtly
based on mutual deterrence. Where compromise is less amicable or stable, or
is not reached at all, violence can break out. Thus, no less than actual fight-
ing, it is the threat of violent conflict that shapes people’s lives in the state of
nature. Fear, mutual deterrence, and insecurity bind them to their home
territory and own people, and force them to adopt precautions and never to
be completely off their guard. Both among other primates and among
humans, field observations and laboratory tests have demonstrated that
strangers trigger an initial response of high alarm, suspicion, insecurity, and
aggression.” The stark stereotyping of aliens and, even more, enemies,
painted in the darkest, most menacing shades, is an all too familiar basic
human response. The worst intentions are assumed and a tremendous defen-
sive emotional mobilization takes place. Under conditions of competition
and potential conflict, the evolution-shaped response is ‘better safe than
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sorry’. Naturally, as the other side tends to react similarly, worst-case analyses
tend to be self-fulfilling. Alarm, suspicion, insecurity, and aggression decline
after a while if the strangers are observed to be non-threatening, in the sense
that they are non-aggressive, or make no large claim to sharing resources, or
prove ready for low-cost compromise, coexistence, or even co-operation
(exchange). However, a measure of alienation and xenophobia remains.

We have seen that the reality of competition and conflict breeds more
competition and conflict. Competition and conflict grow from a funda-
mental state of scarcity, but then, because of the suspicion, insecurity, and
craving for power that they create, they also feed on themselves and take on
a life of their own. A competition can be won by a more efficient utilization
of resources, but, paradoxically, also by investing more of the resources in the
competition itself. As with trunk-growing trees or with large and muscled
bodies, the competition can consume much of the resources for which it is
waged. At least partly, it can thereby increase the scarcity and further inten-
sify itself. In a conflict in particular, most if not all of the so-called defence
costs or conflict costs (except for some ‘spin-oft” effects) are in effect dis-
bursed out of the time and resources that can be directly invested in pro-
vision. As we see later, with agriculture and accumulated resources, conflict
would also directly diminish resources as each side destroyed the other’s
property. However, even in the state of nature, if the antagonist is not beaten,
a ‘Red Queen effect’ may be created, in which both sides may lose from the
competition/conflict. Conflict cannot then even be regarded as a ‘zero-sum
game’, a competition in which one’s loss is the other’s gain and vice versa. It
is possible for both sides to lose; in evolutionary/reproductive terms this
mainly means death of kin and decreased subsistence and reproduction for
the living. However, to give up the conflict unilaterally may mean even
heavier losses, so both sides may be bound by the unregulated competitive/
conflictual situation to stick to their guns until agreement for a cessation of
hostilities can be reached. As people have always vaguely sensed and puzzled,
conflict has rarely been confined to or proportioned by the objectives that
originally brought it into being.

Competition and conflict are thus ‘real’ in the sense that they arise from
genuine scarcities among evolution-shaped, self-propagating organisms and
can end in vital gains for one and losses for the other; at the same time, they
are often also ‘inflated’, partly self-perpetuating, and mutually damaging,
because of the logic imposed on the antagonists by the conflict itself in
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an anarchic, unregulated environment that provides no way out from
‘prisoners’ dilemmas’ and ‘market failures’, and may mean net losses for
both. In a way, this justifies both of the widely held polarized attitudes to
war: the one that sees it as a serious business for serious aims and the other
that is shocked by its absurdity.

Finally, a few concluding remarks on the evolutionary perspective that
has underpinned our study of the human state of nature. I hope that I have
been able to demonstrate that evolutionary theory, our major key for under-
standing nature, is vital for understanding the human state of nature, fighting
in the state of nature, and human nature in general. I have no illusions,
however, that I have succeeded in convincing the unconvinced. For various
reasons, evolutionary theory has always stirred violent, and not always
informed, opposition. Today, as it is affecting a great revival in the human
sciences, evolutionary theory is often received as alien by people trained in
other disciplines, some of which are academically and emotionally heavily
invested in different and even contradictory ideas. Fanciful and sensational
echoes of ‘sociobiology’ encountered in popular and journalistic sources
often do not help its cause either.

As our only grand scientific theory for understanding nature, evolution-
ary theory does not ‘compete’ with scholarly constructs such as psycho-
analytic theories, ‘materialism’, or ‘functionalism’; in fact, it may encompass
some of their main insights within a comprehensive interpretative frame-
work."” For instance, we have seen how the differing elementary drives
posited by Freud, Jung, and Adler, respectively, as the underlying regulating
principle for understanding human behaviour—sex, creativeness and the
quest for meaning, and the craving for superiority—all come together and
interact within the framework of evolutionary theory, which also provides
an explanation for their otherwise mysterious origin. Similarly, evolutionary
theory explains why humans, and other organisms, are indeed motivated by
a desire for material goods, but treats this motive in conjunction with, rather
than in isolation from, other motives, shaped together by a comprehensive
reproductive and somatic rationale. Evolutionary theory explains how
long-cited motives for fighting—such as Sumner’s hunger, love, vanity,
and fear of superior powers—came to be and how they hang together and
interconnect.

‘Functionalism’ used to be a popular approach in the social sciences,
which has more recently come under criticism. It is motivated by much the
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same questions, and comes up with much the same answers, as evolutionary
theory. It seeks to explain social phenomena as adaptive regulatory mechan-
isms intended to keep the system working. There is, however, a whole set of
interrelated problems with this approach. Functionalism does not explain
how these ‘mechanisms’ came to be, or evolved; they are simply postulated
to be there. It evokes function for social phenomena without making clear
who gave them this function: does it arise from a divine order, or is it
embedded in other ‘sky hooks’, such as transcendent harmony supposedly
existing in nature and even in society? Furthermore, why should the social
system, social phenomena, and social function be permeated with a desire
for equilibrium? Functionalism has difficulties with change and tends to
have a static picture of reality. Thus functionalism stands things on their
head or approaches them from the wrong direction. Rather than explain
general social phenomena and relationships from the bottom up, by con-
textual interactions of living agents, it purports to explain individual action
by social abstracts, particularly that of ‘stability’.""

In our subject, a cultural materialist such as Marvin Harris and a cultural
ecologist such as Andrew Vayda have suggested in a functionalist vein that
fighting was a demographic mechanism triggered by pressure on the
resources, as well as by a surplus of men in relation to women. As we have
seen, both factors—the somatic and the reproductive—are indeed central to
explaining fighting, so their interpretation is very much in the right direc-
tion. It is the functionalist reasoning, rather than answers, that is misconstrued.
Fighting is not one of nature’s or of society’s regulating mechanisms for
contending with overpopulation; rather, it is one of the strategies that people,
and other organisms, employ to gain the upper hand in response to
increased competition that may arise from demographic growth. The same,
incidentally, applies to Malthus’s other positive checks on over-population:
famine and pestilence. These are not ‘regulating mechanisms’ embedded in
nature’s design. Instead, famine is actually what happens to a population that
has outgrown its means of subsistence. Similarly, a denser population is
simply more vulnerable to the propagation of parasites and pathogens.
Obviously, if functionalist reasoning was merely facon de parler or accepted
‘shorthand’, in the same way that we speak of organisms ‘wanting’ to
increase their numbers, there would have been no problem. However, for
functionalists, function is regarded as a genuine explanation rather than fagon
de parler."



War in Human Civilization

Some readers may fail to see the advantage of the evolutionary over the
functionalist interpretation of demographic pressure, or, indeed, wonder
why evolutionary theory should be presented here as different from, and
superior to, any other scholarly approach to the study of humans in the state
of nature. Is it because it is the ruling theory in the study of nature? If so, is
this not an argument from authority rather than from the theory’s own
merits? However, it is my claim that evolutionary theory has won its com-
manding position in the natural sciences precisely because it has been recog-
nized to be nature’s immanent principle rather than an artificial analytical
construct. Indeed, from the nineteenth century, evolutionary theory has
been perceived as the only non-transcendent mechanism for explaining
life’s complex design. To repeat, this mechanism is blind natural selection in
which in every stage those who were endowed with the most suitable
qualities for surviving and reproducing remained. There is no reason why
they remained other than that they proved successful in the struggle for
survival. Thus ‘success’ is not defined by any transcendent measurement but
by the immanent logic of the evolutionary process.

This point needs emphasizing also in order to allay other often-voiced
concerns with respect to the application of evolutionary theory to human
affairs. The evolutionary logic in itself has no normative implications. It can
inform us about human natural predispositions, the often ignored effects of
which we would be wise to take into account but which are often variable
and even contradictory. (Late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
social Darwinists, on the one hand, and tabula rasa liberals, on the other, erred
here in two opposite directions.) We may choose to follow such predisposi-
tions or rebel against them. There is nothing sacred or morally compelling
about maximizing survival for the fittest. This is merely the blind, algo-
rithmic mechanism of natural ‘design’. The human brain—itself a product
of evolution and a powerful instrument of conscious, purposeful, and future
oriented, rather than blind, design—may come up with more satisfactory
arrangements.

This brings us to another widespread cause of resistance to ‘sociobiology’.
This is the belief that it upholds biological determinism in a subject that is
distinctively determined by human culture—that it is precisely the non-
biological element that makes humans and the human achievement what
they are. Darwinism may thus be regarded as our key to understanding
nature but as mostly irrelevant for understanding human society shaped by
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culture. In fact, historians and social scientists are much more prone to
disregard the biological element in human culture than are proponents of
evolutionary theory to neglect the cultural. The latter emphatically do not
believe in biological determinism. While bringing to light our evolution-
shaped innate genetic inheritance, they have come up with illuminating
insights for explaining gene—culture interactions. For once humans had
evolved agriculture, they set in train a continuous chain of developments
that have taken them further and further away from their evolutionary
natural way of life as hunter—gatherers. Human society has been radically
transformed and staggeringly diversified. Original, evolution-shaped, innate
human wants, desires, and proximate behavioural and emotional mechan-
isms now expressed themselves within radically altered, ‘artificial’ con-
ditions, which were very different from those in which they had evolved. In
the process, while never disappearing, they were greatly modified, assuming
novel and widely varied appearances. These gene—culture interactions are
the stuft from which human history is made, including the history of fight-
ing. Indeed, it is to cultural evolution and the evolution of gene—culture
interactions, as humans moved out of their evolutionary shaped state of
nature, that I now turn.
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Introduction: Evolving
Cultural Complexity

In Part 1 we saw that, contrary to the widely held Rousseauite belief,
human fighting was not a recent ‘cultural invention’ that had truly begun or
had become serious only with the advent of agriculture and, later, the state
and civilization. Undoubtedly, however, these landmark cultural develop-
ments, which revolutionized the human way of life, profoundly affected
warfare. | now proceed to examine the transformation of warfare in relation
to the major developments of human cultural evolution. But, first, a few
words about the concept of cultural evolution itself, and the manner in
which it is used in this book.

Cultural evolution is an even older concept than biological evolution.
It became prominent with the eighteenth-century idea of ‘Progress’ and
with nineteenth-century Hegelian, Marxist, and positivist philosophies. It
was influentially championed by the founding fathers of sociology and
anthropology, such as Herbert Spencer, Edward Tylor, and Lewis Henry
Morgan. Then a reaction set in. The great nineteenth-century evolutionary
‘systems’ were criticized for being abstract, insensitive to the actual ‘un-
tidiness” of historical reality, speculative, metaphysical, and teleological,
postulating ‘History’ as the advance of ‘Progress’. Even the concepts
introduced by Adam Ferguson, and amplified by Morgan and Gordon
Childe about humanity’s transition from ‘Savagery’ through ‘Barbarism’ to
‘Civilization’, no longer sounded right. Franz Boas changed the direction
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of anthropological research by rejecting all speculations about unknown
origins and evolution, concentrating instead on the empirical study of
extant societies. Still, as archaeological research increasingly expanded our
knowledge of the past, the evolutionary approach to human culture has
continued to have its proponents among archaeologists and anthropologists,
who at the same time have striven to avoid the non-empirical aspects that
had marred their predecessors’ work. In a Boasian vein, most cultural evo-
lutionists in this tradition have also drawn a sharp divide between biological
and cultural evolution, denying that the former had any but the most trivial
significance in human affairs, which they have supposed to be almost infin-
itely malleable by culture.'

The first thing to clarify, then, is the relationship between the two types
of evolution. The analogies between them have always been recognized. To
begin with, both deal with the continuous, recursive reproduction of repli-
cating forms—biological or cultural—the occasional variations of which are
at least to some degree subject to all sorts of selective pressures. In biology,
the replicators are the genes, stored and transmitted between generations in
the cellular nuclei. In culture, the replicators are behaviours and ideas—
‘memes’ in Richard Dawkins’ inspired phrase—accumulated during life in
brains and transmitted between them through learning. Hence one of the
chief differences between biological and cultural evolution: the former
involves ‘inborn’ replicators that can be passed on only to offspring; the
latter is concerned with acquired traits that can be replicated ‘horizontally’,
in principle to any brain. The inheritance of acquired traits is called
Lamarckian, after the doctrine of Darwin’s predecessor, which Darwin ruled
out in biology. It makes the pace of cultural evolution infinitely faster. Still,
in cultural evolution, too, the replicators are highly durable. Systems of
symbols and practices, such as languages and customs, passed on and repro-
duced generation after generation, are particularly slow to change. But even
they do—by random ‘drift’ and ‘mutation’, by purposeful adaptation, or by
the influence of foreign ‘memes’.?

Biological and cultural evolutions are, however, related by more than
analogy. They represent a continuum, not just a break, in human evolu-
tion—indeed, in evolution in general. In the first place, the one originated
from the other. Underlying the take-off of cultural evolution was the perfec-
tion of one of the latest tricks of biological evolution: a greatly enhanced
ability to teach and learn. This ability did not begin with Homo sapiens’
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vastly improved cerebral capacity for manipulating and communicating
symbols. A bigger and more flexible ‘open’ brain design, capable of being
partly shaped during life by interaction with the environment through
experience and learning, had been a device increasingly developed in later
products of the evolutionary ‘arms race’ such as birds, big mammals, pri-
mates, apes, and archaic humans. However, with Homo sapiens sapiens this
growing capacity had crossed a threshold. In response to outside stimuli, our
genetically constructed ‘hardware’ is capable of considerable restructuring
through life (especially at early ages) and of taking on an unprecedented
diversity of ‘software’. It can consequently generate a yet more staggering
range of ‘applications’. This is evident in the Upper Palaeolithic ‘cultural
explosion’, and thereafter. Cultural evolution proved to be an explosive
potential. Human evolution has since been overwhelmingly cultural rather
than biological.’

