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INTRODUCTION

Throughout the history of the discipline, anthropolo-
gists have shown a perennial interest in warfare, generally
avoiding the question of universal causes of war and instead
describing specific practices in specific societies. These
descriptions vary in thoroughness, reflecting both the
emphasis upon warfare and war-related activities of indi-
vidual cultures, and the era and interests of the ethnog-
raphers. The quality available to the cross-cultural
research worker ranges from the full-blown accounts of North
American Indians in the Great Plains during the 19th century
to mere passing comments for many societies in Asia and
Africa. Between 1950 and 1960, only a few anthropological

papers on warfare and one ethnological study, Turney-High's

Primitive War (1949), were published., During the decade
1960 to 1970, the literature grew, largely stimulated by °
concern over the Indochina war. In response to a demand
within the anthropological community, a symposium on war was
held during the American Anthropclogical Association's
national meetings in the fall of 1966. Subsequently, the
papers and some comments from the floor were published
(Fried, Harris, and Murphy 1968). It was felt at the time,
and by a reviewer later, that the results of the symposium

were "not what we have been waiting for" (Fox 1969:315).



Since 196¢ the national meetings have each included symposia
on warfare and conflict, yet inspection of paper abstracts
indicates that the empkasis has continued to be on the spe-
cific case and the'sPeéific society, with a reluctance to
generalize. Those generalizations that have been made are
sweeping ones, characterized by the judgment that human
actions are explained best by determinist and unitary
theories.

After a lengthy discussion of what is right and wrong
about these contemporary generalizations, along with the
proklems inherent in generalizing in social science, I have
presented yet another attempt at generalization, using the
rationale and methodology of cross-cultural research. The
issue of why men kill each other is too complex to be ana-
lyzed solely in terms of a few well-chosen cases, either
single cases or a small sample subjected to statistical anal-
ysis. Large amounts of data can be handled through statisti-
cal analysis, the method used in this dissertation. The body
of literature is small but growing, and the styles in quanti-
fication have undergone changes. Quincy Wright (1942; rev.
ed. 1965) provided tabulations early on relationships between
"warlikeness" and continental location, temperature, natural
habitat, climatic energy, race, subsistence, political organ-
ization, social organization, and cultural isolation for 650
societies. He made little attempt to define these wvariables,

and he did not perform any statistical manipulations. Broch



and Galtung (1966) recently used Wright's data to measure
associations between cultural complexity and frequency of
warfare, uvsing an "ind?x of primitivity." They found that
the "level of belligerence varied from O per cent at the most
primitive level to 95 per cent at the least primitive or tra-
ditional level." All other recent research has been carried
out using small samples: Naroll (1966) made a cross-cultural
survey of 48 primitive societies on the frequency cof warfare
and military orientation in order to test the deterrence
hypothesis: that societies with strong military orientations
(armaments, fortification, tactics) will engage less fre-
quently in war., He found the opposite to be the case. A
subsequent test (Naroll 1969) of 30 hypotheses related to
deterrence using a sample of 20 historic civilizations pro-
duced similar results. Otterbein and Otterbein (1965) pub-
lished a cross-cultural study of 50 societies on the rela-
tionship of feuding to the frequency of warfare, fraternal
interest groups, and level of political complexity. Theif
results showed that feuding occurs when fraternal interest
groups, indicated by the presence of polygyny and patrilocal-
ity, are present but that it is controlled by political
authority and declared states of war. Otterbein (1968) also
tried to demonstrate, again using 50 societies, that frater-
nal groups and unauthorized raiding parties influence the
frequency of internal war in uncentralized political systems

but not in centralized ones, and that the frequency of



external war does not influence the frequency of internal
war. Otterbein in a larger work (1970), but still using a
sample of 50 societies} tested the survival value of military
efficiency in the maintenance and evolution of political com-
munities. Ember and Ember (1971:593%), using Otterbein's war-
fare codings and with sample size varying from 18 to 33
societies, found that "matrilocal societies have purely
external warfare [that is, warfare only with other societies]
much more often than patrilocal societies," and "if warfare
is continual, men will contribute more than women to subsis-
tence unless the warfare prevents them from doing so." I
will discuss these cross-cultural studies, particularly.
Otterbein's work, in greater detail in Chapter II.

My own preliminary work on primitive warfare includes
(1) a small study (35 societies) whose central variable is
the participation of women in warfare, testing 7 hypotheses
based upon variables of military expectations, frequency of
war, level of political complexity, dominant subsistence ‘
activity, dominant division of labor, residence, and descent.
(2) I have carried out indirect statistical tests of my
sample and Otterbein's 1965 and 1968 samples following the
rationale of Chaney and Revilla (1969), and I have found sim-
ilarly that statistical generalization based on small sanples
will differ considerably from those based on large ones (in
the test case, 412 societies). The crucial issue of sampling

and sample size is also discussed in detail in Chapter II,
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In this dissertation I have carried out a large-scale
inductive investigation of variables that may be associated
with warfare among largely preindustrial peoples. Rather
than be concerned With‘the problem of cause, for reasons pre-
sented in Chapter I, my contribution is to make some general-
izations about the strengths of association between warfare
and other sociocultural phenomena, based on a large standard
sample of 186 societies evenly distributed over the 6 geo-
graphic regions of the world (Murdock and White 1969). The
use of such a large stratified sample allows one to explore
geographic variations in the patterning of variables.

Therefore, the problem under investigation is twofold:
how does one ask the question "Why war?" anthropologically
and what kinds of answers does one get using cross-cultural
guantification? In working toward solutions to the problemn,
my purpose is to make warfare intelligible and to account

satisfactorily for human action.



CHAPTER I
AN ESSAY ON WAR

"You should learn not to make personal remarks," Alice
said with some severity: "it's very rude."

The Hatter opened his eyes very wide on hearing this;
but all he said was, "Why is a raven like a writing-
desk?" ‘

"Come, we shall have some fun now!" thought Alice,
"I'm glad they've begun asking riddles--I believe I can
guess that," she added aloud.

"Do you mean that you think you can find out the
answer to it?" said the March Hare.

"Exactly so," said Alice,

——Alice in Wonderland

The riddle is war. What is it? Who does it? When do
they do it? How do they do it? But the most important ques-
tion, Why do they do it?, will have to go wobbling around on
weak knees for reasons I hope to make clear in this chapter.
It means that I shall offer no macro-generalization, no law-
like statements, no cause-and-effect statements, no functional
statements, and no predictive models. Well, why not? Aren't
I supposed to be scientific? What kind of contribution to
knowledge am I making, anyhow? How can my work be useful
towards eliminating warfare as the scourge of mankind?
Indeed, others have tackled the why question, and their argu-
ments will be presented below and analyzed for what appear to
be their strengths and weaknesses. But underlying all

attempts to tackle, analyze, and argue is, in my estimation,



the acceptance or rejection of determinism in social science.

It is best to begin at the beginning.

v

Is This Really Science?

To be scientific means trying to figure out the world
around us or, more weigntily, eXplaining the empirical
rationally. Iater on I shall discuss a useful criterion to
distinguish between science and pseudo-science, but what I
set forth here is the basic philosophical issue of this
essay. The empirical refers to experience in the world--few
would dispute this--but rationality is obviously less clear.
We all claim to use it, yet we come up with competing and
conflicting explanations of what appears to be the same
experience. Irrationality is ignorance, insanity... or
religion and art. We do not expect the artist to be
rational, at least not in the same way as the philosopher or
scientist, and he is the antithesis of the scientist. In our
Western tradition of science and philosophy, we believe that
the exercise of reason upon the world will reveal order,
necessity, cause-and-effect, and predictability. Anything
less, we think, leaves us with randomhess, accident, unpre-
dictability, and chaos. As arguments, the former is called
determinism and the latter, indeterminism. The force of my
criticism of various theories of war is directed against
determinism in a variety of forms, and towards a third view

that I believe is the reasonable way to make human behavior



intelligible,.the primary business of anthropology. vThose
who deal with the concept culture inevitably must confront
the issue of individual free will and responsibility,
although many may aVoia coming to grips with it. Since inde-
terminism is a negative theory and is parasitic on determin-
ism (Ayers 1968:6), as relativism is parasitic on absolutism,
one cannot understand it without knowing what determinism--
the most fundamental and intimate issue in human behavior--is
all about,

We ordinarily take it for granted that most adults are
normal and that all normal adults are responsible for
their actions. Yet there are powerful arguments to show
i) that responsibility is incompatible with determinism,
since if determinism is true, no one can act dlfferently
from the way he does; but 11) that responsibility is also
incompatible with indeterminism, since if human actions
are not caused at all, not even by the agent, then no one
is responsible for them; and iii) that there is no third
alternative (Baier 1970:100; italics added).

Or, in greater detail, what Ayers calls the Basic Argument
for determinism reasons thus.

The common premiss of both determinist and indeterminist
is, of course, the alleged incompatibility of causation
and freedom of choice. This supposition is usually sup-
ported by the argument that, if an event is in all
respects causally explicable, then it could not have been
any different, since to explain an event completely just
is to shew that nothing else was possible in the circum-
stances. If one thing is the whole cause of another,
then given the occurrence of the first thing, the other
must occur. This is the meanlng of 'cause'. Likewise,
to say that something is a law is to say that anything
different is impossible. So if everything that happens
is governed by a law, nothing that fails to happen is
possible, or ever was possible. On the other hand, every-
one agrees, or should agree, that for there to be freedom
of choice or, therefore, any real choice at all, the
agent must be presented with alternatives that are all
genuine possibilities. It follows that a free choice



cannot be causally determined, and it can have no
complete explanation (Ayers 1968:1-2).

But indeterminism cannot account for free choice, either, and
the determinist séémsfto hold the high card by claiming that
the logical consequences of indeterminism lead to absurdity,
refuting his opponent thus:

Let us suppose that some human actions are not caused,
that they are indetermined and so really could have been
otherwise. This is simply to suppose them accidental,
random, unpredictable and unrelated to the agent's per-
sonality. How can we even ascribe such an event to an
agent as an action of his, unless we can relate it to a
specific and intelligible motive, and how can we do this
if it is a bolt from the blue? ... Why should a man be
held responsible for something supposed to be unrelated
to all antecedents and perhaps to all that comes after-
wards, something that came into his head from nowhere?
(Ayers 1968:3—4%.

Most of the basic tenets of the concept culture are antithet-
ical to even the possibility of such bolts from the blue:
behavior is shared in common with and learned from other
human beings. Yet anthropologists still assume that individ-

uals are responsible and do have freedom of choice within the

context of a specific culture.

Trhe only conclusion left to draw, it is argued, is...
that responsibility and freedom of choice are self-
contradictory notions, requiring that an agent both could
and could not have acted otherwise, that his action both
was and was not causally determined. Determinism... is
no longer presented as the lesser of two evils, the more
acceptable horn of a dilemma, but as the only possible
conclusion of a rigorous argument (Ayers 1968:4).

Indeterminism is discarded as irrational and determinism
retained as rational, albeit nonhuman. This variation of

inhumanity seems to be more tolerable to philosophers and
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scientists than the imputed chaos of indeterminism.1

Ayers (1968:4) makes a distinction between metaphysi-
cal determinism and scientific determinism: the former is
"the doctrine that no person is ever responsible for his
actions or ever makes & free choice"; the latter is "the view
that every event has a scientific explanation," i.e., it is
"explicable by reference to its antecedents and laws of
nature...." That is all he has to say on the matter of sci-
entific determinism, since his task is confronting the meta-
physical. He does not specify which sorts of scientific
subjects he is including--physical, social, or both——but b 5 5
one makes reference to laws of nature, he must have already
decided that such a concept is appropriate to the problem at
hand, i.e., he has already accepted metaphysical determinism:
Since Ayers' larger task is to defend indeterminism yet make
it responsible, he is talking about people. Objects are not
responsible, Therefore, while not applicable to the physical
sciences, his concern with the nature of human action is
obviously relevant to the social sciences. ZEven if it were
limited to physical science, his statement obscures the dif-
ficulties of "cause" and "laws of nature" in talking about
science younger than Newtonian mechanics.,

For some anthropologists concerned with theory, the
propriety of either scientific or metaphysical determinism is
not at all clear. For others where theory, there determinism.

For example:
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Every ethnographer--includaing, of course, the humanist-
literary-natural history-"slice-of-life" kinda--makes some
attempt to tell us how the facts hang together, how they
interrelate causally, and what makes the particular
society in question what it is.
Yet to assert, for example, that a particular event, x,
occurred because of certain other events, y and z, pre-
supposes, more broadly, that events of type X are linked
to events of type y and z in certain determinate ways
(Manners and Kaplan 1968:5).
Not only do anthropologists not specify the determinate the-
ories implicit in their ethnographies, what little anthropo-
logical theory that does exist is flawed, in Manners' and
Kaplan's assessment, by subjectivity, ignorance, and
ideology. They insist that, in order to be scientific,
anthropologists must conform to the hypothetico-deductive
reasoning of formal logic. That is, facts and empirical gen-—
eralizations can only be considered to be explained when they
are subsumed under theoretical statements, either deductively
or probabilistically, and thus their occurrence made predict-
able. They dismiss as subjective, and therefore immature,
speaking of theories as making something "intelligible" or
"understandable," and evaluating theories on the basis of
which "satisfies" us the most (Manners and Kaplan 1968:7),
enamoured as they are with positivist notions about how we
should know the world, rather than how we do know the world,
Nor do they consider the differences between social

and physical theory to be inherent, but due instead to the

inadequacies of the investigators:
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It is not our intention ... to suggest that such differ-
ences [between the physical and social sciences] in any
way constitute a logical or ontological gap between the
two fields of inquiry. Paradoxically enough, greater
theoretical demands are made on the social sciences than
are made on the physical sciences.... Thus, one looks
to the social sciences for answers to the many social
problems that afflict us, and one wants detailed answers
so that sowmething may be done to correct them (Manners
and Kaplan 1968:10).
To which one can only reply, the social need for predictive
power does not mean it is possible. The only way I can see
that social theory can be predictive is to force people to
behave according to the theory.

Marvin Harris, as the clearest proponent in anthropol-
ogy of the new scientism, cultural materialism, and cultural
determinism, is devoted to scientific determinism--which he
Tormulates only as similar variables under similar conditions

tending to give rise to similar consequences-—-and he, like

Manners and Kaplan, consequently must view human behavior in

terms of metaphysical determinism. Harris acknowledges the

classic implications of determinism:

If individual behavior is largely a predictable outcome

of technoeconomic, technoenvironmental, and other given
conditions, what significance does anthropology attribute
to the strivings of individuals to change their person-
alities or to modify their cultures? Are we all autom-
atons fated to act out our particular predestined personal
and culture configuration? Is our sense of free will
merely an illusion? Can we hold ourselves and each other
responsible for the choice of personal and cultural life-
style that we exhibit? (1971:593)

Yet he dismisses them with the claim that "... the determin-
ism governing sociocultural phenomena is a matter of proba-

bility rather than of certainty," and of low probability
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respectable among meteorologists and geologists...." By

extension then, predicting human behavior is in the same
class as predicting the weather and earthquakes. He
attributes exceptions:

... errors may be. made in data collection and processing;
the statement of the initial conditions may be inad-
equate; the conditions may be undergoing evolutionary
change; and finally, the generalization may be poorly
constructed. All of these sources of error may be
reduced to one: lack of sufficient information, or
incomplete knowledge (1971:594).

Harris doegs not pursue further the problem of incomplete
knowledge, and he concludes by reconciling free will and
determinism to his satisfaction:

While cultural anthropology is predicated upon the gen-
eral subordination of the individuval to the forces of
enculturation, every society nonetheless exhibits a wide
spectrum of individual personalities. Enculturation is a
form of programming, but our knowledge of the content of
the program is always quite incomplete. Thus no individ-
ual, even the most heavily psychoanalyzed, possesses any-
thlng more than a probabilistic knowledge of how he will
act under given contingencies,

But at the same time, it is perniciously false to suppose
that all sociocultural events are equally probable and
that by mere force of will the inspired individual can
alter the trajectory of an entire sociocultural system in
a direction convenient to any philosophy. Convergent and
parallel trajectories far outnumber divergent traject-
ories in sociocultural evolution. Most people are con-
formists. History repeats itself in countless acts of
individual obedience to cultural rule and pattern, and
individual wills seldom prevail in matters requiring
radical alterations of deeply conditioned beliefs and
practices (1971:595-96).

Probably most anthropologists would agree with the general
drift of Harris' first paragraph, although he assumes the

unknowable~--that cultural programming is complete, although
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we can never know its full content. But in the second para-
graph he raises the specter of chaos and god-like omnipotence
and then counters it by stating that individual free will
cannot override the forces of history, i.e., the wills of
other people, something that no indeterminist would claim,
Furthermore, he assumes that parallelism and convergence of
sociocultural trajectories is due to laws of nature, not the
spreading of ideas over time and space.

The gist of all this is that Harris is a determinist,
but because he is also a humanist, he is a probabilistic
determinist who does not offer a level of acceptance or
rejection of a generalization., Do 2 or more events have to
appear together in a cluster (independent of other clusters,
of course) most of the time, some of the time, 2 times out of
3, 50 per cent of the time, 30 per cent, 10 per cent, or 5.
per cent before one can claim the discovery of a causal chain
with an arrow pointing in one direction? On the one hand,
those whom Harris calls historical particularists—-Boas and
his students primarily--would never claim that culture mani-
fests itself randomly or deny that-things go together in pat-
terns that may crop up in disparate parts of the world. On
the other hand, the logical positivists would simply reject
Harris' use of predictability as unscientific,

Bidney (1967) offers one explication for our feelings

of agreement and disagreement with Harris' conclusions above:



15

Paradoxical as it may appear, cultural determinism and
cultural indeterminism are not incompatible in practice,
since the concepts refer to complementary factors in the
life of man and society. Cultural indeterminism is pos-
tulated because culture is not a closed system, but
rather an open one, subject to the directive agency of
human intelligence. On the other hand, some degree of
cultural determinism characterizes human life, ana the
cultural anthropologists may study comparatively the sig-
nificant correlations between culture, personality, and
society (1967:17-18).

But Bidney's position is merely an inversion of Harris':
HarrisAallows the individual some freedom within the deter-
mined processes of culture; Bidney denies that determinism
but also denies individual freedom. Finally, he does not go
on to explain what would constitute a "significant corre-
lation." Harris (1968:300) abruptly dismisses Bidney's ver-
sion of cultural iﬂdeterminism and labels Bidney's claim that
culture is the product of human freedom in creativity and

choice as "the reductio ad absurdum of cultural indetermin-

iem," In Harris' metaphysics culture and freedom are contra-
dictory and yet, as we have seen, Harris does admit that at
least some of the time human beings are free.

Berreman, in a brief brilliant article (1972:224) sees
the situation as a dilemma in terms of science and humanism:
".,.. how to be scientific and at the same time retain the
humanistic insights--the human relevance--without which no
account of human beings makes sense," a dilemma that anthro-

pologists solve by avoidance, that is, choosing either sci-

entism or humanism. The former he identifies as
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a retreat to, or preoccupation with, such things as
quantification, abstract models, simulation, and highly
formal methods of data collection and analysis. It
rejects intuitive insights ... [and] results most often
in descriptions and interpretations which are reliable
but whose validity is questionable....

The latter, humanism, he accuses of rejecting
... any serious attempt at scientific method, relying
entirely upon intuitive insights and the qualitative,
empathetic ethnographic result thereof ... [and] results
in accounts which may be valid, but whose reliability is
undemonstrated. :
To resolve the dilemma, Berreman proposes that anthropolo-
gists develop a method that "... combines rigor and insight,
verification and discovery, accuracy and empathy, replica-
bility, and human relevance," and he calls for a "sociology
of ethnographic knowledge" or an"ethnography of an ethnog-
raphy," in which the ethnographer specifies the bases of his
intuitive and theoretical inferences, his procedures, and his
sources (1972:228). He does not, however, indicate how
detailed the ethnography of the ethnography must be in order
for verification to set in. He accuses ethnoscience of pro-
liferating means of explanation into such torturous channels
that explanation is either never achieved or is inhuman, a
view with which I concur. He likens the difference in points
of view between scientist and humanist to the difference
between a European navigator of the open seas, who charts a
line to his goal "according to certain universal principlesg"

and subsequently bends his efforts to "remaining on course"

or following a plan and secondarily to reaching a distant



7

landfall, and a Trukese navigator, who knows where he is
going and gets there by continually taking into account the
context of his actioﬁs——the prevailing conditions of wind,
waves, tides, and currents. The basic principles of the
Europeans are easily taught, but one must be an apprentice to
learn Trukese ways (Berreman 1972:225), that is, one must
learn the contexts.

Yet European and Trukese eventually arrive at other
places and they can tell you how they did it, but which one
will tell you more aocout the world in which he lives? Both
are science., This is science, too. Well then, what is this

phenomenon--War?