Cultural evolution has not worked on a clean slate, however. Not only
did it originate, as a capacity, from biological evolution; it has been working
on a human physiological and psychological ‘landscape’ deeply grooved by
long-evolved inborn predispositions. The staggering diversity of human
cultural forms and the amazing trajectory of human cultural evolution have
brought some historicist thinkers of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
to claims that humankind’s peculiar quality is precisely that it lacks such a
thing as ‘nature’. Humans have been proclaimed to be ‘all history’—that is,
wholly culturally determined. Cultural evolutionists have tended to assume
that, given the right socialization, humans were capable of embracing prac-
tically any behaviour. However, since the 1950s, Noam Chomsky’s revolu-
tion in linguistics has presented the humanities and social sciences with an
illuminating old—new model, which heralded the eclipse of the tabula rasa
view of the human mind that had dominated the middle of the twentieth
century. Chomsky and his disciples have argued that, although thousands of
human languages are recognized today, and an unknown, far larger number
were spoken in the past, all human languages share a common ‘deep’ set of
syntax patterns. These patterns appear to reflect our innate language-
handling mechanisms that make language use so easy and natural to us.
Thus humans are in principle capable of generating any hypothetical
language, but only as long as its ‘meta-structure’ complies with these deep
common patterns.” This would give an infinite, but at the same time also
highly constrained, variety.
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As the quintessential culture form, language has proved to be an illumin-
ating model for human mind structures in general. Most cultural evolution-
ists have erred in embracing one side of a false nature—nurture dichotomy.
There is indeed a staggering diversity of cultural forms and great cultural
‘elasticity’, but not quite any form goes. Cultural choices and preferences did
not simply ‘take over’ from biology. Instead, the rich diversity of cultural
forms has been built on and around a fairly recognizable deep core of
evolution-shaped, innate propensities, needs, and desires—ultimate ends,
proximate mechanisms, and derivative byproducts—sometimes, to be sure,
as we see later, in rebellion against them or as an expression of conflicts
between them, but nevertheless in constant interaction with them. With
cultural evolution all biological bets are not off; they are hedged. Biology
and culture constitute an amalgamated compound that co-evolves in mutual
interaction. The whole thing is better viewed as a marvellously complex but
far from ‘arbitrary’ edifice. Our biological predispositions heavily bias our
cultural choices; in turn, as some studies have demonstrated, our cultural
choices can select for some biological traits. Cultural traits, too, are subject to
selective pressures. Some cultural traits directly affect the survival and repro-
ductive success of the populations with which they are associated. In other
cases, they affect not the survivability of the human populations themselves
but that of the ‘population’ of ideas and practices, as some ‘memes’ push out
and replace others within the same human population. They do not neces-
sarily have to have a better adaptive value. Some cultural traits are simply
more ‘addictive’ in more or less specific biocultural settings, and may spread
in the same way that a virus or a parasite spreads in a biological population.
They may even be harmful to the survival and reproductive success of the
population that they ‘infect’, but, because they spread fast enough to other
populations, they avoid extinction. There is a ‘long leash’ connecting the
elements of the biocultural compounds, but a leash nevertheless.’ This per-
sistence and variation of human motives and other predispositions under
changing cultural conditions—in their relation to fighting—are one of my
main concerns in the rest of this book.

Indeed, there is yet another element of continuity between biological and
cultural evolution. Largely fuelled by selection in an ever-going evolution-
ary ‘arms race’, both forms of evolution tend over time to produce ever
more complex ‘designs’. As mentioned above, learning and the capacity to
generate culture were themselves one of the latest ‘innovations’ of biological
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evolution. Cultural evolution has then continued biological evolution in
creating greater complexity, simply by force of the competition that takes
place among reproducing, propagating replicators of any sort. The whole
race gets ever faster and more competitive, because the participants are
continuously getting better, more ‘professional’ at it; they are getting better
not only in adaptation but also in adaptability. It is for this reason that natural
selection, starting from relatively simple bacteria nearly 4 billion years ago,
took until roughly 1.5 billion years ago to evolve the first multicellular
organisms. Increasingly larger multicellular organisms, which possessed
increasingly diversified, mutually co-operating specialized organs, then
followed at an ever-accelerating pace: vascular plants evolved around
400 million years ago; amphibians, reptiles, and mammals evolved from
fish between 400 and 250 million years ago; the first birds followed about
135 million years ago. The land and then the air began to be colonized only
in these relatively recent times.’

Complexity is defined by the number and diversity of different, special-
ized, and mutually dependent parts, integrated within functional hier-
archical structures. Originally, it was Spencer, falling out of favour in the
twentieth century, who described the work of evolution—biological and
cultural—as a process of growing complexity from ‘incoherent homo-
geneity to coherent heterogeneity, through successive differentiations and
integrations’. But, indeed, does not our concept of growing complexity
constitute a return to the nineteenth-century’s teleological view of evolu-
tion as ‘Progress’® This crucial point must be carefully understood. The
process described is not ‘Progressive’ in any value sense, nor does it necessar-
ily lead to ‘growing happiness’, ‘well-being’, or any other ‘goal’. Where
there is a strong element of inner propensity involved, and there is, it is
to be understood only in terms of the non-transcendent, ‘immanent’ ten-
dency of recursively reproducing and propagating replicators to evolve—
through competition and selection—more sophisticated and complex
designs for dealing with a competitive environment. (To be sure, greater
efficiency sometimes involves simplification rather than growing complex-
ity, but in most cases the opposite is correct.) This inherent tendency in
evolution towards greater complexity does not confer ‘inevitability’ on the
process. Evolutionary forms can remain little changed for a very long time.
They can also regress or become extinct when evolving into a ‘dead end’ or
when encountering a drastic—self~generated or extraneous—adverse
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change in their environment. We are familiar with several catastrophic mass
extinctions in natural evolution, and one cosmic collision, for example, can
in principle destroy all life on earth—indeed, Earth itself. The process is not
‘preordained’. Still, wherever and so long as they exist, the inherent general
dynamic over time of competing propagating replicators of any sort
(biological and cultural ones being, as we now see, only specific instances) is
to evolve into becoming better in the evolutionary contest. Evolutionary
history thus forms more than a mere sequence. It is directional in the sense
that it generally tends to evolve greater complexity. This is a gradual process,
in which every step in growing complexity must build on a less complex
stage as a necessary precondition.

The way in which ordered complexity, or self-organization, evolves
‘spontaneously’ from simple elements entering simple interactions is one of
the hottest topics on the edge of current scientific research.” One of the
interesting features of this process is, again, that it is not wholly ‘arbitrary’—
that is, it cannot produce any form. The emergence of complexity is con-
strained not only by the gradual nature of the process, but also by the
propensities of the materials at hand in the ‘design space’—physical, chemi-
cal, organic, or cultural. Thus, although many different worlds can evolve
(and have evolved, in different times and places in Earth’s natural and cul-
tural history), similar ‘constraints’ have repeatedly led to the independent
emergence of similar structures in different times and places. In natural
evolution, for example, photosynthesis, the extraction of energy from sun-
light, was invented several times over by many different bacteria. Winged
flight evolved independently many times, with insects, pterodactyls, bats,
birds, and various fish. Sexual reproduction also evolved independently sev-
eral times.® Only then did each of these ‘mechanisms’ diffuse further from
its independent loci of emergence. In cultural evolution as well, similar
major structures emerged independently of each other in different times and
places, when the right conditions were present. People brought about the
evolution of agriculture in at least four independent major loci—possibly
double that number. Later, the state and civilization emerged in a more or
less similar number of independent loci, at different times. Only then
have these culturally evolved structures diffused across the world from these
original loci, owing to their strong selective advantages.’

The strategy that this book follows is to trace the development of war
in relation to the relative chronology of these major transformations in
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the human way of life, rather than in relation to the customary fixed
chronology, arbitrarily derived from the particular history of the west. Thus,
for example, the civilizations of pre-Columbian Mesoamerica and Peru,
magnificent and sophisticated in many ways as they were, are treated here as
late Stone Age or Copper Age states and empires, most instructively viewed
as the ‘equivalent’ of the Old-World early Mesopotamian and Egyptian
civilizations, at the level the latter had achieved by the first half of the third
millennium BC.'"” Here were separate, practically unconnected worlds that
evolved independently in different absolute times. All the same, although
these New- and Old-World civilizations obviously exhibited substantial
local variations between them, as any different civilizations do, their late
Stone Age and Copper Age infrastructure makes them sufficiently similar to
be fruitfully studied together. As already noted, the ‘science fiction’ quality
of the European discovery of the Americas is that it constituted not only a
voyage in space but also in relative time.

In the same way, the European Middle Ages are not treated here, as their
name implies, as an ‘intermediate’ phase in a linear development of the west,
between antiquity and modern times. Their first part, the Dark Ages, is
better viewed as a ‘collapse’ of civilization, as far as the classical Mediterranean
world is concerned, and as a continuation of the Iron Age cultures of north-
ern Europe in the history of the peoples that overtook the Roman world.
This period involved a return to all the features of pre-civilization: the
disappearance of literacy, cities, and large-scale economies. In relative time,
the Dark Ages preceded, as it were, rather than followed, classical antiquity,
and they are comparatively best studied in conjunction with other pre-
historic Iron Age societies. The later part of the Middle Ages is best viewed
in terms of a re-emergence of ‘civilization’, in its European or Christian
variety, as urbanism, writing, and money economy revived. To be sure, this
re-emergence did not occur on a clean slate but was strongly influenced
over both time and space by the legacy of classical civilization and by
cultural diffusion, mainly from the Moslem and Chinese civilizations.

This relative, comparative approach, and the examples cited, are com-
monplace among archaeologists but are unusual for historians, who are
concerned with the specific ‘earlier’ and ‘later’ of particular societies. His-
torians are also justly suspicious of both the concept of cultural ‘stages’ and
insensitive cross-cultural comparisons. It is therefore important to emphasize
the flexible and non-dogmatic nature of the evolutionary and comparative
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framework that underlies this book. As a result of similar biocultural-
environmental ‘constraints’, similar human culture forms have often evolved
independently, along ‘parallel’ or ‘converging’ paths in different and uncon-
nected societies. Cultural diffusion obviously reinforces similarities where
societies touch. It is worthwhile to pursue such similarities as far as they go.
However, ever different specific local conditions and sheer contingency,
resulting in different developmental histories or ‘multilinearity’, also pro-
duce inexhaustible diversity of cultural forms. Both the major similarities
and some of the salient varieties in human history are outlined here as the
framework for our study of the development of human armed conflict. It is
through the dual, complementary processes of generalization and differen-
tiation that human understanding works.

The relative clock and flexible ruler used in this book measure change,
over both time and space. Thus, the scope of the first part of this book was
framed so wide as to address human fighting in the slowly evolving ‘first
two million years’. However, as human cultural evolution accelerates and
diversifies through history, our ‘epochs’ will steadily contract, to thousands,
and then hundreds of years. In this part, I successively examine the effect on
warfare of the two major ‘take-oft” transitions in human cultural evolution:
the emergence of agriculture and animal husbandry; and the growth of the
state and of civilization. I start with a structural anthropological-socio-
logical-historical account of these processes in their relation to fighting. In
the concluding chapter, I more systematically attempt to tie together my
findings in Part 2 with those of Part 1, bringing out the lines of continuity
and change in the causes and form of violent conflict, as humans moved
away from their ‘evolutionary state of nature’ and underwent the great
transformations of cultural evolution.
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Tribal Warfare in Agraria
and Pastoralia

THE ADVENT AND SPREAD OF FARMING

About 10,000 years ago, some time before 8,000 BC, people in
south-west Asia (the Near East) pioneered agriculture, followed some
1,000-1,500 years later by animal husbandry. They grew wheat, barley, and
pulses, and later fruit and vegetables, and raised sheep and goats, and later
pigs and cattle. Within 2,000—-4,000 years after south-west Asia, similar
developments independently took off in east Asia (millet, pigs, and chicken,
and later rice, soya beans, and fruit), Mesoamerica (maize, beans, squash, pep-
pers, avocados), and the Andes (beans, chilli, corn, manioc, peanuts, potatoes,
cotton). Other, secondary, semi-independent centres of domestication fol-
lowed in Melanesia, sub-equatorial Africa, and the eastern parts of North
America." From its centres of origin, farming spread to cover most the
world’s surface that was suitable for it. Its effects were profound. Most sig-
nificantly perhaps, within 5,000 years after its inception—again with
remarkable synchronicity—states and civilizations emerged independently
in each and every one of the original centres of farming. I first attempt
briefly to outline and explain the advent and spread of farming, and then to
assess its impact on and relationship with warfare.

Why people adopted agriculture is not such an easy question to answer as
it may appear at first sight. In the heyday of the idea of ‘Progress’ during
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the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the answer seemed self-evident.
Agriculture was assumed to be an obvious improvement to human diet, way
of life, and control over nature. Thus, in humanity’s continuous ascent,
people were supposed to have taken it up simply when they had hit on the
idea. By the twentieth century, however, not only has there been a general
loss of confidence in the notion of ‘Progress’, but archaeology and anthro-
pology have come up with finds that undermined the traditional view of
agriculture as a desirable improvement. In the first place, anthropologists
noted that hunter—gatherers worked much less and enjoyed much more
leisure than agriculturalists. In switching to agriculture, people gradually
took on a regime of hard toil, a transformation mythically echoed in the
biblical curse of humanity banished from the Garden of Eden: ‘In the sweat
of thy face shalt thou eat bread’ (Genesis 3.19). For this reason, historically
observed hunter—gatherers were reluctant to take up agriculture even when
they had farmers as their neighbours. The problem, then, was not ignorance
of the idea. Pre-agriculture Homo sapiens sapiens people, living in nature,
were not unaware of the possibility of active cultivation. For a long time,
however, they chose not to pursue it. Archaeologists and anthropologists
have further found that hunter—gatherers were overall healthier than agri-
culturalists. Many of our familiar infectious diseases, such as measles, small-
pox, influenza, diphtheria, and tuberculosis, apparently came to humans
from domesticated animals. Life in dense sedentary populations, in close
proximity to human and animal excrement, vastly increased infection by
pathogens and parasites. Finally, over time, dietary variety actually decreased
with the transition to agriculture. Most people became dependent on an
unbalanced diet based on a small variety of easily grown staples.”

So why did people in different parts of the world at roughly the same
time suddenly take up plant cultivation and animal husbandry? Scholars still
debate this question, and the following is my own preferred synthesis. The
underlying dynamic was probably human demographic growth, which
became particularly marked with the rise of Homo sapiens sapiens during the
last 100,000 years. This demographic growth was both fuelled by and sus-
tained through two mechanisms: emigration and technological innovation.
Homo sapiens sapiens spread to cover all of the Old World, displacing more
archaic human populations. Groups of Homio sapiens sapiens then discovered
and rapidly populated the Americas (and Oceania), previously uninhabited
by humans. Simultaneously, our species’ increasingly more efficient hunting
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and fishing tools and techniques made possible increasingly denser popula-
tions during the Upper Palaeolithic. A resulting overkill of large game
brought about diversification to a wider spectrum of wild food resources.
Correspondingly, with no new major spaces to spread to, with more effi-
cient subsistence techniques, and with denser populations, human groups in
lush environments became more sedentary. In such environments they no
longer needed to move around as much as previously, nor did they possess as
large territories as before to be able to do so. As archaeology has been
uncovering, sedentism was everywhere a prerequisite of pristine agriculture,
rather than the other way around. Human settlement in many different
parts of the globe had taken this more sedentary, resource-intensive form by
the end of the Old Stone Age (European Palaeolithic), around 15,000 years
ago, and during the Middle Stone Age (Mesolithic). It is the worldwide
demographic growth of human population that accounts for the otherwise
puzzling, almost simultaneous occurrence of parallel developments,
such as greater population densities, growing sedentism, and the advent of
agriculture, in different corners of the earth.

Skeletal remains show that people in those more sedentary and more
densely populated areas where agriculture and animal husbandry began did
not particularly suffer from resource stress. Demographic growth acted as a
catalyst to the adoption of cultivation in a more subtle way. It was probably the
reality of sedentism itself, once established, that made some cultivation a more
natural option than it had been under a more nomadic way of life. Where
seasonal changes affecting food availability were marked (as in semi-dry cli-
mates) and where a suitable wild variety of potential breeds existed, these
factors acted as further catalysts for change.” A new process was set in train.

We now realize better how gradual the change was. The so-called
Neolithic Revolution—and it was profoundly revolutionary—is currently
more regularly referred to as a transition or transformation that took thou-
sands of years to unravel. In the first place, the wild species took thousands of
years of human selection to increase their susceptibility to human control
and their productivity—that is, to become domesticated. Simultaneously,
human care of favoured wild species evolved from protection, elimination of
competitors, and assistance in distribution to direct, purposeful cultivation.®
Cultivation techniques themselves then constantly improved in efficiency,
from shifting, ‘slash-and-burn’ horticulture through more intensive forms
of horticulture, including irrigation, to the plough and other forms of
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agriculture. Correspondingly, cultivation’s share in providing human needs
progressively expanded, whereas that of hunting and gathering, which for
a long time went on side by side with horticulture, increasingly shrank.

This was a self-reinforcing process that constantly reproduced the pre-
conditions for its further advance. It became a one-way road from which it
was increasingly difficult to retract. The more productive cultivation grew
the more worthwhile an activity it became. The more productive it grew
the denser the human population it could support. The denser the human
population and the more intensive the cultivation, the more the wildlife and,
consequently, human foraging activity contracted. The denser the human
population the more intensive cultivation had to become in order to extract
food from smaller per-capita plots of land. Sedentary life made possible far
more extensive material possessions and gradually laid the ground for tre-
mendous economic, social, and cultural diversification and sophistication.
Still, as the process of agricultural intensification ran its course by the eve
of industrialization, some 80—90 per cent of the world’s population con-
sisted of hard toiling, disease-infested, malnourished peasants, suffering high
mortality rates and struggling to extract meagre subsistence from small,
intensively cultivated agricultural lots. How was this paradoxical result
possible?

Again the main answer is demographic growth, and a spectacular one.
The transition to farming seems to have increased the human mortality rate
(and generally decreased human health), but it increased the human birth
rate far more. Women'’s net fertility grew owing to a combination of factors,
including: a permanent home base, shortened lactation periods (which acts
in mammals as a natural anti-pregnancy means), increased calorific intake
(mainly carbohydrates stored as body fat), and greater demand for working
hands in the fields and at home. Birth rates nearly doubled between hunter—
gatherers and agriculturalists, on average from about four to five births per
woman to six to eight.” As plant and animal cultivation meant far greater
food yield from a given space, these many more babies could be fed. The
result was a continuous demographic explosion. Cultivation’s far greater
productivity translated into ever-larger numbers—necessitating ever-
growing intensification—rather than into per capita growth in well-being.
This was a runaway ‘Red Queen’ process.’

World population at the beginning of the Neolithic or New Stone Age,
the era of agriculture some 10,000 years ago, can be only roughly estimated.
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Based on the density of archaeological sites and the known density of
recently extant hunter—gatherer populations, estimates range from 5 to
15 million people worldwide. Cultivation and husbandry brought an esti-
mated tenfold increase in that number in the first five millennia after their
advent, with an increase by perhaps as much as a factor of 100 by the eve of
industrialization, another 5,000 years later. Once again this demographic
growth depended on two factors: agricultural intensification of existing
cultivated land, related to innovation in technology and method; and the
availability of as yet uncultivated land that could be turned to cultivation.
Both the intensification and expansion options took place in parallel over
time. Whereas lush environments could support only a few hunter—
gatherers per square kilometre, they could sustain dozens of farmers in the
same space unit, and up to hundreds where intensive systems of irrigation
had evolved. The numbers were smaller but the density ratios between
hunter—gatherers and cultivators remain pretty much the same in less
productive environments.” At the same time, cultivation and husbandry
continuously spread out from their centres of origin. There were three ways
by which this spread could take place: the original farmers themselves
would spread out into uncultivated lands as their numbers incessantly grew,
pushing out the local hunter—gatherers by sheer numbers or mixing with
them to a greater or lesser degree; farming would be taken up by hunter—
gatherer communities neighbouring on the farmers by way of cultural imi-
tation—that is, farming rather than the farmers spread; or a combination of
the two processes could occur. In (pre)historical reality, all three options
apparently took place.

The scholarly debate on the subject seems to result in the following
rule of thumb: cultivation spread by farmer colonists into areas previously
populated sparsely by simple hunter—gatherers, who could offer little effec-
tive resistance; by contrast, farmer colonists were able to make little headway
into areas populated by denser communities of more sedentary hunter—
gatherers; the latter eventually themselves adopted agriculture through cul-
tural imitation.® A striking instance of the first model, which took place
relatively late in time to leave its particularly clear marks, is the expansion of
the Bantu-speaking farmers. Spreading from west Africa from the first
millennium BC, they took over 1,000 years gradually to colonize central and
south-east Africa. In the process, they pushed out and greatly reduced the
Khoisanid populations of hunter—gatherers (today’s Bushmen and Khoikhoi
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[Hottentots] of south-west Africa), who earlier appear to have inhabited
the whole of east Africa from north to south. This shift, long attested to by
the existence of the Bantu family of languages, has been documented
by archaeology and, more recently, by the new methods of population
genetics. In this case, the spread of farming meant the spread of the original
farmers themselves, and their languages, replacing other, sparse populations
of hunter—gatherers.

The spread of farming from its oldest and most influential centre in the
Near East is of particular interest, although the evidence is buried much
deeper in the past and is far more complex. Europe was one direction into
which Near Eastern farming spread. It is archaeologically documented to
have spread from Anatolia in a north-westerly direction at a mean rate of
one kilometre per year, reaching the farthest, Atlantic end of the continent
by the fifth millennium BC, with local variations, of course, affecting this
‘wave of advance’. Most archaeologists agree that, at least in the Balkans and
central Europe, farming was introduced by migrating colonists from the
Near East. The beginning of agriculture in central Europe is associated with
a uniform archaeological culture (LSB), which emerged fully out of no
visible indigenous origins. The earlier, thinly spread population of simple
hunter—gatherers was apparently more or less displaced and possibly partly
assimilated by the newcomers. However, along the resource-rich north-
western European seashore, from the Iberian Peninsula to the Baltic, denser,
more populous Mesolithic societies of complex hunter—gatherers lived. The
archaeological record suggests that these societies held their own. Here
agriculture, as well as other elements of culture, may have diffused across the
agricultural frontier with trade, intermarriage, and other forms of contact—
including warfare—all documented by archaeology. As with the Bantu-
speaking farmer colonizers in Africa, evidence in support of this prehistoric
development comes from population genetics, which provides new deep
insights into our ‘fossilized’ past. It turns out that the most significant
genetic gradient on the population map of modern Europe goes from
south-east to north-west, apparently recording the wave-like shape of the
Neolithic farmers’ colonizing advance.

Europe was only one direction that the Neolithic expansion of Near
Eastern farming and farmers took. Through either colonization or diffusion,
or through both, farming appears to have spread to the east, through the
Iranian Plateau to the Indian subcontinent, as well as to the south-west, to
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Genetic map of Europe (first principal component): the spread of Near East
agriculturalists? (Source: L. L. Cavalli-Sforza, P. Menozzi, and A. Piazza, The History and
Geography of Human Genes, Princeton, 1994; permission by Princeton University Press)

the Nile Valley and north Africa. These developments are attested to by the
spread of the Neolithic sites and by the types of domesticated breeds found
in them that derive from the Near East. Furthermore, as we saw with the
Bantu-speakers’ colonization in Africa, languages offer another means of
piercing the past’s thick veil of darkness and tracing the development and
branching of ethnic communities. Some theories suggest that three of the
world’s largest language families originated from, and ‘fossilize’, the Near
Eastern Neolithic colonization cum assimilation. In the eastern direction
there is the Elamo—Dravidian family of languages, the earliest textually
recorded representative of which, Elamite, from south-west Iran, is known
from the third millennium BC; descendants of Dravidian are still spoken in
south India, with some surviving relics in Pakistan. Later rolled back by the
advance of Indo-European speakers, the Elamo—Dravidian family of
languages is believed once to have stretched continuously from the Tigris
to the Indian Ocean. The south-westerly direction of the Near Eastern
Neolithic spread of farmers and farming is presumably reflected in the
Afro-Asiatic (Hamito-Semitic) family of languages. Its oldest textually
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recorded representatives, ancient Egyptian and Akkadian, are known from
the third millennium BC, and its many other members—Assyrian, Aramaic,
Phoenician, Canaanite, Hebrew, Arabic, and all the way to the Amharic of
Ethiopia and Berber of north Africa (to mention just a few)—are also well
known from antiquity. Finally, archaeologist Colin Renfrew has contro-
versially suggested that the European direction of the Neolithic coloniza-
tion from Anatolia is the source of the Indo-European family of languages.’
In other world centres of farming, a similar model has been advanced to
explain the spread of the language families of east and south-east Asia:
Sino-Tibetan, Tai-Austronesian(-)Austro-Asiatic—presumably carried in
diverging directions by the original cultivators (millet in the north, rice in
the south) from about 5000 BC."

Obviously, all these large language families could not have come to be just
by accident, without some mechanism of spread. As linguists are agreed,
some processes of cultural unification, at least partly or wholly caused by
population movements, must have brought them about. The known tempo
of language mutation indicates that the processes that created these language
families cannot be more than a number of thousands of years old, because
otherwise the various languages in each family would have diverged from
each other so much as to lose all recognizable resemblance. The spread of
farming from 10,000 years ago is a prime possible mover of this sort of lin-
gual/ethnic expansion. It is not the only possible one, however. As we see
later, other prime movers of language unification existed down the road of
history. To be sure, the processes at issue were historically complex, ‘untidy’,
and multilayered, with their details largely irretrievable from prehistory and
unsusceptible to full reconstruction. Their main interest to us is in so far as
they can help to shed light on the interrelationship that existed between the
spread of farming and warfare. In the first place, how violent was the process?

ARMED CONFLICT IN THE SPREAD
OF FARMING

As already noted, despite archaeology’s paramount role in unearthing
the past, the light that it sheds on prehistory can only be dim. Events,
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ethnicity, and much of the non-material culture, including language, leave a
particularly poor mark in the surviving record in the absence of a human
voice. Historical language distribution and, more recently, genetic markers
can offer further insight into prehistory: the former, because of the rela-
tively rapid pace of lingual evolution (albeit the most slowly mutating form
of culture)—only thousands of years back; the latter much, and potentially
ever, deeper. However, as seen in Part 1, to breathe life into the bare bones of
archaeological finds and infuse them with social detail, there is no substitute
to carefully controlled analogies from the ethnography of prehistoric farm-
ing peoples who came into contact with, and were documented by, literate
cultures. I attempt to draw from and combine both types of evidence—the
archaeological and the ethnographic.

With respect to warfare, a fairly modulated relationship appears to have
existed between hunter—gatherers and farmers. Farmers had the advantage
of numbers, because their populations were denser and their social units
larger. On the other hand, they were stationary, and their crops and farm
animals were highly vulnerable to human predatory incursions, as well as to
acts of vandalism."" The temptation for hunter—gatherers was strong, espe-
cially but not only in times of stress. As nomads who lacked significant
property, they held the initiative, could choose the time of their raids, and
were considerably less exposed to retaliatory counter-raids. Thus peaceful
relations and exchange regularly rotated with raids and violence between
these two population types, each regarding the other as particularly alien and
inferior in their way of life. What counted most in the farmers’ expansion
into lands suitable for cultivation and inhabited by sparse hunter—gatherer
populations was not direct armed confrontations, or even deterrence by
superior numbers, but the settlement, demographic, and ecological facts that
the colonizers created on the ground over generations and centuries. Rather
than invasion, this was an inherently protracted process—barely if at all
perceivable in the lifetimes of people—that occasional raiding for farm
produce by hunter—gatherers, which undoubtedly took place, did not
fundamentally change. The process ended only when the dwindling
hunter—gatherer groups were gradually pushed out into regions unsuitable
for cultivation, from which their members continued sporadically to raid
their agricultural neighbours. Of course, as mentioned earlier, in some cases
hunter—gatherers took up farming themselves, imitating and partly mixing
with the colonizers. And farming also spread through cultural imitation into
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relatively dense communities of complex hunter—gatherers, into whose
territories farmer colonizers were less able to make headway and whose
raiding they had to endure.

Hunter—gatherers’ raids on farmers were mostly hit and run, most
probably being small-scale affairs of a theft and ‘armed burglary’ nature,
especially where the farmers possessed domesticated animals. Where such
farm animals existed, they were almost invariably the chief objective, a
prime concentration of easily movable nutrients to be taken away from
either their fields of pasture or their enclosures. Bantu archaeological sites,
for example, show the animals penned at the centre of the settlements,'* an
obvious protective means—undoubtedly from preying animals, possibly
from other farmers, but in all likelihood also from hunter—gatherers. In
southern Africa, for example, as recorded by Europeans after contact and
depicted in earlier rock paintings, the San Bushmen sporadically engaged in
cattle raiding on their neighbouring Bantu farmers and Khoikhoi pastoral-
ists, which occasionally resulted in warfare."” The frontier between the dense
Mesolithic hunter—gatherers of the north-west European coast and the early
Neolithic central European farmers of ostensible Near Eastern origin shows
archaeological signs of violent friction: there was a no-man’s-land between
the two populations; walled enclosures in the farming settlements were
presumably used for protecting the livestock; at least some of the settlements
themselves were defended by stockades and ditches; and there were traces of
settlement burning and of scalping. Evidence of fortified villages similarly
appears shortly after the expansion of farming through the Mediterranean
into Greece and Italy, probably also indicating raiding by local dense
Mesolithic hunter—gatherers."*

Crops were another object of hunter—gatherer raiding on farmers,
although these were far more difficult to obtain forcefully in bulk than
livestock. Theft of produce from fields took place, but for logistic reasons
could only be marginal. To be significant, the storage of harvested produce
within the agricultural settlements had to be taken. Furthermore, unlike in
livestock raiding—as large quantities of agricultural produce could not be
moved away, certainly not in a rush—the farmers themselves would have
had to be killed if the raiders were to avail themselves of their rich storage of
tood resources.