The Problem of Definitions

"Define your terms" is the usual admonition at the
outset of a scientific investigation. It is assumed that one
cannot or at least should not proceed until this is taken
care of. ©Since argument commonly arises over matters of def-
inition--often to a stalemate--we use operational definitions,
specifically designed for the case at hand and perhaps con-
taining "objective" measures of some sort. In submitting to
this traditional demand, I advocate a definition of war that
has 3 necessary conditions: (1) people organized into a
political group, although "political" seems redundant; (2)
an intention or expectation of the group to do harm to the

body or belongings of another group, for which (3) armed
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conflict is the means. Succinctly, war is collective armed
assault. The intention, especially if people go to war only
for revenge and defense, may be similar to that of a feud. I
“have included raidiné, which may be considered as violent
action midway between feuding and warring, as a form of war-
fare. My justification for this definition is that violent
behavior is a continuum and that it is difficult to specify
qualitative differehces between one form and another., I
think that the fundamental character of warfare is violent
action taken by one group of people against another, however
they define themselves as members of that group. Further-
more, this intention is to "further the interests of one group
at the expense of the other through Willful destruction of
life and goods. War expresses the apotheosis of self-
interest" (Hoebel 1958:508), From society to society, war to
war, the size of the groups may vary, as may the principles
of organization that unite the members, the weapons and tac-
tics of armed confrontation, and the self-interests at iésue,
which can range from defense in the face of overt attack to
outright cbnquest of land, expropriation of goods, and
enslavement of peoples. |

So far, this definition seems common sensical, even
obvioﬁs. Should it be more specific? ©Should I stipulate
that a fight can only be called a war if there is a minimum
of n people involved; or that the result is a minimum of n

casualties (lethal or non-lethal); or specify the type,
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principles of organization be present; or that a certain dis-
tance be maintained between combatants using certain weapons;
or that hostilities be concluded according to certain prin-
ciples--do we recognize a war by how it turns out? Several
anthropologists have tried to establish criteria to identify
Mtrue" war. Turney-High (1949:21-22) lists 4 conditions of
war: a group motive rather than merely an individual one;
leadership providing command and direction; tactical oper-
ations designed to bring warriors to advantageous positions;
and the ability to sustain an assault until the goal of the
war is attained. Bohannon (1963%:306) identifies war by its
ends:
"True warfare," if we may call it such, ... has as its
ends peaceful settlement with new political conditions,
not continuation of fighting. ... when we find it, we
are going to find societies in which it is carried out by
specialist bodies called "armies" and others in which it
is carried out by whole bodies of citizens.
Newcomb (1950), in a typology of warfare, says that true war
exists only where people are food-producers and engage in
... a type of armed conflict that takes place between
societies, meeting in competition for anything that is
valued by the groups involved, usually consigting of
territory or certain products of this territory, such as
good hunting grounds, oil-producing or agricultural
lands (p. %17).
According to his typology based on technology (Newcomb'1960),
food-collectors (gatherers, hunters, parttime horticultural-

ists) do not engage in "true" warfare. The logical implica-
g4 P

tions of this line of reasoning mean that food-collectors,



20

e.g., most of the Indians of North America, carried out non-
war, or "false" war, or that when the Hopi fought the Navaho,
the Hopi were at war bﬁt the Navaho were not, or that the

U. S. Army was carrying out true war against the Dakota,
Cheyenne, and Apache, but the Indians were not. This appli-
cation is not meant to be facetious, but to illustrate the
limitations of what appear to be carefully stipulated defi-
nitions when they are held up to the real world.,

By his definition true war excludes food-collectors
and begins with the agricultural revolution. Yet Newcomb
also includes hunting grounds as something of wvalue over
which people fight. Therefore we should be able to include,
for instance, horse nomads of the Great Plains. But Newcomb
has previously put such hunters into his Type 2 or "primi-
tive" warfare category, below the category of true warfare
carried out by food-producers. The Patwin, Wintun, and Miwok
of the Central Valley of California fought and killed groups
of intruders in their gathering grounds. They and other
California tribes carried out extensive revenge raids and
even pitched battles. But people at this level of technology
and subsistence would belong in Newcomb's first and lowest
category, those peoples identified as not having warfare,
What then do we do with such violence?

These examples should show some of the limitations of
this particular typology. We know that there exist differ-

ences of gome sort in the warfare practices of these
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societies, and it may be the case that economic criteria are
the most fruitful for designing a typology. As McEwen (1963:
160) says, one is forcpd to make a choice as to what element
is to be the most important and which ones must remain sec-
ondary. At the very least, a typology would give us linguis-
tic means to talk about variations in warfare in a more abbre-
viated fashion. Yet I do consider talk about "true" warfare,
like "true" religion, to be ludicrous. Furthermore, it is
often hard to push cases into the given slots. I do not find
that the virtues of Newcomb's typology outweigh its limita-
tions and suggest that we look elsewhere.

Not only must we worry through definitions about
whether or not a state of war exists in order to begin count-
ing cases, but also whether or not the gtudy of war in pre-
industrial societies is relevant to understanding (1) war
carried out by nation-states, regardless of the time period,
and (2) war carried out by nation-states in the modern age.
These two questions havé been asked simultaneously (see Gorer
below). The implications of the first question are that wars
waged by Egypt of the Old Kingdom, Rome of the Caesars,
England of Henry II, Zululand of Chaka, the American Civil
War, and the recent engagement of the United States in Indo-
china all belong in the same category, and that this category
is qualitatively different from one in which we might put the
Aztecs (but not the Inca), the Comanche, the Rwala Bedouin,

and the Dagum Dani. For many critics, the wars of the latter
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societies are hard to identify and different from our wars.

For most of humanity, the tribe is the unit within which
killing is considered murder, and outside which killing
may be proof of manhood and bravery, a pleasure and a
duty. Such killing may be done by individuals--head-
hunters, scalp-collectors, as part of a vendetta or
raid--or by groups; in the latter case the killing is
called "warfare." The differencesin quality and scope
between tribal warfare and modern war between nation-
states are so great that it might be useful if different
words were used for the two activities (Gorer 1966:31).

Added to the difficulty of identifying primitive peoples
in general and in particular is the difficulty of identi-
fying their wars. Primitive peoples only rarely conduct
formal hostilities with the object of achieving a tan-
gible economic or political result. Their hostilities
are seldom conducted by a highly organized professional
military class using distinctive instruments and tech-
niques regulated by an intergroup law applicable only
during the period of "war" and designed to render war an
efficient instrument of policy. These elements which go
to make up the concept of war today are products of civ-
ilization, and only their rudiments can be found among
primitive peoples (Wright 1965:58, italics added).

As for Wright's criterion of formal hostilities, I must ask
what would an informal war be like? What kinds of differences
are we dealing with if one distinguishes primitive conflict

as ritualized and civilized conflict as formalized? Two of

the forms that are important to people involved in contem-
porary wars are declarations of war and treaties of peace.
We are all familiar with the semantic howlers that Korea and
Viet Nam were not wars because Congress did not declare them

to be so. (Cf. Donald Wells, The War Myth.)

I must also ask, when does "modern" begin? Historians
identify "modern history" as the most recent phase of a

period that began with the Renaissance and Reformation and
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ended with the onset of "contemporary history," which "begins
when the problems which are actual in the world today first
take visible shape" (Barraclough 1967:20). Barraclough him-
self argues cogently that the years before and after 1890
mark the division between modern and contemporary history,
although the latter term may be a contradiction, and we may
use "era" instead (1967:20-21).

Furthermore, what do we do about Medieval wars? The
Crusades of the 11th century, the Holy Wars of Christendom,
are the direct ancestor of total war, a unique practice of
the Western world,

After 1053, the idea of Holy War made rapid progress.
Precedents there may have been, but in its formulation
and execution it was something entirely new. Hitherto,
in common with the other great religions, Chrigtianity
had condemned war as essentially evil, and the Eastern
Church continued to maintain its reservations. War might
be unavoidable; it could not be good, still less could it
be holy. How, then, are we to explain the ease with
which the West cast aside so hallowed a tradition?
(Barraclough 1970:13)
Barraclough goes on to suggest that contact between Christian
and Norse pagan transformed each: the Norse warriors
accepted Christ, but the Christians accepted Thor and Odin.
Gentle Jesus became a warrior chief dedicated to conquering,
not converting, the rest of the world (1970:13%-14).
After 1053 Holy War became the battle cry of the Papacy,
an instrument for extending its power and authority ...
[and] it had nothing to do, in inception, with the strug-
gle against Islam,... '
We no longer regard the Crusades ... as a great nmovement

in defense of Western Christendom, but rather as the man-
ifestation of a new, driving, aggressive spirit which now
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became the mark of Western civilization. We no longer
regard the latin states of Asia Minor as outposts of
civilization in a world of unbelievers, but rather as
radically unstable centers of colonial exploitation....
There is perhaps a.line running from Bohemund of Antioch
to Cecil Rhodes (Barraclough 1970:14,16).
Benedict (1959) uses a simpler taxonomy than that of
Newcomb to distinguish primitive from modern war, 20th
century war in this instance, She follows the genera-species
model of natural history. In her view, the characteristic of
the genus War"is homicide that is rewarded with unquestioned
acclaim and gratitude by one's fellows" (1959:370-71), as
contrasted to the genus Murder, which is homicide with the
heaviest penalties. At the species level, primitive warfare
.is "socially nonlethal," that is, combatants exist in self-
sufficient societies and their wars "do not drag to ruin the
civilization of both tribes that engage in them" (1959:374).
Modern war, however, is socially lethal to all parties, since
it shreds the fabric of interdependence that exists among
modern nations and thus is suicidal--
You cannot be an international civilization and reap its
benefits, and at the same time engage as a national to
destroy other nationals root and branch. War in such a
society becomes a case of cutting off your nose to spite
your face (1959:378-79)

--and drags your civilization down in ruins.

Nonetheless, the views of Gorer and Wright seem repre-
sentative of anthropological thinking, a view set probably by

Malinowski (1941), who defined wars in authentically primitive

societies as highly rituvalized, self-limiting, and
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gqualitatively distinct from wars in our time. As other
instances, Vayda (1960:1-2) and Chagnon (1968a) identify
primitive warfare through the following criteria:

.. smallness of scale in military operations, short
duration of active hostilities, poor development of com-
mand and discipline, great reliance on stealth and sur-
prise, and the great significance of village community
or local group in organizing and conducting war parties
(Chagnon 1968a:110).

Another often used critical point of difference is
distance between combatants, i.e., primitive war is personal
because individuals at least see each other and may even have
physical contact; modern war is impersonal, because combat-
ants drop bombs on mere topography and shoot artillery from
ranges of several miles. Diamond (1968) makes it the differ-
ence between personal and impersonal evil. Yet what do we do
about labeling the war in Viet Nam, where the acts against the
enemy that have raised the greatest outcry at home have been
acts of personal evil? It is revealing that we judge such
acts as "murder" and therefore outside the category of war,
which leaves intact the myth of impersonal combat. We need
not go to the more dramatic forms of personal contact.
Infantrymen do have at least visual contact with others
labeled as "enemy" and they do legitimately kill. Is this
not personal?

There are really two different types of human extermi-
nation involved in Vietnam, and they perhaps require two
different kinds of explanation. First, there is extermi-
nation such as the Huey troops engage in--extermination

at close range, in which the killer can see (and enjoy,
apparently) the blood he sheds. Second, and far more



common, there is extermination at a distance, in which
the extent of the killing is so vast that the killer
tends to think in terwms of areas on a map rather tanan
individvals. In neither case is the victim perceived as
a person (such a perception would make modern war impos-
sible), but in the first case the killer at least sees
the immediate consequences of his act, whereas in the
second case he does not. The "close-range" killers in
Vietnam are confronting something.... (Slater 1970:41).
Applying Slater, is Vietnam schizophrenic then--two wars in
one? Or should we deal in percentages, i.e., impersonal vio-
lence is more common (over 51% of the time), and file this
war in the modern category?
I am attempting to show through simple examples that
the problems of "when is a war a war and when is it not a
war?" and "when is a war primitive and when is it modern?"
are not to be solved through setting forth definitions. I
contend that Anthony Leeds' protest in the 1967 AAA Sym-
posium--that "... we have had no consideration of what the
phenomenon war is and what it is not. What sort of institu-
tional complex is it generically?"--is a question that we
really do not have to answer before getting on with the work.
Actually we already have an answer. When an ethnographer
describes warfare in a non-Western society, he has neces-
sarily recognized and understood an event as being war
because it ties into his previous experience (cf. Winch
1958). But a rejoinder might be that understanding is rela-

tive and all definitions are equally valid ... and ultimately

that cross-cultural comparisons are impossible. What one
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ethnographer recognizes as war, another does not. Do we
dwindle into cultural solipsism?

But how do we yecognize war in the first place? We do
it not on the basié of the presence or absence of 1 or 2
variables, but on how those variables look against a back-
ground or in a context of human activity and ideas, sometimes
difficult to isolate. We know what "war" is--we use the word
competently every day and other people listening to us know
what we mean; they must, because we are still talking.
Furthermore, we recognize the metaphorical use, e.g., the war
on poverty, the war on crime, the war on inflation, immedi-
ately because of the context of a decade of official concern
and étrategems for collective assault against social enemies,
But what about the phrase, the war on health? It does not
make gense, at first, until we examine the context--in an

article in the New York Review of Books—--and find that it

refers to and condemns efforts of medical entrepreneurs to
defeat measures which would ostensibly give better health‘
care to the population, regardless of financial status.
Competent usage does not require identical understand-
ing of what constitutes war or warlike behavior across cui—
tures. Recall in history the chronic complaint that the
enemy does not fight fair, or as gentlemen, or according to
the Geneva Convention. Indeed, identical understanding is
simply not possible: we cannot take a list of definitional

criteria, and hold them uvup against the world as though they
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were color chips looking for a match-up. What would we see

if we ran 3 films--Dead Birds, newsreels from Vietnam and a

professional football game——first without sound track, and a
second time with? What would we see as the same and as dif-
ferent? What would happen if we changed 1 variable, and sub-
stituted for our Western observer a Tasaday tribesman from
the Philippines? ©Since the Tasaday are not acquainted with
war, is he an "unbiased" observer, objective, purely empiri-
cal, unpolluted? Can he identify the facts of the matter and
tell us how the people in the % films are behaving the same
or differently, without actually knowing what they are doing?
Such an experiment is within the range of possibility, and I
contend that our unbiased Tasaday would not be able to iso-
late significant differences without absorbing our culture,
which of course eliminates unbiased reporting. I discuss
further definitional problems of war from the political point

of view in Section 4.

Why Do People Do It?

People have been providing causal explanations for war
throughout history, with a variety of suggestions. A profile
of the causes lookg like this: people go to war because of
contiguity, habituation, social learning, predation, psycho-
logical defenses (rationalization, blaming, denial, counter-
phobic tendencies), the "host of fears associated with the

human condition," territoriality, power, frustration,
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biologically rooted aggression, instinct, and sadism (Gilula
and Daniels 1969:40%). In what follows, I have tried to sort
out these "causes" into larger types of explanation, even
though in many instanées the categories are not mutually
exclusive. In the intricate lattice which one inevitably
encounters in talking about war, one can get hopelessly
bogged down without some oalmly applied heuristics, even at
the risk of doing some violence to the material, The follow-
‘ing discussion of human aggression and war will deal with (1)
the biological-instinctual theory; (2) psychological
theories--frustration-aggression, social learning, and
adaptation-coping; (3) ecological and economic theories; and
(4) political theory. The reader will note that the discus-
sion is arranged in a hierarchy from individual human biology
to the political behavior of human groups. The discussions
are critical, although not exhaustively so. My task is to
elucidate the strengths and weaknesses of current theory and
to indicate the direction of a possible integrative or

alternative point of view.

1. Are wars natural?

"Let the jury consider their verdict," the King said,
for about the twentieth time that day.

"No, no!" said the Queen. "Sentence first--verdict
afterwards.,"

"Stuff and nonsense!" said Alice loudly. "The idea of
having the sentence first!"

"Hold your tongue!" said the Queen, turning purple,
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"I won't!" said Alice.
"Off with her head!" the Queen shouted at the top of
her voice,

——Alice in Wonderland

To better understand why things happen the way they
do, we are often urged first to become familiar with the
nature of the world and the events around us, in the best
manner of scientific method using reason and observation. In
the interest of changing our world, presumably for the
better, it may be argued that if we find that it is not in
the nature of someone or something to behave in a desired
way, then all our best efforts will be for nothing. We com-
monly hear as a final reason, justification, and authori-
tative statement the declaration that something is "contrary
to one's nature." "You can't fight nature." "That's human
nature for you." When inquiring about the nature of a thing
or event, we are asking for its essential characteristics and
distinguishing qualitiesg, its essence, its inherent charac-
ter. As a result of our inquiry, one of the essential char-
acteristics of the subject under investigation could turn out
to be that it is, or is not, natural, i.e., inborn, deter-
mined, normal to the species. We can ask, what is the nature
of love, of steel, of organic gardening, of war. As part of
our inquiry here, we are also asking, is war natural? We
can look for regularities in the variations of the three

necessary conditions pogited for war--a group with a common
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intention and arms--and say something about the intricate web
of relationships among technology and economics, politics,
beliefs and values, anﬁ war. Or, possibly, we can even say
something about the evolution of war in human history. But
why the regularities in the first place? Are they due to
history and the spread of ideas from society to society?

Are they functions of society itself? Or are they due to
biological evolution? Sooner or later in our inquiry into
the nature of war, we must tackle the question, are wars
natural? Is violent group conflict innate, inborn, and nor-

mal to the species Homo sapiens?

Basically, there are 2 schools of thought on this
matter, with battle lines drawn, cannong at the ready. One
school argues for the primacy of biology, particularly of
instinect, in explaining human aggression, i.e., man is by
instinct an aggressive creature and this accounts for indi-
vidual and group aggression and violence. Its major speakers
are Nicolas Tinbergen (1968), Konrad Lorenz (1966), Robert
Ardrey (1961; 1966; 1970), Desmond Morris (1967; 1969);
Lionel Tiger (1969), and Derek Freeman (1964). The other
school, mobilized in print by Ashley Montagu (1968) with such
allies as Geoffrey Gorer, J. P. Scott, E. Leach, Ralph
Holloway, and J. H. Crook, argues for the primacy of culture
or learning in explaining the rise and expression of
destructive aggression. Montagu himself continues to con-

sider it is intellectual and moral responsibility to counter
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the influence of the biological determinists, in print and in
person,

Let me set the arguments out in some detail. I am
devoting special aftention to Ardrey and Lorenz because the
others have spun off from them, and more importantly, because
they are being referred to as expert witnesses by historians
and others who understandably cannot themselves go through
and analyze ethological data and thus require some summary
statements provided by specialists. Konrad Lorenz has been
called the founder of the modern science of ethology. Most
of his research has been done with tamed ducks and greylag

geese. In his book On Aggression, he tries to make a case of

instinctual aggression, stating that it is spontaneous, cumu-
lative, and can be directed towards good or bad ends. He
continually sees in human behavior analogies to pair-bonding,
dominance, and fighting behavior of geese--and a particular
similarity between the greylag triumph ceremony and human
"militant enthusiésm" or call to battle, identifying both\as
instinctual. Lorenz does not consider militant enthusiasm an
evil, but a response springing from the same source as love
and laughter and effort expended to protect the group. But
one of the greatest human problems is that we have not devel-
oped instinctual ritualizations of intra—specific'éggression.
His book has beem widely read, and his reviewers praise his
warmth and love of animals, if not his anthropology. The

greatest difficulty with Lorenz' work lies in
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anthropomorphism: he interprets goose behavior in human
terms and then offers goose behavior as evidence that human
beings behave like‘geése and consequently are subject to
genetic programming.

Robert Ardrey is a slightly different case. A play-
wright who became interested in the evolution of human
behavior several years ago, he has produced 3 best-selling

"personal investigations": African Genesis (1961), The Ter-

ritorial Imperative (1966), and The Social Contract (1970).

My particular concern here is with The Territorial Imperative,

a collection of hypotheses which one finds difficult to tie
together that has received an enormous press. Ardrey's
position is that we can have a better understanding of modern
man and develop more rational solutions to problems if we
study man's instinctual endowment (Gorer 1968:76), which we
can learn about by studying the fossil remains of pre- and
early hominids and the behavior of other vertebrates--from
fish to birds to ungulates to other primates. His attitude
is that the news may be gloomy, but we must face up to the
fact that human beings are subject primarily to biological
laws. Ardrey goes beyond Lorenz and attributes human aggres-
sion to the "instinet for territoriality,”" i.e., that each
human (male) has an ingtinctive drive to acquire, maintain,
and defend territory; that man builds a fence around his home
and feels patriotism for his country because of the same

motivations as those of his dog barking behind that fence;

e
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that fighting over the possession of territory is a powerful,
inevitable, ineradicable, and therefore uncontrollable
instinet. He flatly states, furthermore, that he sees no
difference in degree between the psychological attachment of
a lungfish to a stretch of muddy water and the psychological
attachment of the resident of San Francisco to the city he
loves (1966:337). Ardrey cannot find evidence among other
primates, especially the great apes, to support his thesis,
but he accounts for this gap by declaring man's nearest phy-
logenetic relatives to be "evolutionary failures."

Ardrey further postulates 3 basic needs in H. sapiens,

listed in order of importance. First, the need for identity
and assertion of individuality; second, the need for stimu-
lation and relief from boredom; third, the need for security.
He states that 2 "institutions," warfare and territoriality,
satisfy these needs better than any others. Territoriality
provides one with an area of land (or air or water) with which
to identify; boundaries for which one competes and which one
explores and defends relieve boredom; one's own place gives
security. Security is the least important need because in
the long run security is anonymous and boring and will be
sacrificed to experience identity and stimulation.

War satisfies the need for identity through the possi-
bility of glory and, primarily, position in rank. In con-
trast, civilian life provides only unbearable anonymity. War

is gstimulating, the "ultimate release from the boredom of
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normal existence" (1966:33%6), and people like war because
pain is more stimulating than pleasure. Finally, war
increases securityvthrbugh the acquisition of land and loot,
and the possibility of losing a war is more anxiety-provoking
than war itself. As modern war has gained in size and
sophistication, identification and stimulation have increased

concomitantly. The Pax atomica is frustrating because we no

longer can have the warfare we want. Therefore, we must have
substitute satisfactions for these needs, such as athletic
.contests.

War has another function in Ardrey's view, which is
really a restatement of Thomas Hobbes' social contract and
William Graham Sumner's hypothesis of social cohesion (1911).
Within a social group, Ardrey sees a condition of mutual hos-
tility (enmity) to be the normal one, a condition feduced
only as external hazards and threats to the group rise,
forcing individuals to cooperate (amity). Once external
hazards are reduced or eliminated, the nafural condition of
enmity will reassert itself. He even sees hostility between
mother and child to be inevitable once dependency is out-
grown.