In historical times, the Apache and Navaho hunter—gatherers of the semi-
arid regions of the Great Plains regularly raided their pueblo agriculturalist
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neighbours of the present south-west USA. Normally, these were small-
scale affairs, carried out by individuals and small groups. Farm animals were
the main goal, and villages were usually not taken, although houses were
occasionally broken into.”” However, by these recorded times, after contact,
the hunter—gatherers of the Great Plains had obtained the horse from the
Europeans, whereas the pueblo agriculturalists had obtained farm animals.
These imports considerably changed both communities’ earlier patterns of
life. In contrast to the Old World, farm animals had barely existed at all in
America before contact, partly because of a lack of suitable wild varieties for
domestication, particularly bovines (cattle), caprines (goats and sheep), and
equids (horses, donkeys). With the exception of dogs, and variably in some
regions—turkeys, guinea pigs, and small dromedaries (llama, alpaca)—
farming in America meant predominantly agriculture.'® It should also be
noted that the Na-Dene Athapaskan speakers, Apache and Navaho,
may themselves have arrived in the region from the north only as late as
AD 1500.

All the same, the pueblo agriculturalists had taken measures to defend
their storage and dwellings from early in prehistory. As agriculture and
sedentism took off in the region towards the middle of the first millennium
AD (with the domesticated breeds originally diffusing from Mexico), evi-
dence of a stockade surrounding a settlement was found: ‘other sites
may have had stockades too, but the excavators did not look for them.”"”
Mississippi—Missouri agriculturalists of roughly the same period similarly
surrounded their settlements with palisades, moats, and ditches, evidently at
least partly constructed against their Great Plains’ nomadic hunter—gatherer
neighbours. Returning to the south-west pueblos, the large settlements of
the advanced Chaco Canyon culture around AD 1000—the centres for up
to thousands of farmers, ritual, crafts, and trade—were famously built in a
closed horseshoe pattern. Outwardly, the dwellings and storage rooms
formed a closed wall, which in Pueblo Bonito, for example, rose as high as
four to five stories. The slightly later, magnificent, Mesa Verde pueblos were
built high up the canyon’s side, sheltered by the cliffs. The houses were
closely packed together, forming continuous walls that blocked access into
the settlement. Towers in each settlement apparently served for observation
and refuge.

These defensive measures may have been taken at least partly against
other agricultural communities. As we see later, relations between the
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‘Cliff Palace’, Mesa Verde. Flourishing in Colorado in the twelfth century AD, this
pueblo settlement included over 200 rooms with an estimated population of over 400
people. Sheltered by the cliff, it presented a walled front of continuous dwellings, which
blocked access when ladders were raised

agriculturalists themselves often saw the eruption of hostilities. Nevertheless,
marauding hunter—gatherer groups must have constituted a threat, especially
in such oasis communities on the verge of the semi-arid steppe. The earliest
known pueblo-like settlement of clustered, impregnable houses (according
to their excavator, clearly designed for defence), and one of the earliest
known large agricultural, crafts, and trade settlements anywhere, was
unearthed in the most ancient centre of agriculture, south-west Asia. This is
Catal-Hiiyiik in Anatolia from the mid-seventh millennium BC, far removed
from the American pueblos in both time and space, but less in ‘relative time’,
in the chronology and development of agricultural society.'” Admittedly,
the inhabitants of Catal-Huytik already possessed cattle. Thus the most strik-
ing evidence for a specific hunter—gatherers’ threat to crop-growing farmers
would appear to be yet older, indeed the oldest: Jericho.

Jericho, in the valley of the Jordan River, is among the very first
known agricultural settlements in the pristine cradle of agriculture itself,
dating from the late ninth millennium BC. By the eighth millennium,
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A reconstructed section of Catal-Hiiyiik in Anatolia. Prospering in the mid-seventh
millennium BGC, it is one of the earliest known large settlements anywhere. In this
pueblo-like settlement of clustered, impregnable houses, access was by ladders.
Contrary to the Rousseauite belief, fortifications simply became possible with
sedentism, rather than being made necessary by agriculture

even before the domestication of animals, early Neolithic (Pre-Pottery
Neolithic A or PPNA) Jericho, a ten acre site with an estimated population
of 2,000-3,000 (figures now tend to be revised downwards), was already
surrounded by a free-standing stone wall, 600 metres long, perhaps 4 metres
tall, and 1-2 metres wide. At the bottom of the wall, a large moat was cut in
the rock bed, and behind the wall an 8.5 metre stone tower was found.
Kathleen Kenyon, the site’s excavator in the 1950s, believed that Jericho
was not unique for its time and that other such large settlements would be
found close to the region. She thus held that the fortifications had been
erected against these other agricultural settlements rather than against
marauding hunter—gatherers, and that the later (PPNB) walled settlement
found at the site was indeed a sign of foreign occupation by another settled
people. Other scholars speculated that Jericho may have been a major trad-
ing centre in Dead Sea minerals, making it a coveted prize.'” However, after
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decades of archaeological research, it has become clear that no similar large
settlement existed to rival early Neolithic Jericho—that it was indeed
unique for its time. Furthermore, there was a clear time separation between
the first and second layers at the site, practically ruling out a forceful
occupation by another settled community. Evidence of either mineral pro-
cessing and trade or the material wealth associated with it has not been
found. Thus, as archaeologist James Mellaart concludes, an acute threat
from marauding hunter—gatherer groups to their stored crops, lives, and,
indeed, uniquely fertile land would seem to have been the main factor
that propelled the inhabitants of this pristine agricultural oasis to cluster
together and undertake the labour involved in the massive defensive
construction.”

In summary, crops would appear to have been far more difficult and
dangerous to obtain by force than livestock. Crop raiding required occupa-
tion of the settlement by the raiders, violent action to kill the inhabitants,
and, hence, large-scale, co-ordinated action. It would seem to have been less
frequent but more serious an undertaking than livestock raiding. However,
when starvation loomed, it would have been highly tempting for the raiders,
and, needless to say, the loss of their crops would have meant starvation for
the farmers as well, who could not afford to run away. During raids on
farming settlements, the Navaho and Apache, for example, also carried cap-
tured women away with them. When raiders were killed, vengeance raids
followed, sometimes consisting of up to 200 participants, igniting a cycle of
hostility and retribution. Scalps were taken by the warriors.*!

In any event, over time, as hunter—gatherers were contracting in number
worldwide, conflict took place mainly among the farmers themselves. The
appearance of fortifications, so dramatically typified by Jericho’s two firsts—
agriculture and stone walls—has been taken by Rousseauites to indicate that
violent conflict emerged, or truly took off, only with agriculture. After all,
fortifications are the first unequivocal sign of warfare that can be detected by
the tools at the disposal of archaeology. However, as already seen, the correl-
ation is unwarranted, and it has been highly misleading. Fortifications were
indeed a new phenomenon, but they were predominantly a function of
sedentism rather than of violent conflict alone. As the American north-west
coast demonstrates, sedentary hunter—gatherers in lush environments also
protected their settlements with fortifications. If simpler hunter—gatherers
did not, it was because they were nomadic, in the same way that later-day
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pastoralists would not erect fortifications, despite both group types’ high
exposure to violence and violent death.

Indeed, nor did even the advent of cultivation lead everywhere and
immediately to fortifications, in the way that it did in Jericho. In the Near
East from the eighth to the fifth millennia BC, after the advent of farming
and before the onset of urbanization, indications of fortifications have been
excavated in some settlements, although in most no signs of fortifications
have been found, probably because in the majority none existed.* In many
other regions of the world as well, it took a long time for fortifications to
appear and proliferate. Some authors have interpreted this as an indication
that during the spread of agriculture there was still an abundance of empty
space and free land to move into and, hence, that violent conflict was less of a
factor, if at all.” However, this argument has very limited, if any, validity.
The objects of human fighting were far from being confined to arable land.
As we have seen, there was everywhere strong competition for women (and
raids for them), often flaring up into violent conflict. Hunting territories
continued to be of the utmost importance, because for a very long time
hunting supplemented horticulture and animal husbandry as a significant
source of nutrients. Killings in turn led to continuing cycles of revenge
and retribution. Furthermore, with farming there were now livestock and
crops to be had. Everything we know ethnographically about historical
horticulturalists suggests that the lives of their prehistorical predecessors
were insecure and fraught with violent death.

So why did fortifications not emerge everywhere hand in hand with
agriculture? A combination of factors accounts for this. In the first place, for
a very long time farming meant shifting, highly extensive horticulture, with
fields abandoned and settlements moved to new locations every few years,
when the soil’s fertility was exhausted. Both housing and defensive installa-
tions were rudimentary. Shifting horticulturalists were actually less seden-
tary than the intensive hunter—gatherer—fishers of the American north-west
coast, for example. Furthermore, in many regions of the world, such as
temperate central and northern Europe until late in prehistory, settlement
took the form of family farms (‘homesteads’) and small hamlets, sparsely
spread out in the fertile land. This was very different from the settlement
pattern in the dry Near East, let alone a desert oasis such as Jericho, with
its water source, naturally irrigated and naturally fertilized alluvial fan,
warm, productive winter climate, and abundance of wildlife. All these were a
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magnet for a dense and truly sedentary farmer settlement from the start,
making Jericho appear far ahead of its time and somewhat of a scholarly
puzzle®* As mentioned earlier, signs of fortified village sites appear in
Greece and Italy shortly after the start of farming, and later also become
evident in central Europe.” However, no large villages existed in northern
Europe until the first millennium BC, and even later in the far north. The
people in the widely dispersed family farms and hamlets often did not have
the means to erect significant defences and, more importantly, lacked the
manpower to guard them continuously. (To draw a remote analogy, they
were in no different position in this respect from the European ‘homestead’
settlers in the American “Wild West’.) Violent conflict among simple agri-
culturalists was, anyway, largely between clans (that is, ‘internal’) and was
mainly carried out on a small scale and by surprise. As one authority has put
it: ‘Ethnography suggests that warfare is likely to have been rife amongst
many agricultural societies in prehistoric Europe before the prevalence of
fortifications.’*

Indeed, the general picture drawn from such cases in which both archaeo-
logical and historical sources exist and can be brought to bear on each other
is clear enough. For example, the Greeks of the Dark Ages between the
twelfth and eighth centuries BC, the Celts of northern Italy during
the fourth and third centuries BC, the Germans around the beginning of the
Christian era, the Northmen of Norway and Sweden as late as the middle of
the first millennium AD, and the highlander Scots until the late European
Middle Ages, all lived in mostly unfortified family farms and small hamlets,
while experiencing an insecure, often violent, and even bellicose existence.
As Polybius writes, the Celts ‘lived in unwalled villages ... and were
exclusively occupied with war and agriculture’.”” More recently, the nine-
teenth century’s Montenegrins, who had an estimated violent death rate
among adult males of about 25 per cent, built houses with small windows
and thick walls but no specialized communal fortifications. Violent conflict
was one, but only one, among several factors that affected the clustering of
farmers into villages, which could then be fortified. Uneven resource distri-
bution in space (fertile land, water), increased agricultural intensification,
denser population, scarcer land, and tighter social networks that led to
larger-scale communal warfare were some of the other factors involved.

Ethnography has additional instructive cases to offer. As we have already
seen, the Yanomamo horticulturalists and hunters, who experienced
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endemic, deadly, but particularly small-scale, hostilities, lived in small
villages surrounded by the most rudimentary palisades. The more intensive
horticulturalists of highland New Guinea—also experiencing incessant
armed strife, including large-scale night raids—Ilived some in fortified
settlements and some in dispersed farmsteads. The Mae Enga, for example,
whose violent death rate for men was almost 35 per cent, lived in clan
farmsteads—‘defended, literally, to the last yard—and lacked fortified
villages.™

The multi-island societies of Polynesia are another highly diverse labora-
tory for pre-state agricultural communities, not yet examined in this book.
From the time that they were reached by Europeans in the later part of the
eighteenth century, the Pacific islands fired European imagination with the
vision of pristine, innocent, happy, non-corrupt, pre-civilization, peaceful
people enjoying natural plenty and free love, the epitome of the Rousseauite
view. However, as far as violent conflict was concerned (and much else
beside), nothing was further from the truth. The different island societies
of this vastly dispersed archipelago were notoriously rife with violence.
According to a major study of 18 of them—the smallest, reef atolls, contain-
ing no more than a couple of thousand inhabitants, the largest, a few
hundred thousand strong—not one lacked endemic warfare. According to
another leading authority: “Warfare . . . was ubiquitous in Polynesia.” Nor
was it a recent phenomenon there, because derivatives of the word toa,
warrior, are shared by the various Polynesian languages, indicating that it
goes back to well before their vast dispersal in ocean voyages thousands of
years ago.”” Fortifications, however, although conspicuous in many places,
were far from being evident everywhere or from correlating with the inten-
sity of warfare. For example: ‘In striking contrast to New Zealand or
Rapa, the Hawaiian Islands—despite the endemic warfare that characterized
late prehistoric [that is, known—author’s comment| Hawaiian culture—
generally lack fortified sites.”

To conclude, the ethnographic evidence of pre-state agricultural societies
shows very high violence rates, which did not always manifest themselves in
the construction of fortifications. Fortifications can thus serve as a mark of
violent conflict only in a positive manner.”'

It is time to move a step forward, to examine the nature of these simple
farming societies and enquire into what sort of violent conflict they
engaged in.
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TRIBAL SOCIETIES

The ethnographic record brings out something that is barely detect-
able by archaeology: people—hunter—gatherers or simple agriculturalists—
are not just spread out in household or village groups (or do not just share in
wide archaeological tool ‘cultures’). In every locality they participate in and
are linked by social ties, in which kinship and culture play a determining
role. Admittedly, from the 1960s anthropologists have become less confident
than they used to be with the concept of the ‘tribe’, and more conscious of
its fluidity and diversity. But the same reservations apply to any other per-
fectly meaningful concept, such as the state, society, or a people. Tribal
networks and affiliations in simple, pre-urban and pre-state agricultural
societies are often—almost inherently—loose, but they exist. Sceptic
influential anthropologist Morton Fried has gone as far as suggesting that
the tribe is a ‘secondary phenomenon’, created only under the impact of
more complex social entities (states), primarily, perhaps, in the form of
conflict.” However, inter-tribal conflict predated the state and served as a
powerful formative force for the tribe.

Much greater productivity and, hence, much greater (and growing) popu-
lation densities meant that agricultural tribes were larger than the hunter—
gatherer tribe, or ‘regional group’. This was predominantly a function of the
fact that more people were in touch and interacting within contact distance.
Wider kin groups now lived closer together. We have already seen this in the
larger regional groups of the denser hunter—gatherers of the American
north-west coast, which reached as many as 2,000 people, in comparison
with the average 500 of simpler hunter—gatherers. However, although
larger than hunter—gatherer groups, agricultural tribes were still relatively
small-scale societies, normally consisting of anything between two and a few
tens of thousands of people. Tribes were not necessarily of a different ethnic
and language stock from their neighbours, although dialect differences were
common. Separate tribes existed within larger, sometimes much larger, eth-
nic populations and subpopulations, with interactions among the tribes of
the same ethnic population being either peaceful or hostile, mostly rotating
between the two. These wider ethnic populations and subpopulations are
often referred to as a ‘people’ or ‘nation’ but are better addressed as ethnos
(Greek) or ethnie (French).” They shared ethnocultural features, but, unlike
tribes, little or any ties that would make them a social entity.
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Although demonstrating considerable cultural and ethnic persistence
over time, ethnies and tribes were far from being ‘primordial” or static. New
ethnies and tribes branched out and evolved into separate existence as their
original ethnos or tribe grew over a certain size and spread out over larger
space and into new localities. Tribes also split because of internal strife, and
could be dispersed, eliminated, or absorbed by foreign tribes and ethnies.
Several tribes from a particular ethnos (occasionally including foreign tribal
elements as well) sometimes came together in larger tribal confederacies, in
response to various stimuli, again including armed conflict perhaps as the
chief factor. For example, some of the tribes described in Tacitus’s invaluable
Germania in the first century AD—one of the fullest surveys of ancient tribal
societies that we have—are not heard of later or during the Germanic
migrations of the fifth century. On the other hand, two of the major latter-
day Germanic tribal entities, the Franks and the Alamanni, appear as such
only in the third century, presumably from processes of confederation and
amalgamation involving earlier known tribes on the Roman frontier. The
name Alamanni (meaning all men) hints at such processes.

Another celebrated case in point is the Iroquois of the American north-
east, turned by Lewis Morgan into a paradigm for tribal society in general in
his Ancient Society (1877), which was fully taken up by Friedrich Engels. The
Iroquois League of five tribes that inhabited today’s upstate New York—the
Mohawks, Oneidas, Onondagas, Cayugas, and Senecas—became famous for
fierceness and military prowess in the seventeenth-century colonial and
native wars for power and trade. However, the League predated the arrival of
the Dutch, French, and English in North America. The exact date of its
foundation is unknown, but, based on the strong native traditions, scholars
are agreed that it was probably created some time before or after 1500.
Furthermore, it was founded as a League of Peace among its member tribes,
which had earlier existed separately and in a state of endemic and vicious
intra-warfare. Archaeology shows that the thinly dispersed farming sites in
the region, which had been colonized a few centuries earlier, were cluster-
ing into large fortified villages after AD 1000. These fortified villages
remained the typical settlement pattern in colonial times and were
described in detail by the Europeans. It should be noted that the League did
not encompass all the tribes of the Iroquois dialect speakers, with some of
whom, such as the Huron Confederacy of five tribes to their north-west,
the League was engaged in repeated wars that resulted in the displacement

177



War in Human Civilization

and partial extermination of the Hurons. Demographic calculations are
tenuous, because European epidemics decimated the natives of North
America. Still, although the Iroquois speakers as a whole are estimated at
90,000 people in the first half of the seventeenth century, the League of Five
numbered 20,000-30,000. The individual member tribes ranged in size
from 2,000 to 7,000, and were capable of fielding no more than a few
hundred to 1,000—1,500 warriors each, at most.>*

Again, comparative ethnographic data offer a clear picture of the typical
size and composition of tribal societies. At contact, the Huron Confederacy
consisted of an estimated 21,000 people, the Powhatan Confederacy in
Virginia of 15,000-20,000, and the Cherokee of the south-east of around
the same number.”” The Creek Confederacy of the Mexican Gulf consisted
of six tribes, and the Dakota (Sioux) ‘nation’ of a dozen. There were 27
tribes and tribal confederacies on the Great Plains. The four tribal confeder-
acies that dominated the northern Plains (Dakota, Blackfoot, Cree, Mandan-
Hidatsa) consisted each of an estimated 15,000-25,000 people. To their
south, the Pawnee Confederacy numbered 7,000-10,000, divided into four
tribal bands.”® The Kiowa tribe of the southern Plains probably never num-
bered more than 2,000.”” In Mesoamerica, the Aztecs were one among
seven Nahuatl-speaking tribes who immigrated into the Valley of Mexico
from the north. Their original tribal composition was still evident in the
internal borough division of Tenochtitlan, the city that they built in the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, as they grew into statehood and later into
an imperial power.

During the Celtic invasions of the Mediterranean world in the fourth and
third centuries BC—the Celts’ first major appearance in written history—
six named tribes (or parts of tribes) settled down in Italy and three in Asia
Minor, the latter comprising together some 20,000 people.” In the middle
of the first century BC, during his conquest of Gaul, part of the Celts’ core
homeland, Julius Caesar mentions about 100 larger Celtic tribal com-
munities (civitas or populus), already undergoing the start of urbanization and
in the process of transition from tribalism.” Over 30 main tribal groupings
are identified in Britain during the Roman conquest of the first century
AD.* Some 50 tribal entities are mentioned in Tacitus’s Germania (who
states that he names only the more significant ones), whereas 69 are
recorded by the geographer Ptolemy in the second century AD.*' One of
the later Germanic confederacies, the Franks, was apparently formed from
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some eight Lower Rhine tribal groups.* Classical sources mention 50—100
Thracian tribes (roughly in today’s Bulgaria).” Similar to the Aztec
Tenochtitlan, Athens originated from a confederation of elements from the
four lonian tribes, Sparta from elements of the three Dorian tribes, and
Rome from three Latin tribal entities. Indeed, as Morgan recognized—
following in the footsteps of Adam Ferguson’s An Essay on the History of
Civil Society (1767) and himself adopted by Engels—there was a clear simi-
larity between the tribal societies encountered by the modern Europeans
during their ‘Age of Discovery’ and those with which they were familiar
from their classical education: the early ancient Greeks and Romans and
their later north European neighbours. This was a long journey in fixed
chronology but a rather shorter one in relative time. Montenegro was prob-
ably the last tribal society in Europe, persisting into the age of the gun and
still in evidence in the late nineteenth century. The 30-odd Montenegrin
tribes, engulfed in endless inter-clan and inter-tribe violence, as well as in
vicious struggles against Turkish occupation, numbered around 2,000 each.**

In Polynesia, a few thousand people to a tribe was the standard, although
in Hawaii, Tonga, and Samoa, tribes were as much as a few tens of thousands
strong.” In New Zealand, a total population of a few hundred thousand was
divided among some 40, often warring, tribes.*

In Africa, studies of pre-state ethnies in the first half of the twentieth
century registered the following results. The Dinka of southern Sudan
numbered some 900,000, divided into 25 main tribal groups of widely
diverging sizes, with the largest further divided into ‘sub-tribes’. Their
neighbours, the Nuer, totalled 300,000, with tribal size also varying con-
siderably from a few thousand to 45,000. The Logoli and Vugusu Bantu of
western Kenya comprised about 300,000, divided into some 20 tribes. The
Konkomba in northern Togo comprised 45,000 people, divided into several
tribes. The Lugbara of Uganda and Zaire numbered 250,000, divided into
some 60 tribes averaging 4,000 people each. The Bwamba of the same
region numbered roughly 30,000. The Tallensi of the Gold Coast totalled
about 35,000 out of a larger lingual and ethnic stock of about 170,000. The
Zulu ‘nation’ of a few hundred thousand people was united in the early
nineteenth century from many previously independent tribes, each totalling
a few thousand."

All these small-scale societies were based on expanding and interlocking
kinship circles, which, as we have seen in Part 1, correlated strongly with
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common locality and common culture. Nuclear families came together in
extended ones, which were linked with other related families in clans. The
principal body of social interaction in tribal societies, the clan, was actually
or supposedly descended from a common founding father, who was gener-
ally believed to have had a supernatural and heroic origin. Related clans
generally came together in phrateries, which constituted the highest sub-
divisions of the tribe. These successive subdivisions have different names in
different anthropological studies, as well as, of course, in different societies,
but the general structure was fairly similar. With kinship being the constitut-
ing element of society, ancestry and genealogy were orally recorded many
generations back. Loyalty was extended above all to family and clan, with
inter-clan violent conflict being at least as prevalent as larger-scale conflict;
the term ‘segmentary society’ is often used to describe this social structure
for a good reason. Clans and phrateries could come together in an armed
alliance to counter external threats. The same applies to the co-operation of
whole tribes in tribal confederacies. In all these cases, the language of
kinship and ancestry was regularly invoked to enlist support. Ancestral,
matrimonial, local, and lingual ties were reinforced by other common cul-
tural traits, most importantly those of ritual networks and Amphictionic
alliances.

Status differences were of the utmost importance in tribal societies. Some
scholars have already noted that the term ‘egalitarian society’, commonly
applied in anthropology to most hunter—gatherer and many horticultural
societies, is a relative one. As we have seen, even where property was mini-
mal, status and prestige mattered a great deal—for example, in marriage
opportunities. Status and prestige varied between individuals and were jeal-
ously pursued and defended. Here, too, the term ‘segmentary’ has been
suggested as better than ‘egalitarian’ to denote the loose and fragmented
hierarchical structure of these societies.” The same was true in very simple
horticultural societies (such as the Yanomamo), where property was simi-
larly insignificant. However, skill- and kin-based differences in status and
esteem were to grow steadily and to magnify vastly as property increasingly
grew to dominate social relations. Relative aboriginal human equality was a
function of aboriginal relative poverty, because hunter—gatherers possessed
little that could encumber their nomadic way of life and as they subsisted
directly from nature. From the start of sedentism and/or animal husbandry,
property and, consequently, social power could be accumulated.
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Livestock was the first and primary form of property accumulation in
simple farming societies that still barely experienced arable land’s shortage.
Cattle (and sheep) were universally, and still are, the measure of wealth,
indeed the primary form of currency, in all known simple farming societies
that possessed them. For this reason, in Tacitus’s Germania (5) as well as in
twentieth-century Africa, people cared about the number of animals that
they possessed more than about their quality. Pigs played the same role
among the highlanders of New Guinea. Domesticated horses and camels
would be added to the list later on, wherever and whenever they arrived.
Livestock was the main bride price, again demonstrating the close inter-
relationship between the various elements of the somatic—reproductive
complex. In tribal African societies in particular, competition over women
was heavily skewed along wealth and age lines, creating a true intergenera-
tional conflict. In the same way that the elders in the Australian hunter—
gatherer groups monopolized marriages among them at the young men’s
expense, the elders in many African tribal societies kept the control of the
family and clan livestock tightly in their hands, continuing to marry polygy-
nously into old age. Thus, although females were married at puberty, males
were forced to postpone the start of family life until their 30s. Estimates
suggest that in some regions as many as two-thirds of the women may have
been in polygynous marriages, whereas up to half of the adult men may have
been unmarried at any time. It is little wonder that the abduction of women,
elopement, and violence were widespread among the young men.

The postponement of family life was largely responsible for the wide-
spread African institution of age sets, in which the young adult male
bachelors, unable to start families, lived together in warrior age groups.
This restless element was universally the most war-like part of society.
“Young men might cultivate a distinct subculture stressing beauty, dress,
ornament, virility, insolence, and aggression.””” According to Tacitus, the
Germans ‘are almost the only barbarians who are content with a wife
apiece: the very few exceptions’ are those of high birth. According to a modern
study of early Germanic society: ‘Polygamy is mentioned by a number of
our sources in the version known as resource polygamy: those who could
afford it could have more than one wife.” The same applied to the North-
men of Scandinavia. In these relatively poor Germanic and North societies,
also, cattle were the main measurement of wealth, and bride price was paid.
Although not as deprived as their African counterparts, young male
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bachelors tended to flock around distinguished war leaders in search of their
fortune.”

Livestock could also buy scarce utility and ornamental—prestige—exotic—
luxury goods, which, in addition to those already mentioned in Part 1,soon
included fine clothing and, later, copper, followed by silver and gold. All
three metals—the first to be extracted by sedentary farming societies—were
of almost purely ornamental—conspicuous value, publicly displaying wealth
and social status. Accumulated copper in the form of body rings continued
to serve as a mark of wealth and status in many recently extant simple
farming societies around the world. Greek and Roman authors commented
on the Celt fondness for what to classical taste seemed extravagant and
boasttul gold body adornment among the males. Finally, with population
growth, arable land increasingly became an object of competition. Varying
in fertility and accessibility from the start, it increasingly became a scarcer
(and more intensely cultivated) resource.” Slaves to work in the fields and
in the house were acquired by the rich, mostly obtained in raiding on
foreign people and later also from the poor who had to sell themselves into
bondage.

The growth of property differences and social stratification was a gradual
process. Various factors interacted in each society in determining its form
and pace, but, as a rule, its economic and social elements were intimately
linked. Many tribal societies (especially the ‘poorer’ ones) were socially as
well as economically ‘egalitarian’, again relatively speaking. The clans’ elders
carried particular weight, and collective decisions were reached by tribal
assemblies of all free men. The classical authors’ depictions of the Celts
and Germans were remarkably paralleled throughout the tribal lands
encountered by modern Europeans in America, the Pacific, and Africa. The
clans were sometimes ranked genealogically, according to real or fictitious
seniority in the main male line. Two types of distinctive status emerged in
many, but not all, tribal societies. They have been labelled ‘chief” and ‘big
man’ in a paradigmatic study of Polynesia.”

In those tribal societies that had the ‘office’ of chief (and many did not),
the chief mostly possessed very limited authority. He could be openly
elected or, more commonly, the office was the preserve of a senior clan and
inherited within it, although not necessarily from father to son and often
through elections. The chief sometimes, but not always, was the leader
in war. He co-ordinated social activities and served as an arbiter in social
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disputes. He also fulfilled ritualistic functions. In all these activities he
wielded little coercive power. What authority he had rested on the legit-
imacy of office, seniority, persuasion, and consent. The ‘big man’, on the
other hand, held no office. His status derived from his social astuteness and
‘entrepreneurial’ spirit, charisma, prowess, and skilful use of his property. He
stood in intricate social relations with a group of followers from his own
clan and often from others, to which he offered patronage and protection,
economic assistance in times of stress, and benefits in general, where such
were available for distribution. In return, of course, he received their sub-
ordination and support, which could then be used to enhance his status,
property, and matrimonial success further. His social position rested on a
two-way, but distinctively unequal, give-and-take relationship.”