But we still are not clear about hﬁman aggression
against fellow members of the species. If everyone stayed
home, assuming of course that males are in fact territorial,
there would be no conflict. But humans do not stay home;

they intrude beyond their borders into one another's
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territory. Why? Ardrey traces the origins of murder, of man
the killer, to man's phylogenetic history as a predator--
hunting other animals for food. Indeed, he makes man the
predator and man the killer equivalent terms,

So ... the members of this school see aggression (and
war) against other humans as natural--inborn, innate,
instinctual.

Montagu and the other members of the opposing school

in Man and Aggression (Montagu 1968), mostly professional

biological and social scientists, assert the primacy of
learned behavior in human beings, not just in recent times,
but for the last 2-4 million years. They argue that during
human evolution, learning has so suppressed any instinctual
endowment that man has lost virtually all instincts. The 5
only remnants are possibly reactions to sudden loud noises
and to sudden withdrawal of support (Montagu 1968). Ardrey
is accused of reviving several 19th century social doctrines,
including Adam Smith's Instinct of Property, Herbert
Spencer's Social Darwinism, Freud's Death Instinct, the
Victorian thesis of the Innate Depravity of Mar and the Myth
of the Wild Beast, the American frontier's Rugged Individual-
ism (including Instinct for Status), and the earlier view of
Thomas Hobbes that the state of nature among men is a state
of war, which people manage to suppress in the individual by
forming political groups (Montagu 1965, 1968). Ardrey's

opponents state that we have not inherited aggression and



territoriality from our remote biological ancestors.
Instead, each generation learns them from the previous gener-
ation (Boulding 1968:88).

Among Ardrey's multitude of errors, Crook (1968)
peoints out that Ardrey uses his basic concept, territory,
without specifying its multiple meanings used by ethologists.
Birds, for instance, have 4 types of territory: the nest or
breeding area, which is nearly universal; the area around the
nest which may be defended against intrusion from male co-
specifics; an exclusive hunting area that predators often
have and which social mammals share; a copulating ground or
arena where only those males that have acquired it are
selected for mates by the females--this is a rare form, e.g.,
the Uganda Kob (an ungulate) and New Guinea Bowerbirds. Even
where these specific territories may be occupied and defended,
such action takes place primarily during mating season; for
the rest of the year the animals gather in larger groups
(Carrighar 1968). An objection to this could be made that
since human beings possess year-round sexuality, their
"mating season" lasts from puberty to climacteric. While one
could use the terms "proprietor" and "property" in such con-
text, as Ardrey continually does, it is confusing because not
even in a metaphorical sense are these breeding or hunting
grounds like private property among human beings, i.e.,

transferable, movable, heritable,
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As for man the predator creating man the killer, in
contemporary hunting societies throughout the world for which
we have information, people hunt for focd. They are what I
like to call "prayérfﬁl predators." They attribute thoughts,
emotions, and beliefs to other animals; they thank the ani-
mals for allowing themselves to be killed; tney treat game
with respect and ritual; they do not take pleasure in the act
of killing, nor do they hunt for fun. The last characteris-
tics seem to be those of amateur hunters, men in food-
producing societies who consider hunting not a necessity but
a recreation. Furthermore, hunting peoples know the differ-
ence between killing other animals and killing other human
beings, even though they may not accord the enemy quite the
human status they give themselves: "It's wrong to kill a
human being but all right to kill an enemy."

How people make this distinction between us and themn,
human being and enemy, is a tantalizing problem which I shall
introduce at this point and return to in social and political
explanations discussed below. Psychiatrist Erik Erikson has
coined the phrase "pseudo-speciation" to explain this dis-
tinction: members of the in-group identify non-members as
animals and therefore as game to hunt down and kill (Tiger
1969:213).

But this explanation is not adequate; in fact, I
think it in error., When men go to war, tiey know full well

that the creatures they may kill are not bison, deer,
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antelope, or bear. If you ask the bigot why he hates and he
replies, "because those people live like animals," he knows
full well they do not live like the animals in the San Diego
Zoo, or in Serengeti Nétional Park, or the hogs in Farmer
Jones' sty, or my dog Jason. The Cheyenne called themselves
the Human Beings, but surely a Cheyenne recognized a Crow or
a U. S. soldier as humans too, although not as human as a
Cheyenne, The American soldier may call the Vietnamese a
"gook" or "dink" and hate him with fury, even declare that he
is not human and trnerefore deserves to die, yet, upon ques-
tioning, admit that in fact he is a human being. While it is
not at all clear how people perceive fellow humans, it seems
safe to say that they do not confuse them with animals hunted
for food.

Predation is a neutral term, describing fooa~-getting
activity in terms of ecology and biology. "Killer," however,
is a moral term, and Ardrey and others who use the two synon-
ymously create dramatic confusion., We speak of lions and
eagles as predators and hunters, describing how they keep
themselves alive. But any time we use the word "killer," we
are making a moral judgment about the right and wrong of a
particular act of killing., It is analogous to the use of the
words "murder" and "stealing." For instance, it is incorrect
to say, as many cultural relativists do, that in some
societies it is all right to commit murder, or that in some

societies it is all right to steal. Murder and stealing are



40

everywhere and always wrong, although the particular context
in which the act may occur is variable from one culture to
another (Cook n.d.). If we confuse terms and call the
Cheyenne hunting bison a "killer," we are implicitly stating
that what he is doing is wrong. If one is a Buddhist or
Hindu, this is what one means., But if we are not Buddhists
or Hindus, and we are concerned with describing the probable
evolution of the Australopithecines as savannah-dwelling
carnivores, we do not use moral terms, In fact, use of moral
terms immediately reveals our moral position on a particular
issue. For example, in the quotation cited earlier, Slater
uses the word "killer" repeatedly:
In neither case [close-range vs. killing from a distance]
is the victim perceived as a person ... but in the first
case the killer at least sees the immediate consequences
of his act.... The "close-range" killers in Vietnam are
confronting something.... (1970:41),
to emphasize the immorality of the entire business.

The issue of the confusion of terms is a crucial one,
especially in dealing with such an emotion-charged subject as
warfare. It is a confusion of what philosopher Harry Nielsen
calls "Socratic truths" and "scientific truths." A scientific
truth

... belongs to a type that one man or a few can discover
and pass on to others. The truth goes forth "to whom it
mey concern" from discoverers who have no way of knowing
the identity of those, if any, who will be concerned, As
a bit of objective truth, it carries no stamp of its
finder's identity, since it is not about him as an indi-
vidual, although out of generosity the world may affix

his name to it. It says nothing personal to or about the
individual who comes upon it afterward, since it is not
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about him either, even when it is a truth about his spe-
cies. Finally, its primary importance is to stand avail-
able, whether many or few or none ever look it up
(Nielsen 1967:52).
Thus, it is a scientific truth that the ancestors of Homo
sapiens evolved as omnivores, depending upon both vegetable
and animal foods obtained through gathering and hunting. It
is also a scientific truth that this subsistence pattern
changed only 11,000 years ago, with the invention of plant

domestication. Strictly speaking, Homo sapiens was and is a

predator at least part of the time.

But the methods of natural science do not work in the
realm of Socratic truths, which are of two types (Nielsen
1967:52-53)., The first is beliefs and values that we hold
personally and express in our attitudes and behavior toward
ourselves and others. It is a truth of social science, for
instance, that American blacks have not held the same civil
rights as American whites. It is a truth about myself that I
do or do not care about the situation, and that truth holds
regardless of anyone else's opinion (like scientific truths),
but someone else cannot discover this truth and pass it on to
me, and since it is a truth about me, it is meaningless sepa-
rated from me. The second type of Socratic truth is a matter
of faith--beliefs about ultimate origins and values, and tﬁe
future that come from authorities outside the individual,

e.g., Jesus or Buddha ... or Robert Ardrey.
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The mischief occurs when someone tries to transform a
Socratic truth into a scientific one, or a scientific truth
into a Socratic one. For example, it appears that Professor
William Shockley of Stanford University believes that Ameri-
can blacks should not have the same civil and social rights
and benefits as American whites because they are biologically
incapable of equivalent intellectual achievement. He tries
to transform a moral truth about himself into a scientific
one and thus put it beyond the realm of moral challenge.
Ardrey performs a similar piece of legerdemain: he tries to
remove acts of human violence against other human beings from
the moral realm into the scientific one, and he accuses any-
one who challenges his claim of being a poor scientist or a
liar involved in a conspiracy against Truth! Transfofmation
also can move in the other direction. Since modern astronomy
has discovered that our galaxy is only one of millions and
our sun is only one of trillions in a universe without appar-
ent end, some might claim that an individual human life
therefore is insignificant and any belief to the contrary.is
pathetic (Nielsen 1967:55). A classic confusion of scien-
tific and Socratic truths is the perennial confrontation of
Darwin's theory of evolution by some bearing the Book of
Genesis. Creationists are unable to see that there is no
coatradiction, that evolution is scientific, and Creation is
Socratic as a question of faith and not a "theory" that the

Almignty offers to the public. Possibly some Creationists
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are caught up in the mystique of science in Western culture
and cannot be content with faith alone but must find "proof"
to buttress their faith. I have encountered religious stu-
dents who refuse to talk about faith altogether; they argue
that their explanation of the world is factual.

As a scientific truth, killing fellow human beings may
be due to the fact that, unlike other animals, we have not

evolved inhibitions to avoid violent conflict (Gorer 1968).

In a fight between two wolves, if one wolf bellies up and
bares his throat, the other one is instinctually inhibited
from striking a death blow and the fight is over. It is
assumed that, if wolves did otherwise, they would soon be
extinct. Humans have a variety of submissive and surrender
gestures, but unlike the wolf they may not inhibit further
aggression. Why should this be so? A possible, and untest-
able, explanation is that the human capacity to create and
rmanipulate symbols through'language has kept the absence of
such instincts from being lethal to the species. That is,
talking to avoid or conclude fighting has been successful
often enough to keep ritualization or extinction from occur-
ring through natural selection. Selection has given a slight
edge to talking, yet not enough to eliminate lethal fights.
There is a problem with mutually unintelligible languages,
yet how often do tctal strangers, without any previous knowl-
edge of each other, go to war? This argument is plausible,

especially when based on the premiss that language is the
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human guality and that it has probably developed, as Holloway
contends (1969), in direct association with tool—making.2

While Ardrey contends that mutual hostility is the
normal human condition, Montagu argues that cooperation and
love are the normal condition, that violence and destruction
are due to learned responses, frustration, and faulty values
in a competitive, overcrowded, and dangerous world. War is
of recent invention in the whole of human history: 12,000
years ago in the Neolithic, people became farmers, settled in
large dense populations, and began to find things to be more
important to them than other people (Montagu: pers. comm.),
Montagu, Boulding, and the others think, furthermore, that
Lorenz'! and Ardrey's views are dangerous. They justify the
status quo:

What we are unwilling to acknowledge as essentially of
our own making, the consequence of our own disordering in
the man-made enviromment, we saddle upon Nature, upon
"phylogenetically programmed" or "innate" factors. It is
very comforting, and if, somehow, one can connect it all
with findings on greylag goslings, studied for their
"releaser mechanisms," and relate the findings on fish,
birds, and other animals to man, it makes everything all
the easier to understand and to accept (Montagu 1968:16);

Nothing could more effectively prolong man's fighting
behavior than a belief that aggression is in our genes.
An unwelcome cultural inheritance can be eradicated
fairly quickly and easily, but the incentive to do it is
lacking while people believe that aggression is innate
and instinctive with us... (Carrighar 1968:50);

... ldealism of some sort is necessary for justification
and legitimation, for no line of policy can be pursued
for very long without self-justification. A line of
argument like that of Ardrey's, therefore, seems to
legitimate our present morality, in regarding the threat
system as dominant at all costs, by reference to our
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biological ancestors. If the names of both antiguity and
of science can be drawn upon to legitimate our behavior,
the moral uneasiness about ... Vietnam may be assuaged
(Boulding 1968:89).

Ardrey and Lorenz want to strip culture from man and
say, This is what natural man is like. Montagu and the
others point out that this is impossible: culture is the
essential characteristic of the nature of man. But we cannot
know what natural man would be like, first because culture
has been around for so long and is the crucial factor in
human biological evolution; and second, because human infants
cannot survive without other human beings to take care of
them--in ways they learned from their parents. The influence
of culture begins at the moment of birth, and it can be
argued that it begins even before, since the unborn child
perceives light and dark, sound, and motion. War is not
natural, but a cultural invention that we expect to resolve
our conflicts, It is an idea that spreads from society to
society and has an apparently irresistible quality: those
people that do not accept the idea must flee or probably be
eliminated culturally and even physically although the effec-
tiveness of non-violence has rarely been tested. The usual
alternative is to borrow the idea, i.e., fight back.

The dispute over nurture versus nature continues to
rage and probably will never be put to rest. On the con-

trary, more books and articles appear every month using the

ethological or biological paradigm. The following
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quotations represent what the nature movement started out to
be, and the illogical extreme that it has become.

When ethology first began to make an impact in England
and America it was like a breath of fresh air blowing
through the laboratories where rats turned treadmills,
threaded mazes, and pressed levers, and psychologists
constructed theories of human behaviour therefrom. We
(we non-biologists, that is) learnt from the ethologists
that it was unscientific to generalize even from one
breed of rat to another, let alone from rats to human
beings; and we began to get an inkling of what the per-
ceptual and sensory world of other species than our own
might be like, and how anthropomorphic it could be to
talk of animals "thinking" this or "deciding" to do that
(Anon. 1972).

From such measured science, the mad rush to the side of
nature is epitomized in the following, a letter by a geog-

rapher to the editor of Natural History on Marvin Harris!

(1972) explanation for warfare, discussed later. While it
may confuse the reader a bit, I include the letter here as
the most appropriate spot,

Although I find Marvin Harris's ideas on the origin and
function of warfare ("Warfare Old and New," March, 1972)
fascinating, I also find them highly speculative.
Harris's conclusion--that warfare is not associated with
instinct--is unfounded. Certainly, he fails to "prove"
his conclusion. Since Harris objects to the view that we
go to war because of our aggressive animal instincts, I
recommend he delete the word animal so that it reads
"because of our aggressive instincts." He may also wish
to delete the term aggressive because humans also become
involved in warfare for protective reasons,

However, the "urge" to protect ourselves, our posses—
sions, interests, territories, and beliefs is something
we are born with; it is purely instinctive in origin.
.Because it is, we place so much value on protection (or
security) that we become aggressive about it and employ
just about every cultural means--including bombing raids
halfway around the globe--in an effort to guarantee it.
Not only warfare, but probably everything we do--biting
our nails, mowing the lawn, or holding up a bank--is at
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least to some degree determined by, or based on, our
instincts. Careful observation of children's behavior,
for example, suggests that each and every activity
(normal) people engage in serves the purpose of satisfy-
ing one or more of our basic needs: the needs for
identity, security, and stimulation (to use Robert
Ardrey's terminology).

Because our instincts are an integral part of us ...,

we cannot detach ourselves, our thinking, or our behavior
from them. No matter how often we are told to "love thy
neighbor," the overwhelming majority of humans will
remain ego-centric, selfish, and narrow-minded, and
groups will remain ethno-centric. Sermons and philoso-
phies cannot change human nature. For this reason, I
contend that if it seems that some of our actions are not
associated with our instincts, the likely reason is that
we fail to see the obscure connections that (must) exist
between our hidden, innate tendencies and our behavior
(Reitsma 1972:4-6).

While the letter speaks for itself, permit me to comment on
the obvious: Professor Reitsma demands "proof" from Harris,
yet any "proof" for his own position is strictly a priori,

that of the Compleat Determinist, and not scientific at all.

2. It 18 in our minds.

Frustration leads to aggression.--This theory states

that when one's hopes, expectations, and needs are not met or
are thwarted, one becomes angry and tries to remove obstacles
through the use of violence; therefore, one is also trying to
adapt or to cope with the problem at hand. Factors that may
influence the aggressive response are: the nature of the
frustration itself, previous experience, waturity, and feel-
ings of the one being frustrated, and available alternatives

to aggressive behavior (Gilula and Daniels 1969:3%98). 1In
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order to reduce violence, frustrations must be removed, e.g.,
violations of civil rights, economic deprivation, social
stress, and constructive expressions of aggression learned
[hitting a Bozo doil, competing in sports, building buildings
and dams] (Gilula and Daniels 1969:398).

There is another version of this theory which holds
that the socialization process by its very nature is frus-
trating, inevitably producing internal conflict and aggres-
sion (Holloway 1968). Since aggression is inevitable, it
must be directed into useful enterprises: .sports, public
works, exploration, and hostility channeled into literature
and the arts. William James called such activities "moral
equivalents to war.,"

Both renditions of the frustration-aggression theory
suffer from an ailment common to most psychological theories:
unfalsifiability. Every instance of violence is explained as
the result of some frustration, delineated through the open-
ended attributes given above. This is not to say that we\
will not become angry, enraged, or hit or kill when we cannot
have something we want; or that people will not try to free
themselves from deprivation, exploitation, and despair
through violence; or that frustration does not illuminate a
particular case. It is to say, however, that a theory which
explains everything--we cannot ask what it would be like not
to be frustrated--explains nothing, contrary to the belief of

many behavioral scientists that the more inclusive their
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theory is, the better it is (Popper 1965:37 ff.). Like those
who use Freud's theory of sexuslity as a unitary theory, or
Jung's theory of the unconscious, those who apply
frustration—therefbre—aggression across the board are arguing
from an unassailable position.

The psychiatrist stresses the similarities, draws the
analogies, presents the pictures in a new light with new
association, as a rhetorical device to focus attention on
the patient's problems. But his tendency is then to
treat his rhetoric as a theory of human development. The
plausibility and success of his rhetoric leads him to
think that his hypotheses of human development have been
proved. The theory is surrounded by a cloud of logical
operations and protected from the need for verification
which, as a learning theory, it would require (Louch
1966:221).

Karl Popper, in 1919, invented an extremely useful
principle, guideline, rule-of-thumb to judge the significance
of theories labeled ag "scientific." At the time, he was
struck by what seemed to be an essential difference between
Einstein's theory of gravity on the one hand, and Marx's
theory of history, Freud's theory of sexuvality, and Adler's
theory of the will to power on the other hand, all considered
to be scientific. He determined the essential difference to
be that Einstein's theory could be tested, as indeed it was
by the astronomical observations made by Eddington during a
solar eclipse--which proved that heavy bodies (here the sun)
do indeed attract light (of the stars) as well as material
bodies (the planets of our solar system). Had Eddington

found no differences in distances between stars during solar

day and solar night, the new theory of gravity would have had
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to be reworked or scrapped. But Freud, Marx, and Adler could
find no cases in which their theories did not apply. Fur-
thermore, Freud and Adler could and did give radically dif-
ferent yet internally consistent analyses of the same event.
Everywhere they looked, they found confirmation for their
theories, Therefore, Popper concludes, these theories are
non-scientific, He did not mean, however, that because these
theories could not be tested they had no meaning. He was not
concerned with meaning at this time. ‘
Popper's verifiability principle was adopted and
altered by those in a philosophical specialty, logical pos-
itivism, that began in the early 1920's in Vienna with
philosophers Moritz Schlick, Rudolf Carnap, Herbert Fiegl,
and scientists and mathematicians. The concern of the Vienna
Circle, and what they held to be the proper concern of philos-
ophy, was to distinguish between statements that are nonsense
and those that are sense, while science attends tovthe busi-
ness of deciding if statements that make sense are true or
false, To determine sense-nonsense, they borrowed Popper's
verifiability principle, which he called a "criterion of
demarcation," but instead of using it to determine the scien-
tific or non-scientific status of a statement, they inter-
preted it so that scientific statements were meaningful and
therefore worthy of discussion, while non-scientific state-
ments were metaphysical and therefore meaningless pseudoprob-

lems incapable of solution because they offer nothing to be
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solved., Popper did not intend, however, that all statements
and theories that could not be tested should be junked, or
that the line of demarcation in many cases was not blurry.
He was trying to provide some measure of scientific status
(Popper 1965:3%9-40).

Above I said that the frustration-aggression theory
cannot be tested, i.e., falsified. Psychologists are quite
aware of some of the problems with the theory and have tried
refinements of the 2 basic assumptions: that all aggression
presupposes frustration, and that all frustration leads to
(instigations of) aggression. Tests of frustration often
include administering electric shocks to people and then
observing what they do when it is their turn to administer
shocks; or tests may be run on pigeons and rats. In spite of
the artificial testing situations (outside the psych lab one
would probably be arrested for shocking people electrically),
and psychologists' admissions "that the level of aggression
shown by the frustrated subjects was not very great relative
to the level possible in the situation" (Berkowitz 1969:9),
it appears to me that attempts to refine and test continue to
be made against a background of unfalsifiable assumptions.
For example, what kind of risk is Berkowitz taking in testing
when he calls inhibitions masks of otherwise aggressive
reaction to thwarting, and a non-aggressive response to frus-
tration a habit? Still, even if they only confirm intuitions

or common sense, and granting the large assumption that
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producing frustration and anger in the laboratory through the
application of electric shock is analogous to frustrations in
everyday life in our society, or that the shocks do indeed
produce frustration, the psychologists' experiments are
interesting. Berkowitz (1968&) has carried out such experi-
ments, in one case on the effect the presence or absence of a
"stimulus to aggression," e.g., a gun, has on the expression
of violent aggression.

As we suspected, the presence of the guns affected both

the number of shocks the students gave their partners

and how long they held the key down for each shock ...

from a statistical point of view, our most significant

finding was that the angry men who saw the guns gave more

shocks than any other group (1968
Berkowitz has tested a corollary hypothesis that violence
will not erupt until a third factor, in addition to strong
frustration and presence of cues, is present: low inhib-
itions. To what extent is violence tolerated or encouraged
within a society? He has found that rather than having a
cathartic effect by sublimating violence and providing an
outlet for "the spontaneous accumulation of some excitation
or substance in neural centers" (Lorenz 1966), the obser-
vation of and participation in violence encourages and
legitimizes greater violence. In his tests, after a group of
students saw a movie in which they thought the violence jus-
tified, they administered more shocks to partners who had

previously shocked them (and thereby frustrated them) than

any other group.