Even where the economy was somewhat more advanced than that of
Polynesia, the same pattern prevailed. According to Polybius (2:17), writing
on the third- and second-century BC north Italian Celts: “Their possessions
consisted of cattle and gold . . . those among them being the most feared and
the most powerful who were thought to have the largest number of attend-
ants and associates.” In Africa, the ideal was ‘women, cattle and command
over men’, ‘embodied in the image of the Big Man wealthy in grain stores,
cattle, gold, and above all people to provide labour, power, and security . . .
surrounded by his wives, married and unmarried sons, younger brothers,
poor relations, dependants, and swarming children’.”*

It is these kin-based, loose social organizations and internal status com-
petition under conditions of increasing material resources that underlay
social activity in tribal societies, including that of warfare.

TRIBAL WARFARE

A study of early medieval Irish military history approached its subject in
words that apply to all tribal societies: ‘From a modern standpoint, there was
little warfare but much violence.” There was little of the familiar state-
organized, large-scale, centralized, soldier-executed warfare, but violent
armed conflict, and the threat of it, were all pervasive. Our state-based
distinction between external war and internal peace had scant validity.”
The following synthesizes the remarkably similar record of violent conflict
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in tribal societies, taken independently around the world (noting some of
the differences as well). Citation of the relevant particular studies will be
necessarily sparing and only made in reference to specific facts.

At the bottom of the violence scale in tribal societies, there were frequent
inter-clan ‘feuds’ over gardens, fields, livestock, women, status and honour,
and accusations of sorcery, often escalating into vicious cycles of hostility
and retribution. We have already seen this among the natives of New
Guinea, and the same picture held true in other tribal societies. Social medi-
ation could only partly compensate for the lack of a central authority in
resolving such feuds, and yet fewer checks operated in conflict between
larger social entities. Raids on other tribal territories and settlements were
the most common form of warfare. These were little changed from what we
have already seen in Part 1. They ranged in scale from affairs that involved
few to dozens and hundreds of individuals. Participation was voluntary (if
we disregard social pressure). The raids were initiated by chiefs, ‘big men’,
or any distinguished warrior, who raised the matter before the men-warrior
assemblies and led those who chose to join in, often mostly from his own
and related clans. Military leadership was minimal, only in effect for the
duration of the hostilities, had no disciplinary power, and exercised the most
rudimentary tactical control.

People joined raids for all of the interconnected reasons already discussed,
with the material element somewhat transformed in both nature and sig-
nificance: from natural (mainly hunting) resources to cultivated, produced,
and accumulated ones. Where livestock existed, it was almost invariably the
main prize, as is well documented among the Greeks of the Dark Age, Celts,
Germans, early medieval Irish, and highlander Scots up until the eighteenth
century, and in tribal Africa even later. In tribal farming societies, livestock
booty could significantly change one’s material standing. Other nutritious
produce could also be at stake; in the little Tongareva Atoll, for example, in

56

Polynesia, wars were fought for coconut trees.” Raiding—and a warrior
reputation—were a major avenue of social mobility for leaders and led alike.
Head taking—a mark of warrior prowess—was reported by horrified
classical Greeks and Romans with respect to their barbarian neighbours
in central and northern Europe. In nineteenth-century Montenegro, enemy
heads displayed in front of houses and settlements similarly shocked foreign
observers, as they had in seventeenth-century Iroquois lands, and still

would in twentieth-century Amazonia. Women were regularly raped and
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kidnapped. Adult male prisoners were rarely taken. When they were, hor-
rific torture and sacrificial death, often including ritualistic cannibalism,
were commonly inflicted. Some prisoners, especially from among the
young, were taken as slaves. In other cases, as, for example, among the
Iroquois, prisoners were forcibly adopted into Iroquois society (after being
made to run the gauntlet), to fill up the dwindling ranks of this war-like
people. Early Roman traditions also reveal an uncommon willingness to
absorb foreign and defeated elements into the nascent Roman society to
swell its ranks. Living in a highly insecure world, in which force and self-
help were pretty much the law, warrior prestige a social advantage, honour a
social currency to be jealously defended, and looting a key to wealth and
status, many tribal societies tended to be warrior societies. Farm work fell
largely on the women. Oral epics of warfare, heroes, and adventure (and the
gods) were everywhere the staple literary form.

Still, being voluntary and kin based, raiding parties did the utmost to
avoid casualties to themselves. Enemy settlements, including fortified villages,
were stormed at dawn, when the inhabitants were asleep. The Iroquois’ raids
on Huron fortified villages and those by the Maori in New Zealand on each
other’s pa (fortified village) are among the best documented historically.”” If
surprise failed, the attackers normally withdrew. Sieges were extremely rare
and ineftective. Treacherous feasts are also universally attested to. However,
raids could lead into enemy ambushes or unintended head-on encounters
en route (and result in counter-raids), in all of which the raiders could incur
heavy casualties. Formal battles were largely demonstrative, often producing
more noise than blood.® Dancing, chanting, loud music, derision of the
enemy, and individual boasting and displays of bravado—reported, for
example, by variably terrified, bemused, and amused Romans, who found
them barbarous, childish, and grotesque—accounted for much of the noise.
Leaders and distinguished warriors regularly vied for status by taking their
group’s cause in single combats with their counterparts on the opposite side,
while both armed hosts observed the spectacle. With this custom being very
familiar from early Greek and Roman epic traditions, some Roman magis-
trates still accepted and won encounters with Celtic chiefs in the fourth and
third centuries BC. But the custom would appear increasingly primitive and
outdated to later-day Romans.”

Armaments in tribal warfare were privately owned and generally poor. As
already seen, in Stone Age societies they mainly consisted of spears (as well as
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axes, clubs,and knives), bows and arrows and other missiles, shields, occasional
forms of leather armour, and, more rarely, tusk helmets. Metals brought
about a change in the materials used and, of course, a vast improvement in
effectiveness, but surprisingly little change in the fypes of weapons. The
expensive and lucrative bronze, the first utility metal to be manufactured
(in Eurasia but not in the Americas, Africa, or the Pacific), from the third but
mostly in the second millennium BC, was used only by the elite, and
possessed a prestige as well as military value. In the Iron Age as well, iron was
mainly limited to spear-, axe-, and arrowheads. Metal-consuming and more
expensive to produce helmets, armour, and even swords were uncommon
until very late, and mainly possessed by the elite. Thus warriors often fought
naked or half-naked in bravado (although leather body protection was also
used). Body paint was universally applied. After the spread of the domesti-
cated horse in Eurasia, the elite in some tribal farming societies fought
mounted on chariots and later on horseback. However, the great majority of
the warriors fought on foot.

In time, the set battle was growing in significance and was becoming
bloodier than it had been in simpler tribal farming societies. Several factors
account for this process. Gradually, farming intensification and population
densities increased. Armed hosts raided deeper and for longer. The larger the
forces involved, the greater the distances that they covered; and the more
inhabited the country, the less were their chances of affecting surprise and
operating by stealth. The richer and more vital the booty involved, the more
were both sides prepared to risk life in open battle to secure it. When the
land itself was at stake, the odds were perhaps the highest. Clearly the most
critical cases were those involving population movements. In the 1960s,
rightly reacting against an earlier, romantic view of history dominated by
‘tribal invasions’ and conquests, the so-called New Archaeology down-
played population movements in prehistory, emphasizing instead autoch-
thonous, processual developments. In the meantime, however, the pendulum
has swung back a great deal. Historically recorded tribal movements, as
well as archaeological evidence for prehistorical ones, are overwhelming.®
Tribal factions, tribes, and tribal confederacies—with families and posses-
sions—were sometimes on the move into other territories. The reasons for
these movements are only vaguely recorded, and included internal divisions,
population pressure/land scarcity, land depletion, and natural disasters and
stresses. In turn, such movements could produce a chain reaction or ripple
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effect throughout tribal land, as tribes that were pressurized and pushed
from their own territory would exercise pressure on others. Not only the
land, but every belonging and the families became exposed in these folk
migrations and would be defended to the death on both sides.

The Celtic and Germanic worlds provide the best documented examples
of such folk movements from the fourth century BC on, culminating
in the great Germanic migrations of the fourth and fifth centuries AD,
under the pressure of the Huns. But we know that such movements had also
been taking place under much dimmer historical light within the Celtic and
Germanic worlds. For example, the Celts’ expansion from the fifth century
BC from their original homeland between the Marne and Moselle rivers
into central and western Europe is documented archaeologically (La Téne
Culture) as well as linguistically. Similar movements are evident elsewhere
in tribal societies. To be sure, when a tribal-civilized frontier was involved, as
in the Mediterranean—north European case, the attraction of gold, fine
manufactured goods, other luxuries (wine), and rich farming booty added
a new incentive (‘pull’) to the folk movements. The need to engage the
disciplined armies of the state-civilized world in set-piece battles grew
correspondingly.

When things came to serious open battle, there was little to no disciplined
formation or tactical control among the tribal hosts, except for the occa-
sional use of ambushes and ruses. Leaders mainly led by example, in heroic
fashion. The famous Germanic ‘wedge’ formation was probably an expres-
sion of this heroic-type leadership, with the war leader at the head, followed
by his men. Otherwise, the clash of forces centred on individuals and small
groups, engaged in a mélée-style fighting across the front. A crude phalanx-
like formation with locked shields is variably reported throughout northern
Europe, but mostly in later times. The long sword, with which European
tribal warriors were characteristically armed as their friction with the civil-
ized peoples to their south intensified, typified the mélée style of warfare. It
contrasted with the short sword of the classical Mediterranean armies,
intended for close-quarters fighting in dense formations. Against the Greeks
and Romans, the Celts and Germans relied on the furious onslaught of
vigorous and intimidating warriors, brought up in martial and bellicose
societies (and superior in physique), which the classical armies found terrify-
ing and difficult to withstand. In the battles against the Celts, from Allia in
387 BC to Telamon in 225, and against the Germans, from the Cimbri and
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Teutoni invasions at the end of the second century BC to Adrianople and the
Germanic migrations, Roman defeats were almost as frequent as Roman
victories. However, if the initial barbarian onslaught was withstood, the state
armies’ disciplined and more cohesive formations, better tactical control,
and superior weapons and armour for close-quarters fighting usually pre-
vailed. In the eyes of the classical Greeks and Romans, their northern neigh-
bours lacked stability and perseverance, and were quick to swing from
exuberant ferocity to pitiful despair.

Furthermore, contrary to customary exaggerations by the ancient sources
and subsequent modern images, the Celtic and Germanic hosts, even when
they took the form of folk movements of tribes and tribal confederations
with families, carts, livestock, and all, rarely numbered more than tens of
thousands people, with up to 20,000 warriors at most. These were formid-
able numbers, no doubt, even by the scale of the classical Mediterranean
polities. Still, the Romans could lose one battle after the other and re-enter
the field with new armies drawn from their much greater manpower
resources, already much greater than those of the barbarians in the third
century BC, when Rome had dominated Italy. By contrast, the Celts and
Germanic hosts could lose only once. Despite their terrifying marches in
history, their tribal societies were by their very nature relatively small scale.
The Roman Empire finally succumbed to the barbarian enemies that it had
defeated for centuries, for a variety of related reasons: the Germanic folk
movements of the late fourth and early fifth centuries AD across the Rhine
and Danube frontiers—propelled by the Hunnic pressure—were more
general geographically and demographically than the earlier, more isolated
tribal forays; the Germanic tribal formations clustered into larger groupings,
partly under the impact of contact with Rome; the Empire was torn in
endemic civil wars between rival generals and emperors; these emperors and
generals were tempted to enlist the tribal warriors into their service, first on
an individual basis and, later and more dangerously, in their own tribal
groupings, settled within the Empire ( foederati). Still, even then, the Vandals,
the Alans, and their allies, for example, totalled together around 80,000
people before crossing from Spain to Africa in 428, of whom probably
20,000 at most were capable of bearing arms. And the Visigoth and
Ostrogoth heterogeneous tribal conglomerations are estimated to have each
been only slightly larger.”!

To be sure, civilized centralized states normally had a variety of other
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means at their disposal for manipulating tribal societies to their advantage
and for rendering them less dangerous. Furthermore, tribal societies were
themselves transformed by contact with states and civilizations, as well as by
internal processes. However, before examining the transformation of these
societies from their tribal form, I first turn to examine other newcomers of
the Neolithic revolution, who made their appearance only slightly after the
farmers: pastoral tribal societies.

PASTORAL TRIBAL WARFARE

The steady contraction of hunter—gatherers in the face of spreading
agriculture entered a new phase whenever and wherever pastoralists took up
those parts of the marginal land that were unsuitable for cultivation but
could be used for husbandry. This first major economic diversification
within the Neolithic—between agriculturalists and pastoralists—created a
new type of mobile, semi-nomadic neighbours to the farming societies,
which was much more significant in all respects, including the military, than
the hunter—gatherers had been.

As already mentioned, animal husbandry evolved in close succession to
agriculture in south-west Asia. From the seventh millennium BC, the early
farming communities in this region engaged in mixed farming, involving
both cultivation and husbandry. This form of farming spread into Europe,
where it persisted for millennia. According to Caesar (The Gallic War, 4.1,
5.14, 6.21), the more primitive, and more war-like, north European tribes-
men that he encountered—the inland Britons and Germans—relied more
heavily on cattle husbandry than on agriculture. However, in south-west
Asia (and north Africa), where the difference between fertile and semi-arid
land was starker than in temperate Europe, a stronger process of diversifica-
tion gradually took place. The same applied to the east European—west
Asian steppe. Beginning from the fifth and fourth millennia, an increasingly
pastoral way of life was forming on the marginal lands surrounding the
farming societies, as groups moved to exploit this economic niche.”® They
raised sheep and goats, and in more lush steppes also cattle (and horses),
subsisting primarily on the dairy products (and the blood of live animals)
rather than on the meat. However, diversification between farmers and
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herders was not clear cut but graduated. Whereas the farmers continued to
raise livestock, the herders did not give up farming altogether, supplement-
ing their diet by planting seasonal crops and practising varying degrees of
mobility. As we see later, pure nomadism emerged only with developed
horseback riding in the first millennium BC, and even then only in some
specialized environments.