The social implications of the research I have described
are clear, though they are much easier to recite than to
act on. A society that wants fewer violent outbreaks
should reduce frustration, leave inhibitions intact and
remove immediate cues that can set off aggressive acts
(Berkowitz 1968

People learn how to be aggressgive.--Social learning

theory states that aggressive behavior is learned, by watch-
ing and imitation, and does not require frustration for its
expression. Reward or punishment of such behavior reflects
the basic values and "adaptive behaviors" of the group.
In American culture, where achievement, self-reliance,
and individual self-interest are valued highly, we also
find a relatively high emphasis on military glory, a rel-
atively high incidence of personal crime, and a society
characterized by a relatively high degree of belli-
cosity.... From this theory we infer that as long as a
nation values and accepts violence as an effective coping
strategy, violent behavior will continue (Gilula and
Daniels 1969:398).
In contrast, the Semai of Malaya conceive of themselves as
simply not the sort of people who would hurt each other; they
see themselves as nonviolent. This is not merely an ideal to
strive for. They do not say "Anger is bad" or "It is forbid-
den to hit people." They say, "We do not get angry," and "We
do not hit people." The Semai do get angry and quarrel, and
they do hit, but not often. They show their anger not in
violence but in mutual avoidance and by spreading rumors
behind each other's backs. Any more direct expression of
aggression than name calling or throwing a few objects around

is very rare. They believe it is wrong to frustrate some-

one's desires or force a child to do something it does not
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want to do. They have a horror of physical violence; one
adult would never hit another because "suppose he hit you
back?" Nor should one hit a child because, "How would you
feel if it died?" (Deﬁtan 1968:55-58). We can identify with
Berkowitz in this case and say that the Semai experience
little frustration, that they encourage inhibitions against
violence, and that they do not live with aggressive cues.

While Americans are ambivalent about violence and
devote considerable effort to explaining and justifying it,
the Yanomamo of southern Venezuela do not. Instead, they
have elaborated waiteri (ferocity) into an ideological
complex--a male complex.

The socialization process selects for and encourages
ferocity. Masculinity and aggressiveness are instilled
in small children from an early age. It is common to see
parents tease a small boy to strike at his tormentors,
rewarding his anger with approving laughter. Girls, on
the other hand, are taught to acquiesce timidly to the
punishment they receive from their brothers, so that by
the time children are six or seven years old, the boys
have already learned that it is appropriate to bully the
girls and spend a great deal of time at mischievous pranks
calculated to intimidate them.

Boys ... are encouraged to be fierce fighters. They

have numerous opportunities to participate in fights....
They are pressed into the fighting by their adult
superiors, but are.given privileged positions in raiding
parties until they acquire the necessary skills and
experience.... Usually a boy does not take an active

role in raiding until he is seventeen years old, and even
then he may be so frigntened that he will fake illness
and return home before the enemy village has been reached.

Yanomamo boys, like all boys, fear pain and personal
danger. They must be forced to tolerate and learn to
accept ferocity as a way of life (Chagnon 1968a:130).



95

That way of life includes giving and accepting challenges,
temper tantrums, wife-beating, beating contests with other
males, and war expeditions.

Yanomamo enculturation of bellicogity is one of the
best documented events in recent ethnography. It helps to
support the following generalization by Andreski.

In every warlike polity ... there are elaborate social
arrangements which stimulate martial ardour by playing
upon vanity, fear of contempt, sexual desire, filial and
fraternal attachment, loyalty to the group and other
sentiments. It seems reasonable to suppose that if there
was an innate propensity to war-making, such a stimu-
lation would be unnecessary. If human beings were in
fact endowed with an innate proclivity for war, it would
not be necessary to indoctrinate them with warlike
virtues; and the mere fact that in so many societies
past and present so much time has been devoted to such an
indoctrination proves that there is no instinct for war
(1968:187).
This forms part of the basis for certain questions for which
data have been collected in this study. Again, I am not
willing to make a direct causal connection between the pres-
ence of certain practices and values related to warfare and
the frequency of warfare experienced by a particular society.
But the presence or absence of these values I consider to be
vitally important with regard to those reasons, intentions,
and purposes of an individual anonymous warrior. One cer-
tainly does not want to commit the fallacy that "the Yanomamo
go to war because they are warlike," nor to be merely offer-
ing a trivial truth that people will seek to achieve what

they value, Indeed, the latter may not be so trivial after

all for those of us who have grown up in a culture that the
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psychologists say values violence but whose politicians in

every otner breath use the words peece, recorciliation,

generosity, mercy. The problew may lie in what constitutes
violence to the members of a particular society. Unfortu-
nately, the guestionnaire question for this study which
attempted to get at the way violence is valued in a particu-
lar society neglected (or I was not able to invent) to con-
trol for an etic-emic distinction. Answers to that particu-
lar question were coded impressionistically in most cases;
occasionally an ethnographer would help by giving clear evi-
dence for a particular answer. While specific details of
guestionnaire construction and rationale properly belong in
Chapter II, in a crude way this study will end up testing
many, if not all, of the explanations offered for the occur-
rence of warfare discussed in this essay. 1In any case, I do
have one piece of evidence that there exists, at least in our
own culture, dramatic variation--according to subculture--of
what defines or identifies an act as violent.

The Institute for Social Kesearch of the University cof
Michigan conducted interviews in the summer of 1969 with a
nation-wide representative sample of 1,374 American men, col-
lecting attitudinal data on what acts they considered as vio-
lent, what they thought causes those acts, and how they
thought violence should be dealt with. The results were
illuminating. I do have a major objection to the study: why,

especially since the project was headed by a woman
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psychiatrist, didn't the research workers collect comparable
data for 1374 American women at the same time? In terms of
the sociology of knowledge, it looks as though the research
workers were guided b& an implicit value: women are not rel-
evant to violence, or that a violent act is a male act.
Anthropology of psychology aside, "... one of the key

findings of the study was that what people mean by violence
has a great deal of significance for other attitudes. And
the more one labeled an act as violence, the more force one
was willing to unleash to combat it (ISR 1971:4). As support
for my own philosophy of language position on definitions,
the study found that generally the men all knew what violence
was: "... something bad, worthless, fierce, strong, and
unnecessary. Blacks were the only exception to this; they
tended to define violence as weaker, less bad, and less
fierce than other groups" (1971:4). Yet 645 men of the
sample did not agree on which acts are violent acts. In a
gross breakdown of events considered to be violent (Table 1),
looting was mentioned by 85 per cent of the informants,
burglary by 65 per cent, draft-card burning by 58 per cent,
police beating students by 56 per cenf, police shooting
looters by 32 per cent (ISR 1971:4). In answer to the ques-
tion of how burglary, a crime against property, and draft-
card burning could be considered similarly violent,

The study directors believe that one answer lies with

the illegitimacy of the acts. Men tended to put under

the rubric of violence actions they categorized as
illegitimate, and the majority of American men believed
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TABLE 1. .WHO CALLS WHAT VIOLENCE*

White
g%igg%is Union Blacks
: Members
POLICE
Police beating students is
violence 79% 45% 82%
Police shooting looters is
violence 43 23 59
Police frisking is violence 16 10 34
BURGLARY
Looting is violence 76 91 74
Burglary is violence 47 67 70
DISSENT
Student protest is violence 18 4% 25
Sit-ins are violence 4 24 15
Draft-card burning is violence 26 6% 51
Denial of civil rights is
violence 54 40 70
N (63) (279) (303)

*ISR 1971:4.
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that the state has a monopoly on legitimate force (ISR
T971%5),

The study found that the men were more willing to use force
against individuals or groups they did not like, and that
they did not consider force to be violence. So, police
action against a disliked group, no matter how much physical
damage they inflicted, would not be considered as violence.
The research workers tie these findings into in group--out
group behavior, discussed elsewhere in this essay under the
emic statement, "It is wrong to kill a human being but all
right to kill an enemy." The research workers also inter-
viewed the informants about 5 values related to the legiti-
macy of force: retributive justice, self-defense, person
versus property, liberalism versus conservatism, and kind-
ness.
They found that retributive justice--"an eye for an eye"
—-and self-defense were the most potent values among
American men generally in determining attitudes toward
violence--kindness was the least potent: "One is tempted
to say that the values that justify violence are more
important in the determination of attitudes than the
values that oppose it."
The study found that the more justifiable a man found the
use of violence by police to control hoodlums, students,
and rioting blacks, the more he believed in the value of
self-defense, retributive justice, material over humanis-
tic values, property over persons, and the less he
believed in kindness (ISR 1971:5-6).
However, the more a Black American held the values of self-
defense and retributive justice to be important, the more he

believed that the goals of student demonstraticns and pro-

tests would make a better world, that police were not
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trustworthy, and that police acts of shooting looters, beat-
ing students, and frisking were ones of violence.

A more hopeful finding was that the more education a
man had, the less he approved of police violence for social
control, the more he was able to identify with members of an
out-group, and--of special interest to me--the less he valued
retributive justice (ISR 1971:6).

Obviously, the attitudes toward violence documented
for our own society break down significantly into sub-
cultures: those of college students of 1969, white union
members of 1969, and Blacks in 1969. With even finer dis-
tinctions, other interesting percentages might have turned
“up, but the sample size wculd dwindle. In any case, what
these psychologists were looking at were values shared by and
probably learned within a particular group of people.

Maybury-Lewis (1967:305-307) suggests a promising
hypothesis that I was not able to collect data for in this
project but is probably, I think, very significant in matters
of attitude, bellicosity, and war frequency. In comparing
Gé-speaking groups in South America--the Shavante, Kayapd,
Sherente, and Timbira--3 were troubled with severe factional-
ism, frequent killings within and between communities, and
break-up of communities. Factionalism is less severe or
absent among the Eastern Timbira. All 4 societies have age-
set systems, age-moieties for log races, and neither the

Timbira nor the Kayapd have clans or lineages (potential
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units of competition). But while the Timbira are internally
harmonious, the others have continual internecine warfare,
The one institution foﬁnd in the fractious 3 but not among
the Timbira is the.men's house. Rather than being a means to
achieve harmony or Tiger's stable backbone of society, the
existence of a men's house has just the opposite effect. 1In
the men's houses of the Central Gé, boys are taught not only
ceremonial and fraternal duties, but the values of manliness.
One of the ways manliness is exXpressed is in bellicosity,
expressed rituvally by initiated males against uninitiated
ones, and in the most important initiation rifual of all,
ceremonial gang rape of select (and terrified) women, the
ultimate outsiders. Bellicosity is not confined to ritual
situations but spills over into secular life, Maybury-Lewis
argues, stimulating political factionalism, often violent,
within communities and, as communities fission, between
communities. The Timbira not only do not have a men's house,
they also do not have a violent or possessive attitude toward
women: sex is easy and fun. There are several all-male cor-
porate groups but also many community activities with
opposite-sex participation. The arts of diplomacy, compro-
mise, peace-making, and generosity are those valued by the
Timbira. Maybury-Lewis' speculation about the influence of
the men's house should be readily testable. The Yanomamo do
not have a men's house, but the village is so constructed

that it could be described as a single huge round house with
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compartments for individual families, each comparﬁment open
to the center plaza and largely open to its neighbors. The
point is, men can readily gather in any spot for their drug-
taking or palavers, and their behavior is constantly in the
public eye. DMales learn from and teach other males. Their
education arnd achievement are continually assessed by other

men.

%3, Cultural determinism and war.

I do not know what is true. 1 do not know the meaning of
the universe. But in the midst of doubt, in the collapse
of creeds, there is one thing I do not doubt, that no man
who lives in the same world with most of us can doubt,
and that is that the faith is true and adorable which
leads a soldier to throw away his life in obedience to a
blindly accepted duty, in a cause which he little under-
stands, in a plan of campaign of which he has no notion,
under tactics of which he does not see the use.
—-0liver Wendell Holmes, Memorial
Day Address, Harvard, 1895
One of the more recent and faster spreading schools of
explanation in regard to warfare is that of economics and
ecology, and for the following discussion I am concerned with
the positions and contributions of White, Sahlins, Harris,
and Divale. Previous discussion has dealt with the individ-
ual--in biology, evolutionary history, and psychology. But
reducing explanations of a group activity (warfare) to the
level of the individuval is highly disapproved, risking

charges of "reductionism" or, even worse, "psychologism."

What Harris is calling for is a revival, more sophisticated,
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of course, of the 19th century search for laws in the socio-
cultural history of mankind. It is a back swing of a pendu-
lum, the antithesis of the historical (pafticularist),
structural-functional, and diffusionist schools of anthropol-
ogy that developed during the first half of this century.
They were not only not concerned with the discovery of social
- laws but thought such discovery and laws impossible., Their
concern was with the individual person, the individual cul-
ture, and the varieties rather than the uniformity of pat-
tern. They were interested in the historical development of
individual societies and historical relations between soci-
eties, and in the non-historical structure and working of
society, rather than determinism and Laws of History. Most
of the really good descriptions of warfare among the Indians
of North America were done by the American historicalists,
and those for Africa by the British structural-functionalists.
Anthropologists have never actually lost their interest in
regularities, contrary to Harris' charge, and the interest is
even stronger, threatened as we are with inundation by our
accumulated data. But Harris is critical that scientism is
not more widely followed, specifically that our search for
regularities is not concerned with causality and origins.
Various strategems have been introduced that avoid state-
ments of causality, while conveying the impression that
an explanation is being offered.... We have so-called
functional explanations; we have correlations in which it
is not known how the causal arrow points, and we have

"accounting" for in terms of paradigmatic cognitive
frames, which are accepted as givens, although nothing is
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krown about how long they have existed (Harris 1968:2),

Harris' primary reason for writing The Rise of Anthropologi-

cal Theory is "to assert the methodological priority of the
search for the laws of history in the science of man" (1968:
3). He regards middle-range theories as eclectic, chaotic,
useless, and based upon the unrealistic expectation that
eventually it will all make sense. He contends that anthro-
pology needs a general theory of history in order to make
decisions about how research funds are to be spent, and
decisions in social engineering, especially of international

development programs. The ultima ratio of social usefulness

for a scientific paradigm is a crucial issue in both profes-
gional ethics and the philosophy of social science. Its

philosophical implications will be taken up later.

Etics, emics, and laws.--The basic analytic scaffold

for the following discussion is the etic-emic disjunction.

Or. the one hand, it is useful as heuristic to cope with the
twists and turns of sociocultural theory. On the other hand,
it is a specific issue in the philosophy of anthropology, its
formulation indigenous to the discipline., Within cultural
anthropology, linguistics has often been lauded as the most
rigorous, theoretically fruitful, and therefore successful of
the specialties. As a consequence, investigators of socio-
cultural phenomena have tried to emulate this success by

borrowing the basic analytic framework of descriptive
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linguistics and applying it to human behavior. Many problems
have arisen in this transfer, and Pelto (1970) declares that
the debate between emicists and eticists is fundamental.
Briefly, what is going on?

Etics in linguistics is specific and limited. I%
refers to a universal grid describing the production of
speech sounds so that the sounds of any language recorded by
any linguist can be reproduced on sight by any other lin-
guist. It isolates discrete units of sound in the speech
stream and describes the units with varying fineness of
detail in standard symbols. Theoretically, the grid should
include all possible sounds that the human speech mechanism
can make. DMechanism is an appropriate term; phonetic
description is mechanical. Neverthéless, it is subject to
the vagaries of the linguist's ear and the informant's compe-
tence. Disagreements between investigators occur at even the
lowest level of analysis. Once the grid has been used to
isolate and describe sounds, analysis shifts diametrically
from that of a universal open system to that of a specific
closed system--emics. One corcludes with a statement about
the significant structural features within a language. Yet
one cannot understand one side of the disjunction without the
other: one cannot make mutually exclusive categories of
gsounds without the sounds themselvegs; sounds left in iso-
lation are meaningless. The principle of opposition is

operating: dark cannot be perceived unless you know what
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light is; truth cannot be recognized unless you know what
falsehood is.3
In the transfer to sociocultural phenomena, the etic-

emic distinction is similar to Robert Merton's concept of
real and ideal cultural patterns. The etic is how people
actually behave in the judgment of the anthropologist; the
emic is how the people themselves conceive of their
behavior--their reasons, intentions, and explanations. Etic
and emic descriptions are often contradictory. The anthro-
pologist's and informant's explanations for a single event
may be completely different and each deny the validity of the
other's explanation. But Harris insists that the etic is
prior:

There is no error more common or devastating than to con-

fuse what people say, wish, dream, and believe they do

with what they actually do (1971:149; italics added).
The anthropologist is to lay an "etic grid" or macro-theory--—
in Harris' case that of cultural materialism--upon the cul-
ture under investigation and isolate the discrete units of
behavior, analogous to phones, which subsequently are
organized into emic categories. But somewhere along the way
what is heuristic in linguistics becomes the real world in
culture, illustrated by Harris' emphasis on what people

actually do quoted above. How transferable is the linguistic

paradigm? An etic grid says nothing about the relationships

among sounds--that comes with internal emic analysis. But

Harris' analogous "etic" units--basic resources, tools,
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techniques of production, energy, supplies, and control--are
inextricably interrelated. Furthermore, etic grids are not
causal, but cultural materialism is. White, Sahlins, Kaplan,
and Harris represent the etic point of view and place them-
selves in opposition to those anthropologists, specifically
Boas and his students, who stand on the emic side. Their
etic grid is that of cultural materialism and evolution.
Before dealing directly with these theorists, however,
I want to digress a bit and talk about Lévi-Strauss' use of
the etic-emic disjunction in analyzing sociocultural phenom-
ena, because his more literal transfer of the paradigm pro-
vides comparison and contrast for what the others have done.
Lévi-Strauss' paper, "Structural Analysis in Linguistics and
Inthropology" (1945), is an extraordinary attempt to apply
linguistic method to the analysis of social relationships, to
kinship systems in particular, in order to provide expla-
nations as to how and implicitly why these systems can be
arbitrarily derived and yet function with regularity and
'effectiveness" in maintaining society. As linguists are no
longer interested in treating terms within a language as
independent but as elements in relationships that form a sys-
tem to be subsumed under general laws, so the anthropologist,
Lévi-Strauss argues, should view what we call culture traits
as elements within a social system. Kinship terms are analo-
gous to phonemes, and their arrangement analogous to phonemic

systems. ILévi-Strauss means something more than analogy,
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howeVer.. The structure of language is evidence of inherent
structures of the human mind. Therefore, since kinship sys-
- tems are another manifestation of that mind, they must have
structure also. Iﬁdeed, they must have the same structure as
language.

At the time he was writing, attempts to apply struc-
tural linguistic method to social data were apparently unsat-
isfactory; the results of such analysis were more complex and
less elegant and explanatory than the raw data on which they
were based. Why? Because kin terms were treated as words,
between which there is no necessary relationship, rather than
broken down into "phonemes." To obtain a structural law, the
linguist analyzes phonemes into differential elements or dis-
tinctive features (etics) which he then organizes into "pairs
of oppositions" (emics). These elements and their relations
exist independent of psychological, natural, and physical
factors.

To not only demonstrate but to prove his thesis, Lévi-
Strauss applies formal structural linguistic anélysis to the
social relationship between mother's brother and sister's son
and presents us with a general law: The relation between
maternal uncle and nephew is to the relation between brother
and sister as the relation between father and son is to that
between husband and wife; if we know 1 pair of relations, we
can infer/predict the others, since in each of the 2 gener-

ations there is always 1 positive relationship and 1 negative



one. The premises from which this law is derived include a
brother-sister-sister's son basic unit of kinship, the incest
taboo, and alliance theory.

But these premises consist of unfalsifiable assump-
tions. ILévi-Strauss, unlike the descriptive linguist, per-
sists in going beyond form--items and their arrangement--into
meaning and function. Although recognizing that form does
not correlate predictably with meaning, that the symbols or
kin terms are arbitrary, he still presents what he considers
a predictive model that integrates form, meaning, and func-
tion. In this paper, and throughout most of his work, he
relies upon case illustration to establish a general law, a
practice derived from Durkheim, who believed that 1 good
case supported a universal explanation. Quantification is
not considered necessary because the structure of the human
mind is a universal, like Freud's structure of the psyche.

From what one may call historical idealism, or a ver-
sion thereof, let us move to the etic application of histori-
cal materialism, The argument of the cultural evolutionists
that material conditions are the cause for certain things
happening in human history is powerful. We are probably more
likely to nod our heads in agreement while reading analyses
of events in thése terms than when reading Lévi-Strauss'
interpretations, although both are seductive albeit mutuvally

exclusive arguments. Let us look more closely at this
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feeling of agreement, and then look at actual cases in
warfare studies,

In their concern with methodological rigor, anthropol-
ogists often insist on dréwing tight distinctions between
hypotheses, theories, and laws, especially those anthropolo-
gists such as Manners and Kaplan (1968), influenced by the
logical positivists. Nielsen (1967), a philosopher of
another school, offers an alternative that is no less demand-
ing but is ﬁore in accord, I think, with the ways in which
human beings ask questions and seek answers. What hypotheses
and theories do is to make sense out of a phenomenon: a
hypothesis "closes up a gap of puzzlement"; a theory is a
wider sort of explanation which "enables men to set their
minds at ease about a broad range of diverse facts...."
(Nielsen 1967:32). While it is difficult to make a distinc—
tion in all cases, a law

... does not explain anything but expresses the regular
mode of action to be expected from a certain class of
phenomena or the regular mode of action of a force
(Nielsen 1967:32).
With the exception of a reference to Lotka in White (1959),
we do not refer to Darwin's theory as a law. Instead,
Darwin's theory has "set our minds at ease" about facts from
geology, paleontology, embryology, and biology. That is,
fossil and speciles variability is made intelligible--we can
look at these phenomena without feeling that they are

inexplicable. Thus,
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... & theory is an idea or a manageable handful of ideas
by reference to which men can throw light on a large
class of physical facts (Nielsen 1967:3%2).

In comparing 2 specific theories, Einstein's theory of
gravitation and Darwin's theory of evolution, there is a
striking and significant difference between the two: the
former is predictive and testable, the latter is not. Had
Einstein's theory not met the test of predictability, as it
did with Eddington's findings, it would have faced refutation
and radical revision (Popper 1965:36). But, as Nielsen
points out, theory in biology and the social sciences is more
often explanatory than predictive. It is not because our
standards or methods are somehow faulty, but because physical
phenomena and phenomena involving living forms are different
scientific subjects. Darwin (and all of us) did make predic-
tions, e.g., that foxes who were unacquainted with and there-
fore unafraid of men when first discovered would soon become
extinct--which in fact happened. But this prediction was not
deduced from his theory; instead, he made it by appraising the
circumstances or context with the eyes of years of experi-
ence. Had the foxes not become extinct, Darwin's theory
would not have been refuted.

Theory-construction proceeds in a variety of valid, use-
ful, and important ways, depending upon the kinds of
facts under study and the kinds of questions men want
answered. In the light of these distinctions it would
seem that the dream of axiomatizing biology, psychology,
and their sister sciences has been entertained without

full awareness of the variety of problems the sciences
consider (Nielsen 1967:38).
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The primary goal is intelligibility, and biological evolu~
tionary theory offers a matrix for explanations of particular
events. When we nod our heade in agreement, this means that
what we are dealing with is intelligible. But the etic
anthropologists are seeking more than intelligibility, or
they require that intelligibility be validated through pre-
diction. And if one demands predictive power, one must talk
in causal terms. |

While anthropology has been concerned with the problem
of cultural evolution for over a century now, individual the-
orists vary in the degree of emphasis and explication.
Leslie White has grounded his theory of culture in physics,
and his conception of the evolutionary process in general is
the most deterministic and the least concerned with the indi-
vidual, I will go into it in some detail, since it is the
most extreme expression of a theoretical position influential
in warfare studies. White (1959) offers the unitary theory
that everything in the universe can be explained in terms‘of
energy, which is the basic and universal concept of science.

The physical ground for the cultural theory is the
Second Law of Thermodynamics, which states that within the
closed system of the universe, order is breaking down into
disorder and chaos, differences are leveling, towards the
final state of equilibrium, or maximum entropy. But living
things, because they are open systems linked to their sur-

roundings, for a while at least can overcome the entropy
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produced in the process of living because they draw on free
energy outside themselves. This energy or negative entropy
is used not only to maintain life and balance positive
entropy, but any ekcesé is utilized to develop structures of
greater organization, complexity, and efficiency. Thus, spe-
cies evolve. Individuals, however, eventually are overcome
by positive entropy as their structures simply wear out from
resistances inside and outside themselves, e.g., aging,
chronic disease, mortal wounds.
Thus life and death alike receive their most profound and
illuminating definitions in terms of thermodynamics. The
maintenance of life is a continuous balancing of positive
entropy with negative entropy. Dying is the losing

battle to overcome positive entropy. Death is the state
of maximum entropy, of thermodynamical equilibrium (White

1959:35) .
The primary source of energy for all living things is the
sun, and since solar energy is relatively boundless the
expansion of living things is limited only by the capacity of
the earth to "accommodate" them, This expansion is both
quantitative (through reproduction) and qualitative (through
the development of higher forms of life). White specifies
"higher" as meaning greater structural organization and more
concentrated energy, e.g., animals are more highly developéd
thermodynamic systems than plants; mammals, than reptiles,
In the struggle to exist and survive, an organism adjusts to
its habitat in terms of such factors as temperature,
humidity, radiation, and food, and competes with other organ-

isms for habitat and food. Those organisms with the most
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efficient "energy-capturing devices" have the advantage in
this competition and will hold it. The tendency of the life
process itself is to increase the mass of the organic sys-
tems, and the rate of circulation of matter through the sys-
tem and matter's transformation into energy (White 1959:37),
regardless of whether the energy is used quantitatively or
gqualitatively. Yet this process can continue only so long
as there is free matter and energy available.4
Man is an organism, therefore he must adjust to his
habitat, compete for that habitat (White uses the phrase
"defense from enemies"), and reproduce. To do this, man must
capture and utilize energy, which he accomplishes through his
body and through culture. Culture is both a means by which
we capture and use energy, and the product of that use.
"Culture" is but the name of the form in which the life
forces of man as a human being find expression. It is
an organization of energy transformations that is depend-
ent upon symboling (White 1959:38).
As the fundamental process of the human organism is to cap-
ture and utilize free energy, so the function of culture is
"the harnessing of energy and putting it to work in the serv-
ice of man." Culture cannot exist without man, and it is
always found with man.
But from the standpoint of scientific explanation of cul-
tural diversities and processes of change (but not of the
nature of culture in general), culture may be treated as
if it had an existence of its own, independently of the
human species. |Italics added.] The "as if" factor does
not render explanations made on the basis of this assump-

tion fictitious or nonscientific. The science of linguis-
tics proceeds upon this assumption, and it is the closest
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approximation to a mature science that we have on the
level of human affairs. Man, the human species or human
organism, is irrelevant to the science of linguistics.
He, or it, is likewise irrelevant to the science of
culture (White 1959:15-16).

Since culture may be treated logically "as a distinct and

n

auvtonomous kind of system," and since cultural systems are

material systems,

.. we may interpret the evolution of culture in terms of
the same principles of thermodynamics that are applicable
to biological systems (White 1959:39).

Subsequently, White sees cultural systems using the energy
they capture to extend themselves quantitatively (population
growth, group fission) and qualitatively (higher forms of
organization and greater concentrations of energy).

As the amount of energy harnessed by sociocultural sys-
tems increases per capita per year, the systems not only
increase in size, but become more highly evolved, i.e.,
they become more differentiated structurally and more
specialized functionally (White 1959:40).

In "discovering" cultural structure and function, one does not
rneed to consider the environment at all; such consideration
belongs to the particular case:

... the law of falling bodies is valuable precisely
because it ignores the influences of atmosphere and the
composition and structure of the falling body. In
exactly the same way, the culturologist is trying to
formulate laws of behavior of cultural systems. Like the
physicist, he wants valid universals. If one wishes to
deal with particulars, with particular cultures or par-
ticular falling bodies, then allowance must of course be
made fog particular conditions in each instance (White
1959:52).

How does warfare fit into this theoretical matrix?

Contending in his earlier work, The Science of Culture
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(1949), that one cannot understand warfare by looking at the
psychological motivations of individuals, White insists:
Wars are fought between societies, between sociocultural
systems, between tribes and nations. It is the culture
of any given situation that determines whether warfare
shall be engaged in or not, and if so how, with whom and
for what (1949:13%1-32).
His discussion of the problem is brief, with the conviction
that the individuals involved are simply not relevant. In
1959, while his discussion of war is again brief, White gives
a more sympathetic picture of man as victim, especially of
the agricultural revolution, the development of social strat-
ification, and the concept of personal property.

An elaboration and direction application of White's
theoretical position is contained in two papérs by Newcomb
dealing specifically with warfare. The first (1950) is a re-
examination of the causes of warfare on the Great Plains
analyzing warfare as influenced by the horse and gun complex,
the fur trade, and the dislocationsand migrations of native
peoples as the result of white intrusion. The analysis ‘
appears sound, and was in fact anticipated by Oscar Lewis'
study of the effects of the fur trade on Blackfoot culture in
1942 of which apparently Newcomb was not aware. The analysis
is in terms of the Chippewa doing something, the Dakota doing
something in response, and so on. For example:

By 1650 the Chippewa and associated tribes had come into
the territory west of Lake Huron, and by the middle of
the next century were west of Lake Superior. It was the

misfortune of the Sioux, who had been in possession of
the Minnesota territory, to come into violent collision
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with these invaders equipped with the steel knife and
musket. After a war which lasted many decades, the Sioux
were for the most part crowded west of the Mississippi.
The Ojibway, however, had had to eject the Sioux from
Minnesota because they themselves were being harassed by
the oncoming white settlers (1950:322). '

It appears that he is describing human actions, reasons, pur-
poses, and so forth. In conclusion, he gives the causes of
Plains warfare: migration onto the Plains from east and
west, competition for the horse, competition over hunting
territories and decreasing game, competition for guns, and
European political machinations of playing tribes off against
each other (1950:%27-28). Newcomb concludes:
In broad terms we may say that from the introduction of
the horse until the extinction of the bison herds the
Plains peoples were making continual and successive
adjustments to the forces of European culture (1950:3%28).
While this theoretical generalization produces a mild let
down after the previous ad hoc explanation, the real diffi-
culty comes in trying to plug this account of Plains history
into the proposition that
... war will be treated as a type of armed conflict that
takes place between societies, meeting in competition
for anything that is valued by the groups involved, usu-
ally consisting of territory or certain products of this
territory, such as good hunting grounds, oil-producing or
agricultural lands.
It must be emphasized that this definition says nothing
about individuals, for in terms of this analysis warfare
is held to be a function of socio-cultural systems, and
individualg are regarded as being no more than the means

through which these systems attain their ends (1950:3%17;
italics added),
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Or that

The motivation of the individual is not the cause of war-
fare, it is rather the method by which a cultural irri-
tation or need is satisfied (1950:320; italics added),

Or finally that

Plains tribes did not habitually engage in war because
individual men were "warlike." Individual men were war-
like because their socio-cultural systems obliged them to
be. The individual attitude of war was an expression of
the socio-cultural process, by no means its cause or
initiator. Whether individual men will fight for obscure
economic reasons, which benefit the society and the indi-
vidual only in passing, is unknown. The fact of the
matter is that most individuals everywhere, in all war-
ring cultures, fight because of immediate, personal
reasons. They fight for glory, for social prestige, to
escape civilian frustration, or for other individual
reasons; not primarily, or perhaps even knowingly for
impersonal, broadly cultural reasons. It seems probable
that men everywhere fight better if they are fighting for
personal reasons. Broad cultural ends are more quickly
attained by the psychological provision of adequate moti-
vation. Yet it does not matter for what reason the indi-
vidual thinks he is fighting and dying, as long as he is
satisfying the needs and imperatives of his culture
(1950:3%29; italics added),

While it is laudable that Newcomb should criticize and offer
alternatives for the previous superficial and tautological
explanations offered for Plains warfare, the ethnographies
contain accounts showing individuals, in varying degrees to
be sure, quite aware of so-called economic or cultural imper-
atives for warfare. The emic is in accord with the etic,

In a second article (1960) Newcomb discusses the cul-
turological view of warfare in general and this time offers a
typology rather than a case analysis. While the paper is
also an expansion of background arguments, especially against

the utility of psychological explanations, in considering the
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"entire known spectrum of human cultures" Newcomb finds four
types of conflict, each associated with and determined by
particular technologieé. Type 1 includes food gatherers
living in ‘isolated (e.g., Australia) or unproductive (e.g.,
Great Basin) regions, who tend to be peaceful because there
is little of economic value for the small scattered groups to
fight over--no one can accumulate surpluses, control large
territories, profit from captive labor, spare much time from
the food quest, and organize into large military units.
Infringement upon another band's territory is'perhaps the
most important source of conflict. But conflicts are
generally so infrequent, brief, unorganized, and involve
so few individuvals that they must be considered a dis-
tinctive form of warfare (1960:327).

Type 2 is what we have in mind in referring to primi-
tive warfare. People subsist primarily as food-collectors
who hunt, or garden part or even most of the time. Their
mode of production cannot support cities, social stratifica-
tion, or states. Conflicts tend to be uneconomic, crude, .
sport-like, unorganized, and brief (1960:328). They do not
have, in Malinowski's phrase, "culturally constructive sig-
nificance," i.e., they are not means to enlarge the economic
base because one's neighbors do not have much wealth. "Prim-
itive warfare is best comprehended as a transitional type of
conflict--transitional between an ordinarily peaceful state
of affairs and serious, deadly, competitive strife" (Newcomb
1960:%28). DPeople carrying out primitive warfare cannot

raise or control large fighting groups, and those groups that
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are raised cannot stay in the field for very long. Neverthe-
less,
... the technological level of these cultures is not so
restrictive in its effect as to preclude war. They are
probably more frequently in conflict over favored hunting

and fishing grounds, and other natural resources than
are the technologically most primitive cultures (1960:

329).
Cultures in Type 3 are based on food production, which
can support large dense populations, specialization, cities,
and states. Property replaces kinship as the basis of socio-
economic organization. Consequently, war is highly profit-
able, and the end of increasing movable and immovable wealth
is accomplished by means of mobilizing large sectors of dense
populations.
Rich hunting grounds, favored fishing sites, and the like,
are always apt to be objects of contention between even
simpler societies, but for agricultural civilizations the
basis from which their cultural blessings flow--fertile
river valleys and other types of productive lands, mines
and supply routes--must be controlled at all costs. And
those who are defeated can look forward only to exploita-
tion, slavery, serfdom, and perhaps cultural annihila-
tion. Thus, war becomes more deadly and serious, its
censequences greater; there is more to fight about, more
to gain or lose (1960:%29-3%0).

This type is "true" warfare, The reader will recall my dis-

cussion of such distinctions in the section dealing with

definitions.

Type 4 warfare includes world war, which "may be
regarded as a consequence of the industrial revolution"

(1960:33%30). Coalitions of nations fight each other with huge

armies supported by well-organized civilian populations, for
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long periods of time. The "causes" for these wars are still
those of Type 3 food-producers, with the addition of urgent
industrial imperatives to have access to raw materials and
markets for finished goods (1960:330).

To these four categories, one could add two more:
atomic warfare and one of its consequences, limited warfare--
total war but only to a certain point, i.e., the use of
nuclear weapons.

Newcomb notes that wars between societies of different
technological levels may take place because they are differ-
ent--the poor want what the rich have, and the rich look upon
the poor as fair game, e.g., Indians of North America versus
European settlers. Yet Newcomb concludes without comment
that whether or not a "culture goes to war" and uses its
technological capability in war, depends upon a very wide
range of other variables, which I shall discuss in a moment,

Finally, this typology hag nothing to do with individ-
uals, since culturologists conceive of culture as "a superor-
ganic entity, obeying its own laws and moving in accordance
with its own principles" (Newcomb 1960:332).

When it is realized that cultures do have their own inde-
pendent integrity, their own direction and force, and an
existence apart from individuals, the distinction between
the reasons why individuals fight in wars and the causes
of their culture's wars comes clearly into focus.... In
fact, a nation may be able to produce more strongly moti-
vated fighting men if they are ignorant of the real
causes of conflict. How many American youths could be
enlisted to fight the battles of the oil companies, or

for the markets of southeast Asia? How many, on the
other hand, could be enlisted to prevent the rape of
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their mothers, or to "see the world" ... or for other
personal reasons? (1960:332)

How do we account for this inconsistency between the etic

and the emic? "All cuitures present themselves" as moral,
good, and true to their members, but relationships between
cultures "have always been governed by the law of the jungle,
by sheer power," because "competitive conflict" is the basic
cause of war (Newcomb 1960:3%2-3%3). The exercise of force
majeure may lead to intricate rationalizations of behavior,

Yet the student who views culture superorganically is
relieved from being upset by the fact that "peace-loving"
nations are frequently at war, or that (as the journalis-
tic world assures us) the man in the street, whether it
be Red Square or Main Street does not want war although
it is this man who will become his nation's soldier. The
superorganicist realizes that the wishes and hopes of the
individual are the result of the interplay of cultural
forces which are affecting him, and that it is not the
other way around (Newcomb 1960:3%33%; italics added).

In assessing the culturological contribution to expla-
nations of warfare, the good points stand out, especially
when considered in the context of the intellectual history of
anthropology. The emphasis on technology and its effects
upon other cultural phenomena are not to be disputed; nor the
perhaps pivotal position in human life of materialism--eco-
nomics may indeed make the world go ‘'round--and the emphasis
on the conseqguences of the agricultural revolution; nor the
drive for a bird's-eye view of history; nor the invention of
heuristics to make that view communicable and applicable.

The culturological theory is partially true--these theorists

are not fools--but false in generality, as I will try to show.
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My primary objection is the loss somewhere along the
way of the "as if" in the conception of culture having an
existence of its own, -independent of human beings. Even
though White, Newcomb, and, later on, Sahlins and Harris
repeatedly state that culture cannot exist without man and
that where man is, one will also find culture, they continue
to ask a question that, I contend, is unanswerable. As the
biological determinists ask, "What is man without culture
like?," the cultural determinists ask, "What is culture with-
out man like?," investigating the flip side of the nature-
culture disjunction. No longer do sociocultural phenomena
occur "as if" they were doing so in accord with certain prin-
ciples and laws, but they really do. The model becomes the
thing modeled: a metaphor of the human puppet responding to
the tugs of the superorganic puppeteer ceases to be a meta-
phor. Bidney (1953) discusses the problem of the culturo-
logical "as if" in detail, and concludes that the culturo-
logical fallacy incorporates a new animism of the superor-
ganic, which has explanatory power as do all myths--and even
perhaps a kernel of truth, as most myths--but can hardly be
called scientific, analogous to theoretical physics.

Perhaps one should qualify this by saying that it can
hardly be called scientific, yet. Popper states that his-
torically nearly all scientific theories originated from or
were anticipated by myths.5 Therefore, a theory found to be

non-scientific, i.e., untestable, may still be important,
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"pbut it cannot claim to be backed by empirical evidence in
the scientific sense--although it may easily be, in some
genetic sense, the"result of observation'" (1968:38).
Popper identifies Marx's theory of history as non-scientific
or pseudo-scientific because it does not take predictive
risks, i.e., be testeda for situations in which it may not
apply. Popper accuses Marxists of adjusting the theory so
that it will always be demonstrated, like the astrologer or
soothsayer making open-ended, adjustable predictions so he
will nof lose clients by being proven wrong. Since White has
been so strongly influenced by Marxist theory, Popper's
criticisms also apply, not analogously, but literally to him.
The criticisms are especially relevant when one recalls that
White's justification for "as if" statements in the first
place is in the name of scientific explanation and a "sci-
ence" of culture. Attempting to be what he conceives of as
scientific, he creates myths instead. In paraphrasing the
culturological view of war, then, when men join together
through choice or conscription, ride or march off to ambush
or engage an enemy, carrying spears or Mi6's, and give as
reasons for doing so righting a wrong, getting rich, gaining
respect and prestige, doing a job, or following an order,
their actions, beliefs, and materiel are simply expressions
of cultural laws, as falling rocks and feathers express the

Law of Gravitation.
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Crdinarily, one does not expect laws to explain why
cultural systemgs behave in such a manner, or why things
fall--but to simply state that they do so, regularly, and
that this regulariﬁy ié testable. But testable under what
conditions? The law of freely falling bodies operates in a
vacuum; the disruptive factor of atmospheric context is
removed. Rocks dropped from the Tower of Pisa or the Empire
State Building will reach the ground before feathers; a coin
will fall almost as fast as a cannonball, but in a vacuum
all will fall at exactly the same rate. We can drop
feathers, rocks, chairs, and flowers thousands of times and
they will behave as the law states. If they did not, the
law would have to be altered or thrown out, its new form
subject to similarly risky tests.6

Let us set up these "laws," one physical, one cul-
tural, side by side. We should be able to do this if, as
Manners and Kaplan contend, there is no "logical or ontologi-
cal gap" between the physical and the social sciences (1968:
10). For the first case, I shall continue examining the law
of freely falling bodies for several reasons. White uses it
as a standard of explanatory power; it is relatively simple;
it is important in the foundation of classical mechanics and
classical physics; and it is deterministic--characteristics
making it more analogous than say quantum physics to
attempts at macro-theory construction in anthropology. The

law states that the velocity of a falling body is proportional
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to the time of its fall and that the distance covered

increases as the square of time, presented in the formula:
s = + a t°

where s equals the distance covered, 1 equals time, and a
equals acceleration, a constant. (The acceleration of free
fall is 386.2 inches per second squared, or 386.2 inches per
second per second, varying slightly with latitude and alti-
tude (Gamow 1962:33%).) Simple, predictive, mathematical, and‘

7 and

the basis for Newton's Law of Universal Gravity
Einstein's theory of gravitation as the curvature of the
space-time continuum, There is no need for an "as if"
gualification; such a qualification would be in error.
For the second case, consider Kaplan's Law of Cultural
Dominance, which at first looks like a law, i.e., it states a
regular mode of action of a class of phenomena, but it is a
direct homolog to the Darwinian theory in which the principle
of natural selection is not a law. Kaplan's "law" states
that the
... cultural system which more effectively exploits the
energy resources of a given environment will tend to
spread in that environment as the expense of less effec-
tive systems. ... a cultural system will tend to be
found precisely in those environments in which it yields
a higher energy return per unit of human labor than any
alternative system available (Kaplan 1960:75-76).