Pastoralists also possessed tribal, kin-based networks.”’ Although their use
of the land was highly extensive, it was far more efficient economically than
that of the hunter—gatherers. Thus, although the herders’ density and abso-
lute numbers were much lower than those of the farmers,®* their social
groups—more widely dispersed than those of the farmers but keeping in
touch by far greater mobility—were individually of roughly the same order
of size as the farmers’. Again the ethnographic record testifies to that. In
mid-twentieth-century east Africa, for example, the pastoral Datoga num-
bered 30,000, divided between several tribes or sub-tribes. The famous
Maasai totalled close to 250,000, divided between 17 tribes, each number-
ing between a few thousand and a few tens of thousand.” The Dodoth
numbered 20,000.® The Karimojong tribal community also comprised
20,000.*” The Dinka and Nuer semi-pastoralists have already been men-
tioned. The Basseri tribe of southern Iran comprised an estimated 16,000
people, divided into 12 descent groups, which were further divided into
large extended families. The total pastoral population in the region totalled
hundreds of thousands.”® The pastoral Bedouin tribes on the middle
Euphrates in northern Syria in the early twentieth century numbered a few
thousand ‘tents’ each, and up to 10,000 for tribal confederations.”

The excavated archives of the kingdom of Mari in that same region,
relating to the nineteenth and eighteenth centuries BC, ofter the most exten-
sive picture that we possess of the pastoralist population in the ancient
Fertile Crescent. Of the three major Amorite pastoral tribal confederations
in the Mari domain, ten Hanean, five Benjaminite, and three Sutean tribes
are mentioned by name. There were other, smaller tribal groups, and the
tribes themselves were further divided along kin lines.”” The ancient Israel-
ites’” presence in (pre- or proto-)history starts as they appear coalesced—in a
process with origins that remain mostly obscure—into 12 tribes of various
sizes, internal clan divisions, and closeness to each other. At least their core
element was made up of herding tribal groups in a process of settling down,
speaking similar dialects (which were also no different from those spoken by
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their other neighbours in Canaan and its vicinity), and coming together in a
loose military-Amphictionic alliance. In the light of archaeological surveys,
estimates of the early Israelite population are now sharply revised down-
ward, to considerably fewer than 100,000 people.”' According to Pliny
(Natural History, 5.4.29-30), there were 516 populi, including 53 urban
groups, in Roman north Africa, a major region of semi-nomadic tribal
pastoralists. He named only 25 of these, whereas a modern catalogue of the
ancient sources has been able to list fewer than 130."

Pastoral tribes also centred on kin and clan. The position of chief (coming
from a senior clan and mostly restricted in authority, as we have seen)
existed in some but not in others. Material and social status could vary
considerably among clans, families, and individuals, with livestock by far the
prime possession. Although the average was a few dozen cattle or close to
100 small stock per family (tent), the rich possessed hundreds of animals.”
Stock transactions and the ability to circulate it in support of others were
central to social status. The chief transaction, of course, involved bride price,
which often required substantial payment in stock. For example, one
influential ‘millionaire’ among the Dodoth of east Africa possessed (and the
word is apt) 10 women (8 of whom still lived), 15 sons, and 23 daughters,
who had between them 10 sons-in-law, 9 daughters-in-law, and 25 grand-
children, at the time of the study. These folk in turn tended to the man’s
large stock and extensive seasonal gardens and supported him in social deal-
ings, again demonstrating strikingly how somatic, reproductive, and status
successes reinforced each other.”* Similarly, rich Tutsi livestock owners in
Rwanda had several wives, who in turn themselves ‘were an economic asset’
in supervising dispersed homesteads. There again ‘children and cows’
reinforced ‘power and reputation’, and vice versa: ‘from the point of view of
power, the significance of children was to provide cattle and connexions.””

The monopolization of the women by the clans’ and families’ patriarchs
in Africa, already mentioned earlier, was particularly noticeable among
African pastoralists, where the elders controlled the livestock. The related
institution of age sets of bachelor warriors was similarly particularly strong
among the African pastoralists, and their young members were noted for
their belligerency. Livestock raids on other tribes were endemic, often
accompanied by the stealing of women, giving the African herders their
special warrior reputation.”® Inter-clan feuds were even more frequent.

Cattle raiding targeted the animal enclosures near the settlements at night or
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the pastures in the day. The raiders then rapidly withdrew with their booty
before the raided could get organized and pursue them in force.”” Pasture-
land was another major cause of violent conflict, as was water in more arid
environments. At least as far as conflict was concerned, pastoralia was very far
from its romantic image of blessed tranquillity.

If pastoralists were incessantly in conflict among themselves, they consti-
tuted an even greater threat to farmers. Modern research of extant societies
has shed light on the complex nature of herder—farmer interactions, which
encompassed much more than hostility, mutual disdain, and conflict (all of
them present). In response to changing opportunities, groups changed their
position on a wide spectrum between the ‘pure’ forms, and the two subsist-
ence modes were in any case symbiotic. Everywhere, the pastoralists traded
with the farmers for crops, as well as a variety of craft goods, paying with
animal meat, hides, wool, and dairy products. Still, violence remained an
overwhelming temptation for the pastoralists. In the first place, the farmers
themselves possessed livestock that could be raided. Second, their lands
offered rich pasture and water, especially in semi-arid environments and in
times of stress. Herders’ trespassing of agricultural land was commonplace,
and their concept of land tenure obviously differed from that of the agricul-
turalists. Third, if agricultural produce could be stolen, won, or extorted
rather than paid for, so much the better. And last but not least, in a conflict
with farmers, the herders enjoyed significant advantages previously held by
hunter—gatherers, while being far more numerous than the latter had been.
Their mobility made them elusive, gave them the initiative, and partly
secured them against counter-raids. The farmers, on the other hand, were
sitting targets and highly vulnerable to acts of vandalism. Furthermore, life
in the wild and on the move generally made the herders better warriors.”

The incursions of tribal pastoralists on farming societies have been widely
noted by scholars as events of major historical significance. However, atten-
tion has mainly focused on the cases that occurred after the domestication of
the horse on the Eurasian steppe and its use first for drawing war chariots
and, later, for military horseback riding. The domestication of the horse
transformed and greatly boosted the pastoral-nomadic way of life, as well as
greatly enhancing the pastoralists’ power. Furthermore, much of this process
occurred in historical times, at least in the sense that its effects were recorded
by the literate states and civilizations that had developed by then and that
had to contend with the pastoralists’ enhanced, and sometimes devastating,
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threat. However, pastoralists existed before the domestication and extensive
use of the horse—less than fully nomadic and less mobile, but still far more
nomadic and mobile than the farmers. How did they fare in conflict with
their neighbouring farming communities?

In attempting to answer this question we are fortunate in having different
regions of the world that represent different ‘modes’ or ‘stages’ in the evolu-
tion of pastoral societies. Pastoralism started in south-west Asia; subsequently,
the domestication of the horse was achieved by pastoralists on the east
European—west Asian steppe, probably in Ukraine; the development of the
wheel took place in either or in a combination of the above regions. All
these developments occurred in Eurasia and spread throughout the land-
mass. However, because of geographical obstacles and ecological constraints,
none of them spread into or emerged independently in either America or
Oceania (raising of llama and alpaca in the Andes was restricted to the
highlands and did not evolve into a pastoral way of life). Consequently, both
regions gave rise to herder-less, horse-less, and wheel-less societies. The
absence of pastoralists also accounts for the survival of significant hunter—
gatherer populations in the marginal lands of the Americas. By comparison,
sub-Saharan Africa, east Africa in particular, provides an ‘intermediate’ case,
more closely akin to that of the early, pre-horse pastoralist societies of
south-west Asia. Domesticated herd animals spread from the north very
early in the Neolithic, even before the desiccation of the Sahara, and pastor-
alism has existed in the region for millennia. However, later newcomers
such as the horse did not spread into west Africa across the Sahara until
towards the middle of the second millennium AD, and into east Africa not
until modernity. Substantial horse-less and wheel-less pastoral tribal soci-
eties existed in east Africa up until the twentieth century. The pattern of
their relations with their agricultural neighbours—widely noted by the
arriving Europeans—was marked by a predatory tendency on the part of
the herders towards the farmers. Most notably, during the last millennium
or so, pastoralist speakers of Nilotic languages continuously expanded
from southern Sudan into south-west Ethiopia, Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda,
and Rwanda—Burundi, harassing, sometimes displacing, and sometimes
dominating the local Bantu-speaking farmers (and each other).

In some cases, this pattern became out-and-out political domination. The
better-known instances took place in Ankole, Nyoro, Baganda, and
Bunyoro in Uganda, and perhaps the most famous: Tutsi rule over the Hutu
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in Rwanda and Burundi. The dominant pastoral elite in these various soci-
eties consisted of only about 10-15 per cent of the population. Some
scholars—in a 1960s’ tradition—have mainly explained the pastoralists’
domination by their greater potential for economic growth and their hier-
archical social structure.”” Most, however, have little doubt that this domin-
ation was underpinned by the use and threat of force. Pastoralist domination
was expressed in preferential land exploitation, the exaction of agricultural
tribute from the farmers, and the constitution of the herders as a warrior-
ruling elite group. Relations of such elite groups with the farmer population
could involve various degrees of mutual assimilation and amalgamation,
although usually of an unequal nature, with a patron—client relationship and
occasionally even separate caste formation evolving. (Elsewhere, such a caste
formation is best known in the case of the Aryan-speaking pastoralist
invaders of India.) Over time, almost invariably, the intruding pastoralists
would themselves settle down on the fertile agricultural land into a more
mixed and sedentary form of subsistence, and be transformed in the process,
in Africa and elsewhere. Polities mixing conquering and conquered would
emerge. ‘Political systems tended to become more centralized through the
domination of settled cultivators by more mobile and warlike pastoral
elites.”™

The east African ethnographic analogy can help to shed light on
pastoralist—farmer relationships in the late prehistoric and protohistoric
Near East, the cradle of pre-horse pastoralism. This subject, including its
violent aspects, has been the focus of scholarly attention and debate. By the
third millennium BC, petty-states, city-states, and states had evolved in the
farming communities of the Fertile Crescent. However, late in the millen-
nium, crises befell the urban communities throughout the region. Written
records exist mainly for its eastern part, the Mesopotamian civilization.
There, in the twenty-fourth century BC, the Semitic Sargon of Akkad,
‘whose fathers had lived in tents’, rose to rule the old Sumerian domains.
The empire that he created was destroyed in the time of his successors by
the Gutian pastoralists. Furthermore, as the millennium drew to a close (and
the surviving written sources become better), Mesopotamian civilization
was subjected to continuous, wide-scale infiltration and harassment by
western Semitic tribal pastoralists from northern Syria, whom the locals
called Martu (in Sumerian) or Amurru (in Akkadian)—that is, ‘west-
erners—the Amorites of the Hebrew Bible. The kings of the Third
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Dynasty of Ur, the dominant power at the time, carried out military exped-
itions against them. Furthermore, they built a 280 kilometre long wall join-
ing the Tigris and the Euphrates to curtail their incursions—the first of such
obstacles erected by state civilizations against their pastoral neighbours, and
preceding the famous wall of China by nearly 2,000 years. As with later such
works, the wall’s effectiveness proved limited. The disintegration of the Ur
IIT empire both facilitated and was precipitated by the Amorite incursions.
In the mayhem that followed, Amorite tribal groups and Amorite leaders
were actively involved as raiders, looters, invaders, mercenaries in the service
of the city-states’ rulers, and usurpers. By the beginning of the second
millennium, Amorite-ruling dynasties and elites had established themselves
throughout the region: in Larsa, Babylon (the famous Hammurabi), Marad,
Sippar, Kish, Mari, and Assyria. These rulers, too, boasted that ‘their fathers
had lived in tents’.”!

For the parallel events in the more western part of the Fertile Crescent,
the Levant, especially its southern region, we mainly have to rely on archaeo-
logical finds, because written records are almost non-existent. From about
2350 down to 1950 BC, in later-day Syria, Israel, and Trans-Jordan, the
massively fortified urban settlements of the Early Bronze Age (I1I) suddenly
declined. Most were abandoned, although a few were destroyed or taken
over by new ruling elites. The pioneers of archaeological and historical
research in the region connected this upheaval to invasions by the Amorite
pastoralists known from the Mesopotamian texts. In the Bible, too, during
the Israelite settlement a millennium later, the Amorites are said to have
occupied the marginal country of Trans-Jordan and the central hills of
Canaan. However, more recent scholars have rejected the view that, in the
Levant (as opposed to Mesopotamia), their original homeland, the Amorites
(and the Aramaeans and Israelites of the late second millennium BC) consti-
tuted foreign and ethnically different invading tribal ‘peoples’. From the
study of extant societies these scholars learnt about the symbiotic and shift-
ing relationships of pastoral and agricultural populations in the same region.
In their reading of the ancient texts, the Amurru and their kind denoted
marginal elements within the same ‘social space’, rather than truly foreign
peoples. The image of military invasions has given way to that of ‘processual’
internal economic and social change within a ‘dimorphic’, pastoral—agrarian
society. Other scholars have emphasized conflict between a ruling urban
and state elite that attempted to dominate the countryside with its farmers
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and herders alike, rather than conflict between the farmers and herders
themselves. The urban centres of the Levant are supposed to have declined
because of internal ‘system collapse’ relating to this tension, a decline in
the international trade, Egyptian raids for which there is some but by no
means extensive Egyptian typographical evidence, or another, yet unknown,
reason.™

All these are highly significant points. And yet, here as well, the pendulum
may have swung too far, and much of the debate seems to have become
more apparent than real. The following synthesis can be suggested. It is now
clear that the tribal pastoralists were not fully nomadic (and certainly were
not horse nomads), nor did they come from the Syrian or Arab ‘desert’, as an
earlier view, dating back to the nineteenth century, had it. Only from the
middle of the first millennium BC on, when both the domestication of the
horse on the Eurasian steppe and that of the camel in Arabia had evolved
sufficiently, could pastoralism become fully nomadic in the former
environment and taken up in the latter. The pre-horse and pre-camel tribal
pastoralists lived on the outer and inner fringes of the farming communities,
on the marginal land that was not conducive to cultivation because of
low or irregular water supply (100-400 millimetres annual precipitation) or
because of a rugged terrain. They practised varying degrees of nomadism,
engaged at least in seasonal cereal crop raising, and extensively interacted
with the farmers, with relations involving both exchange and conflict, the
latter mostly in the form of raids. Although not fully nomadic, they were
nevertheless far more mobile and opportunistically aggressive than the
farmers.

The question of the pastoralists’ ethnic and social relationship to the
farmers is somewhat misleadingly drawn. Political, social, and ethnic bound-
aries were much too ambiguous and diffuse, and communities too small, kin
based, and juxtaposed, in the Near East of the third and second millennia, to
make the pastoral tribal elements living in the marginal lands on the borders
of and among the farming communities either truly intrasocial or strictly
foreign; the whole range of the spectrum was probably in evidence, depend-
ing on the circumstances.* In Mesopotamia, the pastoral Amorites clearly
arrived from outside, spoke a different language, and were by all customary
standards ethnically and socially different until they gradually assimilated. In
the Levant, the geographical and ethnic differences between the pastoralists
and agriculturalists may or may not have been less, and, indeed, things may
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not have been quite the same in the Amorite, Aramaean, and Israelite cases.
It should be remembered that, even as late as the nineteenth- and twentieth-
century Middle East, Bedouin pastoralist tribes and peasant (falahin) com-
munities were ethnically distinct from and alien towards each other, even
though they spoke related (Arabic) dialects. The categories of modern
nationalism are misleading here, for example, as in the currently fashionable
claim that the ancient Hebrews were actually Canaanites because they spoke
dialects close to those of their neighbouring city dwellers and farmers of the
plains.