Then Kaplan proceeds to explain that he realizes that as yet

anthropology has not devised a measure of thermodynamic

effectiveness, other than the extent to which a culture in a
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particular environment dominates or is dominated.
In the present state of evolutionary theory we are placed
in somewhat the same embarrassing position as the biolo-
gists who account for the survival of certain organisms
in terms of their better adaptability and then turn about
and assert that the reason they know one organism is
better adapted to its environment than another is that
one survives and the other does not (Kaplan 1960:76).
Ornie should certainly not think that such embarrassment is an
indication that adaptation is a worthless concept, because it
is not. Its utility has been demonstrated repeatedly.
Indeed, we would not be able to talk about the processes of
biological evolution without it. But the important point is
that Kaplan apparently calls this trend, or proposition, or
even principle or theory a law because of the implicit
assumption that while it cannot qualify for law status now,
in the future we will be able to fill in the holes. On the
basis of its potential, call it a law. Using such reasoning,
plus an unconditional criterion of regularity, we could ele-
vate any number of statements to the status of law and thus
by fiat be scientific. Why not have the Law of Oedipus, fhe
Law of Frustration and Aggression, the Law of Maximization,
the Surplus Law, the Law of Male Dominance, and the Law of
Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage?
Harris (1971:20% ff.) does offer a mathematical meas-

ure of technoenvironmental efficiency, which could be consid-

ered a direct measure of adaption. His formula states:

E=nxtxzrxe
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g i1

where E eguals food energy or the number of calories produced
per year; m equals the number of food producers; t equals
hours of work for each food producer; r equals calories
expended per hour; and‘g equals the average number of calories
produced for each calorie expended. The value of g is

derived by:

total calories of food produced per day
the number of workers x average hours of work per
worker x 150 calories (that which each worker
expends each hour above basal metabolism)

Therefore, 7.4 Kung Bushmen of the Kalahari Desert working 6
hours each and expending 150 calories each per hour, collect
64,200 calories worth of food, giving them an index of 9.6.
If the index ﬁere less than 1.0, one would assume that the
people were starving. Including this index in the larger
formula, one is not solving for E. Instead, E is estimated
at 365 x 64,200 (assuming of course that this is a daily
average) equals 23,433,000, The value of m is given as 20,
the number of adult individuals who worked at food getting
over a certain period. The formula is completed by solving
for t, which is 605 hours per food collector per year. One
hundred forty-six Tsembaga Maring, swidden agriculturalists
in New Guinea, produce 130 million calories in vegetable
foods annually, each working 380 hours per year, and having
an efficiency ratio estimated at 18.0, and 18 million calo-
ries in animal food (pigs), but which produces a much lower

efficiency rating of 2.1 (1971:210-13%). Five million farm



workers in the United States in 1964 produced 260 trillion
calories, each working an average of 1714 hours, with an
efficiency index of 210.0 (1971:217). Harris specifically
omits energy expended in food preparation (1971:206).

By interpolation with Kaplan's Law, we could expect
that the society with the highest efficiency rating in a par-
ticular environment will tend to spread in that environment
and in most cases by force or the threat of force: military
conguest, extermination, dispossession, colonization:

... an advanced cultural system can marshall a greater
and more powerfully equipped military force,8 enabling it
to take, and hold against encroachment or revolt, areas
where its exploitative techniques are more effective than
rival systems (Kaplan 1960:88; note added).
Or a dominant type may spread by adoption, as a threatened
society adapts to the system of the threat rather than fight-
ing it. Harris aBmits to the problems of inexactitude in
what one could call cynically a nutritional theory of his-
tory:
Although this formula is constructed from several "“guess-
timates," correspondences with the data from other soci-
eties increase our confidence in its basic accuracy. The
most problematical factor is the value of 150 calories
per hour for r. It is very difficult to measure calorie
expenditure per time unit under natural field conditions
(Harris 1971:205).
One would also have to know the caloric values of native
foods, the caloric intake of each worker, the exact amount of
time spent working, and seasonal variations, Unlike taking a

pulse by counting for 15 seconds and multiplying by 4, in

measuring highly variable work, as opposed to a position on



an assembly line, it does not seem legitimate to measure for
3 months and multiply by‘4 for an annual figure. One should
know these things beyond "guesstimates" if the mathematical
rigor of the food-energy formula is to even approach that of
the Law of Falling Bodies. What might be empirical implemen-
tation of the Law of Cultural Dominance outwardly wears the
trappings of physical law but upon closer inspection it is
filled with unknowns. There are 2 possible courses to take
in dealing with these unknowns. The first is to invent means,
expend effort, and demand rigor to fill in those unknowns as
Koebben (1967), Hempel (1959), and Harris insist on the
assumption that the task is possible,

The second is to examine the possibility that at the
most such formulae are estimates and will remain so because

of the nature of human life, in this case "work." Putting it

another way the unknowns can never be filled in exactly, like
the rate of acceleration on earth, because human action is
open ended, not because we have not yet found the limits.\
For example, what about time and caloric expenditures for
events like thinking and talking about food-getting, and
preparations for food-getting activities? We cannot, con-
trary to White's belief, put human action in a vacuum, nor
is it legitimate to operate "as if" we could.

Meny an earnest psychologist or sociologist apologizes

for the fact that his science is not, or is not yet, a

science in the Newtonian sense, that is, a small set of

formulas and principles from which individual behavior
can be predicted in much the same way that astronomers
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predict an eclipse. But are apologies called for? In
Newton, as in Einstein later, the fullness of time
brought together a genius for theorizing and a_ domain in
which certain kinds of cyclical or otherwise repeatable
events lend themselves to mathematical treatment. How-
ever, not every scientific subject exhibits that initial
kind of order (Nielsen 1967:%4; italics added),

Yet Service (1960) lavds the culture evolutionary point of
view as good because it is predictive and therefore relevant
to modern life in forecasting the future and making improve-
ments in the world. Again, useful engineering is the ultima
ratio. Before examining the predictive and explanatory
claims of the Law of Culture Dominance--—
The law of cultural dominance, which is derived from
examination of the process of the rise and spread of dom-
inant culture types, not only underlies the distribution
of culture and the historic movements of peoples and
societies, but also explains why some cultural systems

have been able to spread at the expense of others and
some have not (Kaplan 1960:92; italics added)

--I want to look at another comparative case, from the social
sciences this time,

Formal economics, commonly thought of as the most
"scientific" of the social sciences, makes a strong engineer-
ing claim, but when looked at closely its ideal postulates
operating in a social vacuum do not explain or predict well
in the real world. We might even call formal economic theory
"super-etic."

The world as depicted by conventional economics is a
highly "idealized" world. It is a world in which indi-
viduals act with complete information and foresight; in
which all action issues from economically rational
decisions and is directed toward ends that are always

maximized; in which there are no cultural or psychologi-
cal restraints on translating decision into immediate
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action; and in which all individuals make choices and act
wholly independently of one another. Within this ideal-
ized world, economists have been able to move with logi-
cal consistency, deductive certainty and, frequently,
mathematical elegance. In responding to criticisms that
this idealized world seems to bear little relationship to
any concrete empirical system, economists have replied
that this is the way of science (Kaplan 1968:237).

In his elegant criticism of this view, Kaplan points out that
economic rationality is not a limiting condition of human
behavior in the same sense that a vacuum is a limiting condi-
tion of physical behavior. The buyers, sellers, consumers,'
and entrepreneurs of microeconomic theory are not real people
but idealizations and abstractions, assigned certain proper-
ties within the theory. Even if one does not reject formal
theory a priori and plugs substantive data into it, it only
explains and predicts in market economics. Yet there is
serious question asgs to its usefulness in market eccnomics,
specifically the inability to move from ideal cases to real
ones.
So long as economists have remained in their purely
formal-hypothetical world they have been able to explain
and predict with some measure of success. When they have
tried, however, to make the transition to any concrete
economic state of affairs they have encountered the same
methodological problems that other social scientists con-
front (i.e., non-closed systems, a multitude of vari-
ables, etc.). Their predictive successes seem not to
have been appreciably greater than those of other social
scientists.... (Kaplan 1968:241)
But is evolutionary theory, biological or cultural,
predictive? Recall that Nielsen has stated Darwin's theory

to be nonpredictive, i.e., it cannot tell when or in what

direction a species will evolve or under what specific
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conditions, or even that evolution will continue to occur.
It does explain what has taken place in the past and, if
change occurs in the future, how it came about. TYet the
theory even explains only in a general way.

Darwin's propositions do not directly explain any of the
facts that prompted him to formulate them.... Instead,

a connection between the theory and a particular fact is
made by talking through to the fact in a manner suggested
and permitted by the theory. This talking (or writing)
is not to be confused with any form of [mathematicall]
calculating.... (Nielsen 1967:33-36)

For example, in looking at a collection of fossil hominid
skulls, we notice considerable variation in dentition and
facial skeleton. Indeed, through seriation, supported by
absolute and relative chronological evidence, the specimens
are arranged in what is thought to be a developmental
sequence., The observed variations through time are explained
in evolutionary terms as due to adaptation to and selection
for both vegetable and meat eating. But we cannot deduce
this explanation in tight logical form from the principle of
natural selection which states that those individuval organ-
isms best able to get along in a particular environment will
tend to live longer and produce more offspring than those who
are less well able. Instead, we work from the theory to the
fact in what Nielsen calls a "discursive language" using our

knowledge of physiology, genetics, and culture, e.g., the

relationship between the development of the hand and tools
and both the reduction of big grinding molars and big canines.

Predictions about future hominid dentition are not impossible,
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but they cannot be deduced from the theory. For instance,
similar to Darwin's prediction about the extinction of tame
foxes in the face of human intrusion, in appraising Western
middle-class dietary and dental hygiene habits plus increas-
ing longevity, we can predict a continuvation of peridontal
disease and tooth loss despite our enormous dental care
industry. We cannot predict, however, what hominid dentition
will be like 10 generations from now.

In an article analyzing the expansion of the Tiv and
the Nuer against their respective neighbors, Sahlins (1961)
uses an etic grid over an emic case with results similar to
but more sophisticated than Newcomb's analysis of Plains war-
fare. BSahlins argues that the crucial factor in the expan-

sionary success of these 2 societies is not sufficiently

their environment, technology, and economics but the ways in
which people are organized in social groups in order to adapt
to certain conditions.

The Tiv and Nuer are both expanding against popula-
tions whose subsistence base is the same as their own, but
while the Tiv are the larger population (800,000, the largest
group in northern Nigeria), 200,000 Nuer have intruded suc-
cessfully into the pasture lands of 900,000 Dinka. The sig-
nificant factor apparently is the segmentary lineage system
by means of which people are able to mobilize and through
which they make claim to the right of land use. Among the

Tiv, "... every compound headman within the minimal segment
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holds & right against the world to sufficient farming land"
(Sahlins 1961:3%7)., The world consists preferably of for-
eigners, but for those lineages towards the center of Tiv-
land, one moves against those neighboring lineages mos?t
distantly related to one's own. As internal lineages grow in
population and satisfy their felt right to land by taking
land from distantly related lineages, eventually those kin
groups at the borders are forced to replace their lands
expropriated by other Tiv by moving against foreigners. Such
action leads to a "long and bitter war" (Bohannon 1954:7).
The residents of the border villages may be moving against
their will, "The lineage is simply crowded out as the Tiv
side of its land is consumed by the appetites of other Tiv"
(Bohannon 1954:7; italics added).

The Nuer, whom Sahlins considers as '"perhaps an out-
standing instance of the Law of Cultural Dominance," appar-
ently intruded into land held by the Dinka and successfully
pushed back, split up, and absorbed many of the autonomous
subtribes characteristic of Dinka social organization, As in
the Tiv case this success i1s due, Sahlins argues, to Nuer
segmentary lineage organization. The Dinka, even with a pop-
ulation 4.5 times as great, are unéble to mobilize against
continued Nuer expansion because of the absence of segmentary
lineages, and the Dinka, even in the face of great pressure,
have apparently not invented an alternative. In Sahlins!

words,



The Dirnka lack the tnermostatic mechanism for massing
against the outside, a deficiency that has been fatal

(1961:340).
The reason for this difference between 2 cultures that are
otherwise alike is apparently because the Dinka arrived in
the region first and, facing no opposition, dispersed into
small autonomous groups with little need for cooperation
[quantitative utilization of negative entropy].

These circumstances favor fission but select against com-

plementary opposition or fusion, and long term occupation

will eventually fix this structure making it comparatively
inflexible (Sahlins 1961:%42; italics added).

The Nuer, however, were intruders into an already occupied
area and faced opposition. "This selective circumstance
placed a premium on the ability to fuse as well as to seg-
ment, on complementary opposition" (Sahlins 1961:3%40), If
the Nuer developed segmentary lineages as an "adaptive
response" to their intruding, is it not reasonable to ask why
the Dinka did not develop an adaptive response to intrusion?
On the one hand, we can accept the proposition that inflexi-
bility because of age means they could not and therefore were
pushed around and threatened with extinction--they were too
specialized. On the other hand, one could interpret Dinka
capitulation and absorption as an adaptation, i.e., an
alternative to being killed, but be subject to the adaptation
tautology.

Why did the Tiv and Nuer move against their neighbors

at all? BSahlins cites overpopulation as the reason given by
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both Evans-Pritchard and the Nuer themselves. Yet among the
Tiv, while part of their land is overused in the south, rapid
expansion has recently occurred in the north, where popu-
lation density is less than half the average of 64 persons
per square mile, The significant factor seems to be the idea
and belief of the people themselves that they need land.
Sahlins concludes:

... it seems to us that a certain relativity is required
in assessing land hunger among societies competing for
occupation of a specific habitat. Because the success of
one contestant is necessarily to the detriment of the
other, neither has enough land until the other has been
eliminated, The need for "living-space" is built in: it
becomes a cultural attitude and theory, particularly in
that society which has the decisive competitive advan-
tage. Among the invaders a natural ‘increase of popula-
tion beyond the carrying capascity of present resources
will be taken for granted, and at least for them land
hunger exists--the idea is adaptively advantageous--even
if, by objective standards, there is enough land to sup-
port the present population.... From an adaptive point
of view this is no paradox (Sahlins 1961:341).

Sahlins' explanation does not seem to follow, especially the
statement "Because the success of one contestant is neces-
sarily to the detriment of the other, neither has enough lard
until the other has been eliminated," and the statement,
"From an adaptive point of view there is no paradox." The
former if...then statement does not logically follow, even
though %taken separately the premise and conclusion may be
true; the latter adaptive statement is by nature non-
paradoxical and unfalsifiable.

On the one hand the Tiv are not making a real adaptive

response because there is plenty of land; on the other hand,
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because they think they need living room and more land,
moving against others is an adaptive response to Tiv and Nuer
ideag of native conceptions of overpopulation and land need.
One is left with a "so what" feeling in regard to the explan-
atory power of adaptation but with quite a different reaction
to the explanatory power of the reasons people give for doing
certain things. With some hesitation Sahlins does consider
such information significant--and Harris does not, as we
shall see--and that ideas can be "adaptively advantageous,"
in the sense here that people are motivated to continually
increase their land holdings.

Harris wants to supply a macro-theory of sociocultural
evolution, the basic principle of which is not a law like
Newton's Laws of Motion or the laws of quantum mechanics, but
a "law" analogous to the principle of natural selection in
Darwinian evolutionary theory, "... a basic research strat-
egy, from the application of wnich there is an expectation
that a nomothetic causal understanding of sociocultural phe-
nomena may be achieved." Harris' sociocultural analog to the
principle of natural selection is the principle of techno-
environmental and techno-economic determinism,

This principle holds that similar technologies applied to
similar environments tend to produce similar arrangements
of labor in production and distribution, and that these

in turn call forth similar kinds of social groups, which

Jjustify and coordinate their activities by means of simi-
lar systems of values and beliefs (1968:4).
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At this point one could utter Louch's "so what's new"
response, But there is more to it. As differential repro-
duction is to natural selection, cultural materialism is to
techno-environmental and techno-economic determinism. Based

on Marx's The Critique of Political Economy,

This strategy [or "law" of cultural evolution] states
that the explanation for cultural differences and simi-
larities is to be found in the techno-economic processes
responsible for the procduction of the material require-
ments of biosocial survival ... that the techno-economic
parameters of sociocultural systems exert selective pres-
sures in favor of certain types of organizational struc-
tures and upon the survival and spread of definite types
of ideological complexes ... that in principle, all of
the major problems of sociocultural differences and simi-
larities can be solved by identifying the precise nature
of the selective parameters; yet as a general priunciple,
it does not commit itself to the explanation of any spe-
cific sociocultural types or any specific set of institu-
tions (Harris 1969:241).

If "... the explanation of biological transformations
is to be found in the adaptative advantages (measured in terms
of reproductive success), which particular innovation39 con-—
fer upon the organism and its lineage" (Harris 1968:241),
then the explanation of cultural transformations is to be
found in the adaptative advantages (measured in terms of
thermodynamic efficiency) which particular inventions confer
upon a society [the Law of Cultural Dominance]. Harris then
proceeds to offer a materialist explanation of the difference
between race relations in Brazil and the United States, as
opposed to an idealist one based on Portuguese national char-

acter and Catholicism versus Anglo-Saxon racism and Protest-

antism, that is based first on ecology, then on migratory
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patterns from Europe (labor), demography, industrialization,
politics, militarism, and cognition. Perhaps he would con-
-sider explaining national character and Anglo-Saxon racism in
techno-environmental terms. I doubt that anyone would argue
that an explanation based on national character or racism
could account for the historical data nearly as well as
Harris' "material explanation. Nor do I expect denial of
the great importance of ecology and economics in human
history.

But what are the logical entailments of using cultural
materialism as a unitary theory or the true explanation? One
thing one must not do is pay attention to the reasons people
give you for their actions--that is emic and does not tell us
what people actually do. Cultural materialism, Durkheimian
sociology, British social anthropology, Freudian psychologi-
cal anthropology, and French structuralism--especially that
of Lévi-Strauss—-—

... are predicated upon the assumption that the actual
participants in social life are incapable of an objective
description of their own behavior or of a scientifically
valid explanation of that behavior. All of these
approaches thus share a common commitment to clearing
awvay the errors of autoanalysis, the facade of ideology,
the rationalized appearances of things, in order to pene-
trate into the deeper levels of both thought and action,
... The announced goal is to explain social facts in
terms of social facts, rather than ideas in terms of
other ideas.... The hypothesis that causal explanations
reside in the material conditions of life enjoins an
attitude of extreme skepticism toward the relevance of

the manifest meanings of all verbal events (Harris 1968:
234) .
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The conseqguences of this assumption are enormous and far;
reaching., Surely, if Marx, Engels, and Harris asked a
Cheyenne why he spent so much time fletching an arrow with a
certain kind, amount, and positioning of the feathers, they
would not doubt his reply that not to do so would mean the
arrow would not fly straight, he could not hunt game as well,
and his family might go hungry. But what if they asked him
why he and his fellow Cheyenne perform an annual ceremony to
renew the Sacréd Arrow bundle? Would they doubt his state-
ment that not to do so would put the whole tribe in spiritual
jeopardy, so their arrows will not fly true and their fami-
lies will go hungry? Probably. They might reply that the
real reason is that Cheyenne technology (arrows) and economy
(hunting) have exerted "selective pressures ... upon the sur-
vival and spread of definite types of ideological complexes"
(Harris 1968:241).

How does one determine which statements to doubt and
which not to doubt? If one subscribes to the hypothesis
"that causal explanations reside in the material conditions
of life," then a materialist reply given by an informant is
accepted and others rejected as beingvsuperficial idiosyn-
cratic rationalizations. But he may be wrong about his
materialist explanation; after all, he is deluded about why
he performs the religious ceremony. We know he is deluded

because the ideas or values of religion and spiritual

jeopardy and sacred arrows do not explain the facts of
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success or failure in hunting--in the materialist paradigm.
At this point we are entering the realm of yet another dis-
junction, fact-value, an especially important issue in the
social sciences. While I cannot take up the issue here for
the attention it deserves, let me note that anthropologists
of whatever theoretical persuvasion by and large are deeply
attached to this disjunction and accept and teach it as
enlightened doctrine, which in the face of absolutism I
suppose it is.

On the specific issue of warfare, Harris offers an
explanation that appears to have 2 interrelated components:
(1) competition for resources to support growing populations;
(2) an adaptation to maintain populations below "techno-
environmental carrying capacity," the absence of which would
mean population control througn malnutrition and disease.
Both of these components are best understood in evolutionary
terms, specifically principles analogous to that of natural
selection--discussed to some extent above. The first compo-
nent is straightforward and consistent with the economic
explanations discussed below. The second is more difficult
and its implications less clear,

Harris sees warfare as the inevitable result of com-
‘petition for natural resources to support food production,
which in turn leads to increased population, i.e., the
enlarged food base precedes a rise in population. Subse-

quently, smaller and therefore weaker populations, in order
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not to be eliminated by larger stronger ones, must increase
their own numbers, which leads to intensified friction
between populations and eventually to warfare. Food-
collectors, because of their small dispersed groups with
fluctuating membership and network of marriage alliances,
have conflicts but not "true" warfare. Food-producers, how-
ever, experience intensified warfare, in competing for crop
lands.
In-group identities increase and as a result whole vil-
lage communities become each other's "enemies." The fre-
quent occurrence of full-scale wars of annihilation by
one low-energy agricultural community against another
cannot be denied. These wars differ from modern wars
only in scale, in effectiveness of the weapons of homi-
cide, in degree of the organization of military
exploits. If primitive wars were less genocidal or less
brutal than our own, it was simply for lack of technique
and technology (Harris 1971:226-27).
He assumes that the expansion of "high-energy" societies
(those with higher productivity) is determined, and that
preindustrial
... sociocultural systems are under constant ideological
and political pressure to expand to the limit of their
technoenvironmental carrying capacity. The larger the
group, the more secure it is against attack. Hence in
a given region each group tends to maximize its strength
by getting as close as possible to its local carrying
capacity (Harris 1971:225).
These assumptions, that expansion and attack are inevitable,
are questionable: some sociocultural systems do, some do
not. Furthermore, I am not clear whether or not maximizing

population is supposed to be "unconscious" or conscious.

There are examples in modern history where large families and
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ideologies of "filling up empty space" are consciously
planned and carried out, e.g., the settlement of frontiers by
Buro-Americans, Germany in the 20th century, and Russia after
World War II, but I am not clear on comparative cases for
non-Western societies. The determination of "carrying
capacity" itself is a difficult one, with problems similar to
those of determining technoenvironmental efficiency and
economic surplus.,

Harris' second component is less clear, because he
views warfare as an ecological adaptation of population con-
trol analogous to natural selection for bipedalism and the
capacity to make tools in biological evoiution, interlaced
with conscious human motives such as contraception. "Since
primitive peoples lack effective chemical or mechanical con-
traceptives, all primitive systems of population control
alternative to war also involve suffering, deprivation, and
the reduction of human welfare" (Harris 1971:229). Malnutri-
tion and disease as a "system" of population control

... Lare] ecologically even more dangerous than primitive
warfare since the entire environment may become degraded
through overuse, resulting in a permanent and irrevers-
ible decline toward extinction. Another alternative to
war among primitives is to practice infanticide. To con-
trol population by killing one's own children, however,
can scarcely be regarded as a major improvement over war-
fare from the point of view of human well-being (Harris
1971:229),
While contraception and infanticide are conscious means of

controlling population (e.g., the mother who smothers a new-

born because it will mean too-early weaning and weakened



105

health for the previous child gives this as the reason for
her heartbreaking act), reducing population is not given as
the reason for going to war except in rare instances such as
genocide. Obviously, a group would not go to war to reduce
its own population. Harris realizes that the public evidence

for warfare as a population control mechanism is virtually

’

nonexistent.