More refined archaeological studies—for example, of the differences ver-
sus continuities during the urban decline in the Early Bronze Age III-IV
transition—highly valuable as they are, cannot truly resolve the ethnic ques-
tion one way or another so long as we do not possess better written records.
Nor can they conclusively decide whether or not pastoralists—Amorite or
others—were responsible for the decline. And yet the fact remains that
although Egyptian raids are hypothesized as one possible reason for the
urban decline in the Levant, Egypt herself, where, as in Mesopotamia, we
possess some written records, experienced at that time Semitic pastoral infil-
tration from the east into the Delta. As elsewhere in the Fertile Crescent
around the turn of the third to second millennia BC, this infiltration was
associated with crisis. The intruders were apparently instrumental in bring-
ing about the collapse of the Old Kingdom and the mayhem of the First
Intermediate period. In Egypt,again, the newcomers were clearly foreigners.

On the other hand, the pastoralists’ conduct mostly did not correspond to
the old image of ‘waves of invasion’. Again, one example is suggested by the
Tutsi infiltration into the upland pastures between the much more populous
Hutu farming tribal communities and polities inhabiting the lowland. From
the upland the Tutsi proceeded to gain ascendancy over the Hutu and over
the country. In some ways, this process tallies with the recent archaeological
finds about the Israelites’ settlement in the scarcely populated hill country of
Canaan, from which they slowly expanded to dominate the densely
inhabited plains. In the Israelite case, archaeology and written traditions can
be brought to bear on each other. The protracted and piecemeal process
revealed by archaeology, apparently involving fragmented and shifting tribal
groupings, corresponds better to the early traditions preserved in the Book of
Judges than to the Book of Joshua’s depiction of a unified invasion, expressing
the later ideology of the state period.**
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The east African analogy can help to dispel doubts expressed in the
research of the ancient Near East whether horse-less (or pre-horse) pastora-
lists possessed any military advantage at all over farming communities (and
petty-polities), as mounted pastoralists would in later times.* The clustering
of settlements into walled cities in Mesopotamia during the fourth millen-
nium BC probably was predominantly a result of conflict between large-scale,
dense, and progressively centralized farming and trading communities.
However, the population clustering and emergence of walled settlements in
the socially and politically less advanced Early Bronze Age southern Levant
during the first half of the third millennium may have been an indication of
a growing pastoral threat to the countryside more than of conflict between
settled farmer communities.* As the Mesopotamian record shows, more or
less peaceful pastoralist infiltration into new regions went hand in hand
with endemic raiding whenever the opportunity arose and weakness was
detected. Vulnerability encouraged more ambitious takeovers. Urban and
state organization provided the more powerful authorities of the region’s
sedentary communities with the means to try to control and dominate the
tribal pastoralists.” It should be remembered that in the ancient Fertile
Crescent we are not dealing solely with tribal—tribal relationships between
farmers and herders, as in some other parts of the globe. All the same, the
pastoral tribal elements could expand when the farming polities were
declining, but could very well also bring about such decline themselves.

To gain the ascendancy, the pastoral tribes did not necessarily need to
storm the fortified urban sites, which they undoubtedly found difficult to
do. As in Mesopotamia, in some developed urban centres the transformation
could sometimes be affected by leaders of mercenary tribal pastoralists, hired
by the local rulers because of the pastoralists’ reputation as warriors and
taking over from their old masters. Such actions by hired ethnic warriors
would become standard in history. This, however, was not the pastoralists’
only possible route to dominance. By undermining the vulnerable agri-
cultural hinterland upon which the cities’ fragile economy was based, they
could send the cities into fairly rapid decline and demise, thus providing the
causal mechanism for the sort of ‘system collapse’ evoked by the ‘processual-
ists’. No other than a leading critic of the old view of foreign pastoral
occupation has written: ‘with tribesmen occupying large tracts of the
countryside, with food supplies curtailed, and trade diminished, the cities
would tend to shrink in upon themselves and lapse into sterile poverty’. In
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Mesopotamia, writes another scholar: ‘the Amorites took over the spaces
outside the fortified cities, isolating them from one another. The fields were
neglected and the price of barely skyrocketed, up to 60 times its normal
price.”®

In reaction against earlier views, the trend in recent Levant archaeology
has been to argue that the urban collapse did not necessarily mean serious
depopulation, but that the rural and pastoral settlements are simply more
elusive to archaeological detection. However, ‘Dark Ages’ appear universally
to feature depopulation, because of the collapse of long-distance trade and
the economy of scale, because of growing insecurity, and because pastoral
subsistence is far more extensive than agriculture. Over time, the farming
communities amalgamated in various forms with the pastoral elements,
some of which themselves took up a more sedentary way of life, leaving the
marginal lands open to new pastoral group formations. The Aramaeans and
Israelites of the late second millennium BC may have constituted such later
pastoral identity formations, after some of the Amorite pastoral elements of
a millennium earlier had settled down.*

In east Africa, the ascendancy of the pastoralists led to a great expansion
of the Nilotic languages. In the ancient Near East, too, it has been suggested
that the spread of the Semitic languages was connected to the emergence
and spread of the pastoralists through and from the ‘inner flank’ of the
Fertile Crescent. This dual process allegedly took place from the fourth and
third millennia on, and is attested to by Old Akkadian, Amorite, and other
later known branches of Semitic languages.” It supposedly resulted in the
displacement of the original languages of the farmer communities, as is
documented, for example, in the cradle of civilization itself. Sumerian was
practically displaced by Akkadian and only survived because it had already
been literally recorded and had a liturgical function. Most place names in
the ancient Levant are of non-Semitic etymology—a sure linguistic sign of
the presence of earlier lingual strata in the region. The close similarity
between the early Semitic languages, as they are known from the late third
and second millennia BC, also suggests that their spread and diversification
could not have begun much earlier. Lingual replacement of this sort does
not mean population replacement, although various degrees of the latter
may take place. The language change would mostly be affected by the
dominant social position achieved by the pastoralists.

Although such a process is inevitably largely conjectural as far as Semitic
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languages are concerned, it is widely documented in later history in such
cases as the spread of the Altaic languages by the Turks and Mongols
throughout central and western Asia, the spread of Arabic throughout the
Middle East and north Africa, and the Uralic Hungarian migration into
central Europe. The first two of these cases involved vast expansions, and all
of them were achieved within relatively short periods of time between the
mid-first and mid-second millennia AD, by horse (and in the Arab case also
camel) pastoralists. However, as the Nilotic and possibly also Semitic cases
demonstrate, horse-less pastoralists, although less mobile than horse nomads,
would have been able to effect similar if less spectacular processes. Traversing
much greater distances than the land-bound farmers, opportunistically
aggressive pastoral societies were ideal vehicles for linguistic spread by means
of so-called elite dominance.

Indeed, pastoralism has been suggested as a second possible mover (in
lieu of farming) responsible for the creation of some of the large language
families of Eurasia. Pre-Colombian America, where domesticated animals
played an insignificant role and no herding societies existed, was extremely
fragmented linguistically, four times more so than Eurasia.”’ There were
23 language families and 375 different languages in North America alone
(some 2,000 languages in all of the Americas). Mixed farming may have
been more potent in spreading language, as is attested by the Bantu expan-
sion in Africa, and possibly by the Neolithic farmer expansions in and
from the Near East, mentioned earlier. All the same, several different lan-
guage groups—Hattic, Hurrian, Urartian, Sumerian—had survived to be
recorded in writing across the northern rim of the ancient Near East before
the Semitic and Indo-European language families displaced almost every-
thing between them by the late second millennium BC. This may suggest
a much greater earlier (Neolithic?) lingual heterogeneity in the ancient
Near East. Thus pastoralism, even in a horse-less or pre-horse form, may
have been an even more effective agent of lingual spread than mixed farm-
ing in a process involving large-scale expansion and military—political domi-
nation. To be sure, in the same way that in Norman England the local
Germanic language was eventually adopted—somewhat changed—by the
conquerors, in some cases it was the dominant pastoral elite who adopted
the language of the local, and much larger, farmer population, rather than
the other way around. In Uganda and Rwanda, for example, Bantu lan-
guages are spoken, and the Altaic Bulgarian horse pastoralists adopted the
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language of the Slav farmer communities whom they had conquered in the
eighth century AD.

PROTO-HORSE PASTORALISTS

These pastoralist expansions bring us to yet another, larger, and the
most widely discussed centre of pastoralism—the Neolithic and Early
Bronze Age east European—west Asian steppe. Attention has focused on two
highly publicized and arguably related issues: the domestication of the horse
and its various applications, and the origin and spread of the Indo-European
family of languages.

Wild horses survived at least until the late Neolithic throughout Europe,
but it was on the steppe that they flourished in large herds. During the
fourth millennium BC, they were extensively hunted, as well as being
domesticated, by the local inhabitants. What uses did this humble, small
(130-140 centimetres high), pony-like animal serve? This has become a
hotly debated question. There is general agreement that initially, and for a
very long time, its main use was for meat (and milk products); butchering
marks and patterns testify to this. In this respect, the wild horse did not differ
from the American bison in its economic function for the natives, whereas
the domesticated breed was like any other flock animal—such as cattle,
caprines, or, indeed, the reindeer in the north—around which herding
societies in various ecological niches evolved. However, was the horse used
tor other purposes too—that is, for transportation—and since when? A few
antler finds interpreted as cheek pieces, and, recently, signs of characteristic
molar wear found on a single horse specimen (but not on others), may
indicate the use of bits from as early as the fourth millennium BC on the
Ukrainian steppe.” This means that the horse was apparently used as a pack
animal, perhaps also for light traction (of sledges), and, indeed, for riding. In
the Near East, other equids, such as the ass and, less successtully, the onager
(or hybrid of the onager and ass), were similarly domesticated and used for
such purposes during roughly the same period.

The reindeer in the north is perhaps the closest analogy: it was tamed as
well as hunted; it was eaten; it served as a pack animal and for traction, as well
as being partly ridden.” However, the discovery of horse bits has generated
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a trend among some scholars to regard full horseback pastoralism, familiar
only from the first millennium BC, as dating back to the fourth and third
millennia. Some popular writers have been quick to envisage early mounted
pastoral-warrior hordes on the later model roaming through Eurasia.”* This
image has been associated with the theory that proto-Indo-European
(PIE)—from which the whole language family branched out—was origin-
ally the language of the south-east European—west Asian steppe pastoralists
and was spread through pastoral migratory—military expansions.”

There are fundamental flaws in this interpretation of early horseback
riding. In the first place, archaeological representations show extensive and
military use of horseback riding only from the first millennium BC, when it
universally replaced the horse-drawn chariot that had dominated warfare
throughout Eurasia during the second millennium.” This leads to other
pertinent questions, which have surprisingly not been asked. If horseback
riding was militarily more effective than the chariot warfare that it replaced,
as it undoubtedly was, why was it the latter that ruled everywhere after
the invention of the chariot at the beginning of the second millennium BC
rather than the allegedly older horseback riding? To resolve this apparent
puzzle, it has been widely argued that elite snobbery and social norms
associated with the prestigious chariot were responsible for its dominance
and persistence in the civilizations of the ancient Near East, the Aegean, and
China.” However, this proposition rests on the unlikely assumption that,
in the highly competitive world of the great powers’ struggle, a more effec-
tive instrument such as the warhorse, supposedly already in existence, was
everywhere suppressed for more than a millennium.

Even more inexplicable, why did the steppe pastoralists themselves, if they
had been intimately familiar with a better option, ride horse-drawn war
chariots in their first (proto)historically recorded expansions from the
Iranian plateau into India and the northern part of the Fertile Crescent
during the second millennium BC?”® Furthermore, if the steppe pastoralists
who had allegedly been responsible for the spread of the Indo-European
languages into central Europe and Anatolia during the fourth and third
millennia had done so with the advantage of the warhorse, why did they
desert this superior weapon in Europe, as elsewhere, and use chariots during
the second and early first millennia? Indeed, if hordes of horse pastoralists
existed in the fourth and third millennia, why did they not make their
presence felt on the civilizations of the Fertile Crescent in the way that
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the horse nomads would do from the first millennium BC on, with devastat-
ing effects, throughout the civilized world? Finally, why did the north
African semi-nomadic pastoralists ride chariots rather than on horseback
until the middle of the first millennium BC?”

No interpretation along lines of slow diftusion is convincing. We know
that parallel contemporary inventions, such as the ox-drawn, disc-wheeled,
heavy wagon and cart, invented in the late fourth millennium, and the
horse-drawn, spoke-wheeled, light and swift chariot, invented in the late
third millennium, spread explosively. They both took no more than 500
years to appear everywhere from the Atlantic to the Urals."” The latter took
another 500 years only to arrive in China from the Eurasian steppe.'”’ What
made the warhorse, if indeed it went back to the fourth and third millennia,
any different? After all, after the Europeans brought the horse to America,
the Indians took no more than a century or so to evolve fully equestrian
warrior societies that filled up the Great Plains.

An earlier generation of scholars more or less knew the answer. They
believed that for a variety of possible reasons the early domesticated horse
had not been suitable for effective riding and could only draw chariots
when these had been developed. It was the discovery of archaeological signs
that the horse had in fact been ridden as early as the fourth millennium
that has confused the issue in recent years. Essential for the dissolution of
the puzzle is the realization that horse riding is not an all-or-nothing
proposition and that domestication is a protracted process rather than an
event. As mentioned earlier with respect to agricultural and animal domesti-
cation in general, a millennia-long process of selective breeding was
required gradually to increase the species’ biological susceptibility to human
needs. Correspondingly, cultural innovations in method and hardware over
time made possible a more efficient use of the domesticated breeds. The
problem then is not horseback riding, which apparently came very early, but
effective horseback riding, and for military purposes. From this perspective,
the evolution of the warhorse took several millennia and underwent several
gradual stages.'”” One of the last major developments in this process—the
invention and diffusion of the stirrups from the mid-first millennium AD—
has been widely credited with the perfection of military horsemanship.'” It
is therefore curious that earlier, and generally known, developments have
not always been fully recognized as pertinent to the question at hand.

Horses were apparently ridden in the fourth and third millennia BC, but
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so also were donkeys, and, in later periods, reindeer, which ancient rock
paintings even show carrying mounted archers in a hunt. Nevertheless,
donkeys and reindeer were never considered suitable for effective mounted
warfare. Riding a 13 hand high horse is possible, bu