In a general sense, we can attribute the underlying
causes of primitive warfare to population pressure in
conformity with the theory [given above]. It must be
admitted, however, that the evidence supporting this
theory has been obscured because the motives that the
belligerents themselves cite for going to war rarel
indicate any awareness of population pressure (Harris
1971:227; italics added).

Harris explains the lack of fit between the etic and ehic:
the reasons people do give--revenge for homicide, trespass-
ing, poaching, witchcraft, adultery, and woman-stealing--are
manifestations of social and physical distress as the pépu—v
lation saturates its technoenvironmental carrying capacity,
and that the acts provoking such revenge can "consciously or
unconsciously ... express the need of a group for more
territory" (Harris 1971:227).

It may seem strange that the people who lose their lives
in armed combat seldom accurately understand why they do
so. But the masking of deeper causes by superficial psy-
chological motives is advantageous for groups locked into
a system of population control that depends on war. To
understand the causes of war is to relieve the enemy of
the onus of guilt, making it impossible to mobilize the
adrenalin and other hormones necessary for effective
hand-to-hand combat. The primitive group that is bur-
denid by doubts is subject to annihilation (Harris 1971:
227)
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Thus, Harris has tied up the loose ends. Not only is warfare

adaptive, but not knowing the real reason why one goes to war

is alsc adaptive, otherwise one could not fight and would be
eliminated. But recall in the discussion of Sahlins that

the Tiv and Nuer go to war because tney think they need land
primarily, even though there may be no real need. I cannot
conceive of individual human beings "locked into a system of
population control that depends on war." I can conceive of
them influenced by beliefs and values, varying with individ-
vals, especially the belief where one life and one wrong must
be paid for with another life and retribution.1o Finélly, is
it illuminating to treat the causal effects of war--reduction
of population--as causes, which people's reasons, purposes,
and intentions merely "mask"?

But Harris (1972) in later publications has clarified
his theory of primitive warfare and population control,
largely because of the influence of research by Divale (1970;
1971), who in turn has based his theory on Chagnon's Yano-
mamo work. I will discuss Divale's findings in a moment, but
first a restatement of Harris' theory of primitive warfare as
a population control device.

Whereas in 1971, Harris rejected irnfanticide as the
primary means of population control, in 1972 he has changed
his explanation so that female infanticide is the initial
response to population pressure, and warfare is a consequence

of this initial condition. Thus, when a given population
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begins to experience pressure on resources, i.e., it is
reaching technoenvironmental carrying capacity, in the
absence of effective contraceptive and abortive techniques,
infanticide, whether as a conscious act or through neglect,
is the easiest way to control population.
Simple neglect of babies is perhaps the most common form
of population control. This will begin to take effect at
a point well below maximum carrying capacity as mothers,
burdened by extra work, become less responsive to the
demands of their children. The babies cry unattended for
longer periods and the mothers nurse them less effec-
tively or less often. In ecological perspective, the
line separating infant neglect from infanticide is
extremely thin. In few primitive cultures will the mem-
bers admit that the murder of children is common. But
unconscious deprivations can exert as much influence on
in?ant mortality as deliberate infanticide (Harris 1972:
18],
This proposition would appear to be readily testable, if not
with primitive societies, then with the large number of pop-
ulations in the third world that have reached or already
passed the carrying capacity of their environment.11 Perhaps
such child-care studies already exist; I am not familiar with
the literature. Research on such a problem should be carried
out by a woman in the field who should probably work solely
with women informants--as evidence for trustworthiness at the
very least: there are many important things that members of
one sex simply do not want members of the opposite sex to
know about.
The significant qualification to the practice of

neglect or infanticide is that it is directed against female

babies. Etically, Harris explains this as an ecological
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condition of limiting brood stock--boys do not get ?regnant.
Emically, the decision to kill or the inclination to neglect
female rather than male babies is an effect, in feed-back
fashion, of the consequences of the initial case of female
infanticide. That is, due to female infanticide there will
be a shortage of brides for the males of that age group when
they want to marry, so they raid other people to capture
women, an act of war. Whether out of revenge or the desire
to replace those lost women, the offended group will retali-
ate in kind. Once the practice of warfare becomes estab-
lished, female infanticide will persist, but now due to pres-.
sure to produce male warriors. Thus, a woman-shortage will
persist and, as a consequence, so will war. But Harris
frames this chain of events in functionalist terms:
Thus the pfimary function of primitive warfare is not to
kill off "surplus" males but to insure the continuation
of high levels of female infant mortality. Much of what
we nowadays regard as male chauvinism has its roots in
this situation. One conclusion that I draw from this is
that the whole complex of masculine aggressiveness is a
by-product, not a cause of war (Harris 1972:18-20),
With this I must take issue. Primitive warfare does not
"function" to "insure" anything. I would say instead that the
primary effect of primitive warfare is not a reduction of a
" surplus male population, but perpétuation (if it ever
existed) of female infanticide because of the need for males
to fight. Mortality is not all female; males die, too, but

as adults, in the pursuit of women, glory, wealth, or

whatever.
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Unpleasant as it may be, it is difficult to avoid the
conclusion that warfare began as part of an ecologically
adaptive system of population control. Death through
combat strikes us as wasteful; yet for primitive peoples
the alternative to war for balancing the adult sex ratios
was the expansion of male infant mortality [an unconscion-
able act in many societies] (Harris 1972:20; italics
added).

But what is the evidence for that initial condition of
population pressure to which female infanticide is the
response? The data upon which Harris bases the above expla-
nation are census data collected by Divale for 112 primitive
populations to demonstrate the hypothesis that:

... warfare plays a positive and beneficial role in prim-
itive society and in fact is necessary for cultures at
these levels of complexity. Primitive warfare is part of
a syndrome which also includes female infanticide,
polygyny, and marriage alliances. The almost universal
occurrence of this syndrome in primitive cultures plus
its important ecological role has led me to conclude that
the syndrome constitutes the basic structural framework or
tenplate of primitive social organization. The syndrome's
purpose is to control excess population and to maintain
an equilibrium between a group's population and their
available resources given their level of techno-economic
ability to exploit those resources (Divale 1970:2).
The stimulus for Divale's hypothesis is Chagnon's study of
Yanomamo warfare and his inferences about the relationship
between female infanticide and warfare (1968a, 1968b).
Divale's own evidence is inferential, using demographic fig-
ures for 112 groups. Of these 112, 91 per cent have sex
ratios in which boys outnumber girls in the "young gener-
ation," with an overall average of 146 boys:100 girls, He
concludes that since sex ratios at birth are almost equal,

this discrepancy can be eXxplained only by the presence of
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female infanticide (1970:3).12 In the "adult generation" the
retios are equalized or tipped in favor of females as males
die in warfare. For the 112 groups, the average adult ratio
is 109:100 (1970:3%), within what one could consider as a
"normal" range. Unfortunately, the limits of that range are
not specified. How many more males than females should one
require before the practice of infanticide can be inferred
legitimately, if it is not mentioned in the ethnographies?
While I do not deny the existence or potential significance
of female infanticide, I would like to see some consideration
taken of alternative explanations of unbalanced sex ratios,
For instance, among Orthodox Jews there are many more boys
born than girls. Recent research on conception and sex
determination have explained this particular case: for the
Orthodox sexual intercourse is forbidden until 14 days after
the onset of a woman's menstrual period. In a nofmal 28-day
cycle, the 14th day marks the onset of ovulation, and the
usually acid vaginal secretions become alkaline. Spermatozoa
carrying a Y chromosome (which would determine male sex) are
lighter in weight, faster moving, and more sensitive to
unhospitable acid conditions than those bearing an X chromo-
some. Thus, if intercourse takes place on that optimum 14th
.day, the embryo is more likely to be male. Individual physi-
ological idiosyncracies must also be taken into consider-
ation, and when they are, that theoretical 1:1 sex ratio of

live births seems unusual.1j
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Divale readily concedes that there are serious prob-
lems with the demographic data, but of another sort. First,
a large part of his census data was collected long after
colonial governments suppressed native warfare, so there are
more adult males alive than he assumes would be under aborig-
inal conditions, ©Secondly, the evidence for infanticide
cannot be supported by ethnographic accounts but must be
inferred from the figures alone. After contact in an
unspecified number of cases,

. the young generation ... sex ratios continue to show
high proportions of boys over girls long after government
control and prolonged missionary contact because infanti-
cide is much harder to detect and because most westerners
——anthropologists included--do not look for its practice.

. Primitive peoples quickly learn that government
authorities and missionaries frown upon and try to sup-
press infanticide so upon being questioned by even an
anthropologist they will often deny the practice. One
such example are the Tsembaga of highland New Guinea who
denied using infanticide except against twins when ques-
tioned by Rappaport (1968:15). However, their sex ratio
for those under 15 years is 148 boys per 100 girls which
can only be explained by the use of female infanticide
(Divale 1970:5).

Undoubtedly, tkese would be difficult data to collect, par-
ticularly if the anthropologists also happened to be male,
Recall that infanticide immediately after birth is carried
out by women, not men.

As for statistical data on male deaths in warfare,
Divale cites 2 examples: 24 per cent for the Yanomamo
(Chagnon 1968a:140; 1968b:20), and 28 per cent for the

Murngin (Warner 193%0:481-82). His best case comes from demo-

graphic data on 5 Fiji Island tribes: in 1880 the total
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population of the tribes was 18,028 and the average childhood
sex ratio was 130:100. In 4 of the 5 tribes, the adult sex
ratio was 96:100, but for the fifth tribe, males continued to
outnumber females 125:100. Divale's explanation for the dif-
ference is that the fifth tribe‘had been under missionary
control and without war for 40 years, while the other 4
tribes still carried on warfare (1970:7; Fison and Howitt
1880)174-75). Therefore, following Divale's reasoning,
wherever population figures indicate a ratio of more males
than females in childhood, against a base line of approxi-
mately 105 males to 100 females, one can infer the existence
of female infanticide; wherever the figures indicate a ratio
of fewer males to females in adulthood, one can infer (per-
haps unnecessarily for this variable) the prevalence of war- .
fare or, on the contrary, its absence if there remain more
males than females,

Up to this point, I grant that Divale's hypothesis is
attractive, but its testability has severe limitations, both
in the nature of the data and in Divale's method, limitations
that I shall continue to discuss in a moment. First, con-
sider the problem of percentages. Chagnon (1968a:140) col-
lected data on the causes of 240 adult Yanomamo deaths. Of
these, 39, or 16.2 per cent, of all deaths‘were due to war
and club fights, and of these, 33, or 23.9 per cent, were
males. Contrast war fatalities with those of the biggest

killers, malaria and epidemics (mostly malarial): 130, or
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54 .2 per cent of the adult population, of whom 58 (42 per
cent of all male deaths) were men and 72 (70 per cent of all
female deaths) were women. Only 3 out of 102 Yanomamo women
died in childbirth. I suspect that this particular statistic
is deflated because of the complications that malaria can
cause in a pregnant woman. Furthermore, Chagnon notes that
his mortality figures are probably underestimates:
The Yanomamo have very strong proscriptions on discuss-
ing the dead by name, and statistically adequate data
requires complete genealogical information which is par-
ticularly difficult to obtain with respect to individuals
killed in warfare. Their anguish at the mention of
killed kinsmen precludes intensive questioning on this
topic (1968a:140).
One Yanomamo village of 200 people was raided about 25 times
between November, 1964, and February, 1966; 10 people (sex
not specified) were killed, which is 5 per cent of the total
population. From a treacherous attack during a feast in
1950, 15 people or 13 per cent (again, sex not specified) out
of a population of 115 were killed (Chagnon 1968a:141).
These figures indicate that primitive war is often what it is
not supposed to be--lethal. Divale's statistical reasoning
in this vein may not be sound, however. In an attempt at
comparable statistical statements while criticizing anthro-
pologists for underestimating the deadliness of primitive
warfare, he says:
.. primitive populations are small and the male popu-
lation is being controlled on a generational basis. For
example, it would be a large village that had 100 adult

males but even so, it would only take one killing a year
over a 25 year period for one-fourth of those males to
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perish in warfare. Thus the evidence indicated by the
decline of males in the adult sex ratios plus the specif-
ically observed adult male death rates from warfare of
about 25 percent leads to the conclusion that primitive
warfare was indeed effective and functioned to regulate
the excess male population (1970:8).
Following this reasoning, if there were only 1 death per year
over a 100-year period, 100 per cent of the adult males would
have died in war. A death rate of 1 per cent per annum
cannot be compounded into 25 per cent per 25 years and have
the same meaning; the basis of the ratio is distorted.

Before leaving the problem of the deadliness of primi-
tive war, let us compare Chagnon's Yanomamo figures to some
from World War II, certainly a "lethal" "modern" "war" by
anyone's criteria. Germany, with a population of 71 million,
mobilized over 10 million soldiers, of whom 3,250,000 died;
that is, 14 per cent of the population was mobilized, of
which 31 per cent was killed outright or died‘of wounds, The
U.S.5.R., with a population of 175 million, mobilized 22
million, and lost 7.5 million soldiers plus 7.5 million
civilians; that is, 1% per cent of her population was mobi-
lized and of this 34 per cent died; 8.6 per cent of her total
population was killed or died in the war. Other horrendous
figures include: Hungary lost 42 per cent of her 350,000
troops; Rumania lost 46 per cent of her 1,136,000 troops.

For the Axis powers as a whole, 22 per cent of their 25.5
million troops, representing 11 per cent of a total popu-

lation of 221 million, died. Out of the total Axis
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population, 3.4 per cent died. TFor the Allied or United
Nations powers, while Russia sustained the greatest losses,
the United States with a total population of 135 million
mobilized 12 per cent and of thnose troops lost a mere 2 per
cent. The United Kingdom, with a total population of 48
million, also mobilized 12 per cent, but lost 9.4 per cent of
them. Out of a total Allied population of 1.5 billion, only
5 per cent of the population were mobilized and, of those
troops, 14 per cent were killed. Of the entire Allied popu-
lation, 2.9 per cent were killed or died in war (Wright 1965:
1542).

Returning to the issue of inferring female infanticide
and subsequent warfare from sex ratio data, I must first
point out that it is misleading to refer to the demographic
data from 112 populations as a "sample." Divale declares:

The sample is unbiased in the sense that it contains

every age-sex ratio I was able to obtain in a year's

search of the literature on primitive cultures. Of the

112 societies, 91 per cent have sex ratios in the young

generation where boys outnumber girls: the average for

the 112 groups is 146 boys per 100 girls (1970:3).
Gecgraphic stratification of this sample is as follows:
North America, 34 societies; South America, 6 societies;
Africa, 5 societies; Australia, 11 societies; Melanesia, 56
societies. These societies would be better identified as
populations and the wholé collection as almost a caricature
of the Tylor-Galton problem. I do not wish to disparage

Divale's theoretical contribution to understanding primitive

warfare, or to undervaluve the individual pieces of
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demographic data he offers, but he cannot claim this study to
be a guantified test of his theory. For example, Africa is
represented solely by 5 Nigerian populations: 1 represents
Edo-speaking peoples, the other 4 are all villages of Ibo-
speaking people. As for Melanesia, 20 cases are from New
Guinea; 13 are from the Bismarck Archipelago; 2 are from the
Admiralty Islands; 5 are from the Fiji Islands; 5 are from
the Solomon Islands; 1 is from Tikopia; and 10 are from Great
Andaman Island! Of the 6 cases from South America, 2 belong
to the Yumo of the Columbia culture area, and the remaining
4 are from Amazonia--3 of the 4 are Cashinawa villages.
Divale's statistical inferences are limited to one:
Of the 50 groups who were censussed [sic] while in an
unacculturated state, 90 per cent have adult sex ratios
of less than 110 males per 100 females. While on the
other hand, of the troups who were censussed some time
after their warfare period, 63% have adult sex ratios
of over 110 males per 100 females. A chi square test
indicates over a 99 percent probability that the corre-
lation between the adult sex ratios and the presence or
absence of warfare is not due to chance alone. A Q test
and a Phi test also show positive associations and corre-
lations (1970:4).
The correlations are X* = 33.67; Q = .879; phi = .542 (1970:
11). Divale provides no table showing distributions of cell
frequencies, nor does he specify which are the unacculturated
and acculturated societies or what constitutes "young" or

"adult." Because of sampling bias, I must conclude that

Divale's statistical correlations are spurious.
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Nornetheless, disregarding the methodological problems
that invalidate Divale's work in terms of quantification,
and the potential of actual skewing because of indefinite
demercation between age groups, what do the population ratios
as Divale has used them show? Table 2 gives selected
examples of Divale's data, in the format he uses.
This demographic material is interesting, when taken
case by case. Following Divale's reasoning, where males
outnumber females in the Young Age Group, by inference,
female infanticide must be practiced; when the males are out-
numbered by females in the Adult Age Group, by inference war-
fare must be present; where males continue to outnumber
females in the Adult Age Group, warfare is absent, probably
due to European pacification. Looking at these figures, we
know that the Yanomamo are the type specimen; ethnographic
data support inferences made from the demographic data about
the existence of female infanticide.
The Yanomamo also practice male infanticide, but because
of the preference to have a male as their first child,
they unknowingly kill more females than males. The
Yanomamo have only three numbers: one, two, and more-
than-two. They are, accordingly, poor statisticians.
They are quite unaware of the fact that they do kill
more female babies, and every time I questioned them
about it, they insisted that they killed both kinds--
"more-than-two" of both kinds (Chagnon 1968b:74).

It is not clear at all, however, how many more females than

males are killed; Chagnon's evidence is not conclusive, and

he says that his demographic data must show considerably less

female infanticide than is actually practiced.
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TABLE 2. DIVALE'S SEX RATIO DATA*

Males per
100 Females

Sample Year Total
: Group of Popu- )
Number - - Young Adult
Census lation Age Age
Group Group
6 Cherokee 1715 - 94 98
8 Cheyenne and Arapaho 1880 - 114 112
14 Cree (Alberta, Saskatche- 1894 1,000 106 76
wan, Montana)
Cree 1899 1,000 95 96
Cree 1904 1,000 100 87
Cree 1919 1,000 101 88
Cree 1934 1,000 - 93 93
16 Crow Agency 1880 - 115 88
17 Eskimo, Alaskan 1839 6,560 103 106
18 Eskimo, Caribou 1929 - 145 80
23  Kiowa, Comanche 1880 - 106 72
34 Zuni 1935 2,036 123 136
Average, %4 North American Groups 118 86
Cashinahua (3 villages) 206
35 Balta 1966 1%6 70
36 Samuel 1966 257 92
57 Sika 1966 110 86
38 Yanomamo 1968 400 129 102
Average, 6 South American Groups 890 165 88
47 New South Wales 1846 118 15%
5% Murngin 1930 3,000 143 70
55 Tiwi 1928 109 84 84
Average, 11 Australian Groups 10,258 151 112
59  Kapauku 1955 181 146 81
73 Maring (Tsembaga village) 19673 204 148 . 345

Average, 17 New Guinean Groups

423,348 174 142




ERE

TABLE 2 (Continued)

Males per

p Total 100 Females

frpio Group of Popu- .
Humber Census lation szga Azgit
Group Group
7T Gazelle Peninsula and 1914 27,853 124 114
adjacent islands
80 Vitu Islands 1914 2,523 149 109
81 New Ireland (Namatanai 1914 11,739 114 100
District)
82 (Kavieng District) 1914 14,749 126 151
il Lihir Islands 1914 2,818 147 141
88 Tanga Islands 1914 1,241 126 121

Average, 1% Bismarck Archipelago Groups 98,399 124 124

Fiji Islands

g2 Viti-Levu District 1880 7,236 j22 98
93 Tribe "A" 1880 1,381 138 98
94 Tribe "B" 1880 984 127 90
95 Wainimala 1880 1019 134 99
96 "Mission" Lau 1880 6,708 129 125
Average, 5 Fiji Groups 18,028 130 102
102 Tikopia 1929 1,278 136 104
Tikopia 1952 1:7593 118 1405
Great Andaman Island

103 Aka-Cari 1901 39 300 106
104 Aka-Kora 1901 96 3 96
105 Aka-Bo 1901 48 70 9
106 Aka-Jeru 1901 218 185 122
107 Aka-Kede 1901 59 150 80
108 Aka-Kol 1901 1" 300 300
109 Oko-Juwoi 1901 48 700 110
110 A-Kucikwar 1901 50 66 221
111 Akar-Bale 1901 19 300 50
112 Aka-Bea 1901 o ¥ 5 87
Average, 10 Andaman Groups 625 132 112

*Extracted from Divale (1970:16-23).
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The Kapauku are the second type specimen, and the eth-
nography supports the existence of warfare but does not men-
tion infanticide practices. Yet the Kapauku sex ratios show
a more dramatic shift than tinose of the Yanomamo. The Zuni
in 1935 were certainly not engaged in warfare, and there are
many more males than females in both age groups. Thus, we
are supposed to infer the practice of infanticide but the
absence or discontinuation of warfare. Discontinuation is
supported by frequent Zuni warfare reported for the 1880's,
The Tiwi ratios show no change, and we know that female
infanticide was unthinkable for them, given the high value
placed on females even before they were born in marriage,
alliance, and labor. We also know that the Tiwi fdught, and
frequently, yet male mortality was low in these encounters.
Here, neither female infanticide nor warfare is having any
demographic effect. Yet we would not know that they did have
war on the basis of sex ratios alone. ILooking at the ratios
for Tikopia, it would appear that they practiced female
infanticide and warfare in 1929, or something was happening
to those excess males in the Young Age Group, or that in
1952 female infanticide was practiced less often. But we
know from Firth's ethnographies that the Tikopia did not
engage in warfare aboriginally. We know that the Andamanese
frequently fought each other but not anyone else. But the
ratios alone do not tell us much because they are extremely

variable from group to group, probably because of the small
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population size upon which the ratios are based. The addi-
tion or subtraction of just a few members of one sex to these
populations would dramatically change the ratios. My point
is, how trustworthy are the inferences made from demographic
figures alone? TFor some cases the ethnographies corroborate
the inferences, for others they do not and may even contra-
dict the inferences. How are we to know which figures
reflect life accurately and which do not, without checking
out every ratio ethnographically? Problems of interpretation
and intervening variables, in addition to those concerning
the reliability of raw demographic data from primitive soci-
eties, would appear to make the demographic approach, however
desirable, difficult indeed.

There are 2 other components in Divale's "warfare syn-
drome": polygyny and alliance through marriage. Where prac-
ticed, polygyny "worked as a built—in source of conflict as a
result of an unequal distribution of women to insure a contin-
vation of warfare" (Divale 1971:iv). But political alliances
initiated and maintained through the exchange of women
"worked as [a] regulatory device in limiting the intensity of
primitive warfare" (Divale 1971:iv).

I have found that marriage rules of primitive societies
tend to be explainable in terms of their particular war-
fare patterns. TFor example, Yanomamo and Kapauku
marriage rules favor more concentrated flows of women and
as a result build closer bonds between allied groups....
Conversely, Ibo marriage rules almost prohibit the estab-
lichment of strong alliance patterns by preventing Ego's

generation from duplicating the marriage patterns of the
previous one.... A tentative conclusion is that alliance
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and marriage patterns are interrelated with the intensity
of the warfare; that is, groups with weak alliances have
more intensive warfare gince no village or group has
really strong bonds with another while conversely, groups
with strong alliances rarely fight amongst themselves.
These conclusions are very tentative however and do not
contain the degree of supportive evidence that the infan-
ticide, feuding, and polygyny components of the syndrome
have (Divale 1970:9-10; italics added).

He is wise to be cautious. While the dictum "marry out or
die out" is perhaps generally true, there are various ways
of satisfying that necessity, with varying degrees of success
in alliance formation. At one extreme, Sahlins (1968:60)
describes the conditions arising from the most "inbred" alli-
ance form, that of sister-exchange. The political community
as a whole would be splintered into endogamous pairs who
exchange women with and thus are allied only to each other.
Cr, what is more likely, the political community would con-
sist of two halves (exogamous moieties), which form a self-
sufficient whole. "Certain Amazonian tribes display just
this form of dua; organization, with each village a union of
two intermarryiné‘halves" (Sahlins 1968:60). At the other
extreme, such reciprocal exchange is prohibited and lin-
eages—-especially segmentary lineagesf—become more important
than marriage in political alliances,
What side do you take when your relatives by marriage
dispute with your relatives by lineage? ... The contra-
diction is endemic in lineage systems, but it can be min-
imized by a "prohibition of parallel marriage"; that is,

a bar on repeated unions between the same lineages
(Sahlins 1968:62),



Consequently, a lineage has affinal ties to several other

lineages, but while the absence of intense reciprocal

exchange may create a wider network of marital alliances, the

ties are weaker, and allegiance to lineage is preeminent.
Nonparallel marriage lends itself to a local consensus of
belligerence toward everyone else. In case of dispute
with another lineage, at best only one of the local fami-
lies, directly connected by marriage with that group,
might have reservations about the propriety of finishing
them off (Sahlins 1968:62).

With these extremes in mind, let me reconsider
Divale's assertion that Yanamamo and Kapauku are cases in
which the patterns of woman-exchange create stronger alli-
ances than among the Ibo. First, note that all 3 engage in
frequent or continual internal warfare. Second, the Yanomamo
case, Divale's paradigm case, is rather complex in patterns
of social and political organization. Yanomamo villages are
theoretically composed of 2 unnamed, exogamous patrilineages,
and marriage is based on brother-sister exchange. Members of
a lineage call all other members of the same sex "brother" or
"sister," and males of one lineage call all males of the
other lineage "brother-in-law" and all females "wife."
Therefore, all "brothers" are in competition with each other
for the "wives." If a third lineage should join a village,
whichever of the existing lineages in the original dual
organization establishes brother-sister exchange will find
its ties to the other original lineage correspondingly weak-

.ened. Because of these shifts, and because of the



124

competition among "brothers" manifested in club fights over
possession of women, villages readily fission. Once this
happens, even though the males remain agnates, violence
reigns.
The most bitter fighting, in fact, takes place between
members of different villages who are related to each
other agnatically. It is not uncommon for men to kill
their classificatory brothers in the ensuing raids
(Chagnon 1968b:66).
Regidential units continue to fission as generations pass and
population grows to the maximum tolerable level of about 200
people, or men fight over adultery, rights to marriage, and
murder,

Although affinal ties (reinforced through brother-
sister exchange) seem to be stronger in the long run than
agnatic ties, matters of political alliance do not proceed
smoothly, either., Yanomamo villages do form political alli-
ances with other villages, '"negotiating" through 3 stages:
trading, feasting, and finally the exchange of women. The
Yanomamo tend not to attack those villages with whom they
trade and feast, but they will do so, especially if "some
specific incident, such ag the abduction of a woman, pro-
vokes them" (Chagnon 1968b:98), If re?enge is taken for
abduction, then abduction itself must be carried out in the

first place by one member of the embryonic alliance. At any
point in the stages of alliance formation, hostilities may

break out. While the third stage, the exchange of women,

does link villages together through affinal relationships, it
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appears to me that what may hold these groups together is not
completed exchanges but "the obligation to each other to con-
tinue to exchange women" (Chagnon 1968b:98; italics acded).
Parties to an alliance are very reluctant to enter into the
third stage of obligation: weak villages may be afraid that
they will not receive as many women as they give; strong
villages force weaker ones into unequal exchange and do
receive more women than they cede.

The weak, therefore, are compelled to exaggerate their
strength by bluff and intimidation and by attempting in
general to appear to be stronger, militarily, than they
really are, thereby hoping to convince their partners
that they are equals, capable of independent existence.
By so doing, they also inform their partners that any
attempt to coerce them out of women will be met with the
appropriate reaction, such as a chest-pounding dvel or
club fight [which can escalate into war] (Chagnon 1968b:
98"99 .

While this may be the ideal pattern of alliance formation,
Chagnon notes the following discrepancies.

Rarely does [the ideal pattern] develop far enough to
reach the stage where women change hands, particularly if
the two villages concerned are of approximately the same
military strength. Fights and arguments over women or
food develop, and the principals withdraw temporarily on
semi-hostile terms, perhaps attempting a rapprochement
sometime in the future. Or, if the principals are obvi-
ously different military potential, the stronger of the
two will coerce its weaker partner into ceding women
early in the alliance development, taking advantage of
its own military strength, thus altering the course of
alliance development in the opposite direction (Chagnon
1968b:99). |

That is, hostilities will begin again. Naroll, in his cross-
cultural quantitative study of the deterrence hypothesis,

discussed more fully in Chapter II, based on his small
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sample found that the exchange of women did not reduce the
possibility of hostilities. Unfortunately, nowhere does
Naroll provide the frequency distributions and statistical
correlations for his conclusions in regard to the hypothesis
that cultural exchange manifested in subsidies, trade, and
women reduce the likelihood of war,
Women--whether they are purchased, wooed, or raped--
become part of their husband's household; the exchange of
women, therefore, represents the most complete form of
cultural contact. In many primitive groups men seek
wives in communities which are also their potential
military foes.
Our comparisons, regretably, show no significant rela-
tionships at all between the frequency of war and these
three measures of peaceful intercourse (Naroll 1966:20).
The exchange of women certainly has not lessened the likeli-
hood of fissioning and conflict among Akwe-Shavante groups,
either (Maybury-Lewis 1967). Nor do marital ties prevent the
breaking of alliances among the Dugum Dani of New Guinea
(Heider 1971). There is great conflict between moieties in
each Shavante community and factionalism is not prevenfed by
sodalities, although warrior age sets exist and are important
in Shavante life.

So, where alliance theoretically should be strongest
due to reciprocal exchange of women, there are a number of
conditions to prevent or nullify such a harmonious relation-
ship. Why are Yanomamo (and Shavante) alliances so fragile?

Why are political relationships within and between Yanomamo

villages so subject to disarray? Do we have a case of
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natural man, a Hobbesian creature of every man's hand against
every other man? Wuat do the Yanomamo value more than alli-
ance? Well-documented by Chagnon, it is bellicosity: the
image and awareness they have of themselves. They would
rather avoid full commitment to alliance because it goes
against their self-image of individualistic self-sufficient
bellicosity. Instead of accepting Divale's contention that
warfare is a consequence of weak alliances, plus other condi-
tions, one could argue equally well that weak alliances are a
consequence of warfare--its frequency and the expectations
and attitudes the participants have towards it.

Elsewhere, Divale (1971) gives a general “description"
of primitive warfare, in which he states that "... primitive
societies throughout the world lived more or less in a state
of perpetual warfare," and "... since primitive warfare
occurred almost universally, it is an indication that warfare
served an important function in the cultural-ecological adap-

"

tation of primitive cultures," and it was so important that it
"... pervaded almost every aspect of social and individual
behavior.... This is to say that warfare was a normal dondi—
tion in primitive culture and did not represent disequilib-
rium" (1971:iii). That is, warfare is a normal condition
where bands fight other bands and tribes fight other tribes.
But where chiefdoms, say, fight tribes,

primitive warfare in such an instance was the result

of the disequilibrium that resulted from the clashing of
cultures of varying complexities. This type of warfare
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could not go on indefinitely and would end when a new
equilibrium was established; when, for example, the
retreat of the tribals into a remote area that is not
ecologically exploitable by the more dominant chiefdom
(1971:4dii).
At this point, I share Aberle's dismay at the use of the
equilibrium model: when is equilibrium disequilibrium and
when is it equilibrium? It would depend on whose side you
were on. Surely for the "tribals" to be saved from further
losses only because they retreat into lands the winners have
no use for would place them on the short end of an "equilib-
rium." As Aberle puts the matter, "Conceivably all disequil-
ibrating relationships between two social organizations can
be shown to be equilibrating devices for one of the two par-
ties in the conflict, but it seems doubtful that they can be
seen to be‘equilibrating for both parties" (1968:99). A sim-
ilar confusion exists in modern cold war politics, where one
side recognizes the existence of a "balance" of power only if
it has the edge in military superiority.

Without his specifically mentioning it, it appears
that Divale's generalizations to the universe of primitive
societies in his 1971 essay are again based on "type speci-
mens": the Kapauku, the Yanomamo, the Central Eskimo, and
Plains Indians.14 For example, the following generalization
is obviously based on the Yanomamo material, whose "standard

procedure" for treachery 1 find to be unusual, even in South

America.



129

As with all warfare, treachery was an acceptable strategy
of primitive societies. A standard procedure was for one
group to invite another to its village or camp for a
feast. In primitive politics inter-group or inter-
village feasting was a process by which alliances were
built. Even if the group invited to the feast suspected
a double-cross, they would usually accept the invitation
because to refuse might imply fear, which in tribal poli-
tics was an open invitation to be attacked. A third
group in treacherous complicity with the host village
would wait in hiding, to attack when the visitors were
drunk or sleeping or about to return home. Sometimes the
hosts themselves would suddenly turn on their unsuspect-
ing guests. Treachery usually resulted in tremendous
slavghter because the victims were unaware and in close
physical proximity to their killers. It was not uncommon
for most of the visiting men to be murdered and most of
the women to be stolen (Divale 1971:vi).

In a footnote (1971:vi), Divale supplies 3 accounts to sup-
port this generalization: The Yanomamo, the Roman rape of
the Sabine women, and the story in Genesis of Simeon and
Levi, sons of Jacob, who took revenge on the non-Hebrew
seducer of their sister, Dinah (Genesis 34:1-31).

Divale sees the "purpose" of primitive warfare to be
revenge, mostly for adultery and wife-stealing, but at the
same time he declares that "... it was rare for a raid to be
conducted solely to steal women" (1971:viii). He further
associates types of fighting (feuding, raiding, pitched bat-
tles) with population densities (bands, low-density tribes,
and high-density tribés, and some chiefdoms, respectively).
These associations are already familiar to the reader, but
based on the variable of economics (Newcomb 1951, 1960).
Divale specifically rejects economics as significant in

primitive warfare,
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Primitive warfare was conducted for purpocses of blood
revenge and not for economic motives. ... disputes over
women were the major cause of primitive wars (1971:viii).
Many of Divale's (undocumented) generalizations are familiar
and testable, but Divale is a functionalist and determinist
and offers us, in the end, a unitary theory of robot man.
Several Anthropologists [sic] report that charges of
witchceraft and sorcery were also the cause of many primi-
tive wars. This notion, however, probably confuses cause
and effect. As many primitive societies do not believe
that death can occur from natural causes ..., whenever a
death of this type occurs it is usually charged to witch-
craft and sorcery. The kinsmen of the dead person natu-
rally ask "who was the witch?" and the response, almost
invariably, is an enemy of the dead man. The relevant
point is that charges of witchcraft and sorcery were usu-
ally directed against individuals or groups where prior
disputes were present (1971:viii).
Well enough and good. There is a vast body of data to sup-
port tuis straightforward conclusion, both on the part of the
people and on the part of Divale. But Divale then suggests
"... that witchcraft be viewed, in respect to warfare, as a
mechanism for maintaining group solidarity and hate for the
enemy, rather than as a cause of primitive warfare" (1971:
viii), at which point I throw up my hands in despair at the
futility and dehumanization of functionalist-ecological
"explanations." Divale's restatement of Ardery/Sumner/
Hobbes'! amity-enmity complex simply substitutes witchcraft
for warfare as the means to achieve social cohesion, with

even less success than Murphy's use (1957) of that hypothesis

to explain Mundurucu warfare.
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4. War znd the exercise of power.

War is an evil, is a proposition so familiar to everyone
that it would be tedious to develop. No one is forced to
engage in it by ignorance or kept out of it by fear, if
he fancies there is anything to be gained by it. I sup-
pose that no one will dispute that we went to war at
first in order to serve our several interests; that we
are now, in view of the same interests, debating how we
can make peace; and that if we separate without having as
we think our rights, we shall go to war again.

—-Thucydides

"Now what I have thought," said Arthur, "is this. Why
can't you harness Might so that it works for Right? I
know it sounds nonsense, but, I mean, you can't just say
there is no such thing. The Might is there, in the bad
half of people, and you can't neglect it. You can't cut
it out, but you might be able to direct it, if you see
what I mean, so that it was useful instead of bad."

--T, H., White, The Once and Future King

Matters of conflict and violence have commonly been
treated as belonging to the political sphere: law reigns
within society and war rages between societies. War is the
absence of law. Yet there is a definitional oddity here.
Repeatedly, writers refer to the rules of war; repeatedly,
they separate primitive warfare from modern warfare by
describing the former as game-like or sportive and, as with
all games, subject to rules and, as with all games, not the
real thing. Note the distinction we make in our language
between war games, which the Pentagon or the Rand Corporation
play, and war. The former is an enactment of war subject to
certain rules, but in the long run, just a game. Indeed, if

real casualties were to result from war games, a legal
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investigation would ensue to determine negligence, malicious
intent, or accident on the part of participants in the "game,"

because one of the rules is that no one on either side is

supposed to get killed for real. Like chess. But there are
also rules for real war, which is not supposed to be a game.
On the one hand, "... in many societies of the world, the
rules of warfare are so pronounced as to make the warfare
seem a game," while on the other hand, "Modern twentieth-
century warfare is, if not unique, at least rare in the sense

that it involves the total society and an absolute minimum of

rules commonly understood by both sides--the game element is
minimal in 'total war'" (Bohannon 1963%:304; italics added).
S0 we have what seems to be a continuum: the more rules
there are, the more game-like and less true is the warfare;
conversely, the fewer the rules, the less game-like and more

true the warfare. But there are still rules. The combatants

may totally ignore them, but never publicly. Fighting by the
rules, the Geneva Conventions for example, is part and parcel
of making claim to the justice of one's cause. Breaking or
disregarding those rules (and being caught at it) makes one
theoretically subject to punishment. The Plaing Indian war
leader who lost any men on a raid is held responsible and
must atone in mourning and compensation to the families of
the dead warriors. Within the modern military hierarchy,
each officer is held responsible for the conduct of his com-

mand, and the government as a whole discharges its debt to
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the widows and orphans with a decent burial and ccmpensation.
That these examples are not strictly comparable may be
attributed to differences in the centralization of political
power and the assumption of responsibility for the death--it
is now the enemy's fault that a soldier died, not that of his
commanding officer who followed the rules. There are rules
of warfare in both cases. What else should one be aware of .
in studying warfare? Bohannon (1963:305) asserts the
following.

The necessary requirement in understanding warfare is to
note that war is a type of relationship leading to a
given mode of the multicentric system of political organ-
ization--the mode based on violence and minimal communi-
cation. There are many types of war, as there are many
types of counteracting institutions within the unicentric
systems. There are some places in which the war is
decided by warriors in contest, and the major parts of
the societies are not concerned. There are wars fought
by whole communities--mobs in violence. There are wars
fought by specialist bodies, called armies.  Most North
American Indian societies were typified by the first

kind of fighting: the exploits of warriors were consid-
ered a dominant value in the culture; fighting usually
involved only a few people, and consisted in rather
loosely organized raids in which young men are given a
chance to shine. They then came home, counted coup,

and were rewarded with the best women of the tribe. ...
their purpose was never to aim at a "just peace" under
"our control."15

As a consequence, Bohannon continues,

... it may be unwise to call this sort of situation
[raiding, head-hunting] warfare; it is merely a violent
social relationship with what seems to us and probably to
them an antisocial sort of expression (196%:3%05).

To which I can only add, yes--war is at the very least an

"antisocial sort of expression."
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But, although there are rules of warfare, we cannot
call them laws. The extension of the rule of law proportion-
ately diminishes the likelihood of war, as the elaboration of
public law within society replaces private law--blood feuds,
vigilantism., The solution to the problem of war offered time
and again by anthropologists in the 1940's and 1950's was to
establish a single political unit, a single in-group.

Indeed, the term in-group would be meaningless because there
would no longer be an out-group. Here I am speaking strictly
of political structures and not of humanistic principles. In
any case, external war may simply be replaced by internal or
civil war, rebellions, and revolutions. Somewhere between
the poles of law and war exists the perilous land of diplo-
macy, subject to neither the explicit rule of law or the
implicit rules of war. Using Bohannon's (1963:305) conflict
model, the diplomat within a critical but fluid period of
time after a breach of norm must first establish commonality
with the potential adversary and then convey this understand-
ing to his own group. Unfortunately, if you do not care for
war, too often the latter task is more difficult than the
former, »
Diplomacy is therefore a thankless job. ZEven when the
cultures of the two [political] centers are very close
together or even all but identical, diplomacy is a thank-
less task because it gets involved with the egocentric,
ethnocentric in-group desires and cupidities of each of

the centers, as a unicentric group. Indeed, they may
understand each other only too well (Bohannon 1963%:303),



If diplomatic efforts do fail for whichever.of a great
variety of reasons and war doeg take place, Bohannon sees the
catastrophe as a means of re-establishing relationships on
the old basis, leaving one wita the chicken-or-the-egg
dilemma, or on a new basis, thereby illustrating a
dialectical process.
Bohannon defines war as "a contest having as its aim
a peace in which the balance of power is shifted."t New
Guinean and North American raiders do not qualify because
relations of enmity with their neighbors are permanent and
continued enmity, not peace, is the end to be maintained
(1963:305).
"True warfare," if we may call it such, is a somewhat
different business. It has as its end peaceful settle-
ment with new political conditions, not continuation of
fighting. And obviously, when we find it, we are going
to find societies in which it ‘is carried out by special-
ist bodies called "armies" and others in which it is
carried out by whole bodies of citizens. In fact, there
is here something of the same difference as that between
the moot and the court. It is, in fact, the difference
between a lynching mob and an army. A lynching mob is a
mode of a community; an army is a specialist organization
within a state (Bohannon 1963%:306).
Once again we are faced with trying to figure out into which
definitional pigeonhole to place the group violence of state-
less societies: 1if whole bodies of citizens in a stateless
society fight to achieve peace, they are waging true war, As
for the others, they could be either amateurs or profession-

als, but they are interested in war for its own sake., It is

highly likely that my analysis of Bohannon's criteria is
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prejudiced by the Orwellian paradox of waging war to achieve
peace, a paradox whose expression in our own time has almost

achieved perfection, perhaps best of all in The Report from

Iron Mountain, a hoax taken seriously for too long a time,

which drafted secret contingency plans for the unthinkable--
that "true" peace should break out. I can impressionistic-
ally conceive of a developmental continuum of human conflict:
In the beginning, people may fight for defense, then for the
sake of war, then for the sake of peace (in Bohannon's terms),
but then again for the sake of war--wars not as a means to
peace (under different conditions, of course) but as a means
to more wars. If such is the case, so much for "true war-
fare" in modern times: instead of war being an instrument of
foreign policy, foreign policy becomes the instrument of
war-—-or its specialists.

In careful appraisal of this intuitive curve, one must
consider first the base upon which political power rests
within a society. I accept, with some important qualifica-
tions, the paradigm of Harris, Fried, White, and Sahlins,
i.e., access to basic economic resources. Using Fried's
(1967) types of egalitarian, ranked, and stratified soci-
eties, and speaking at least typologically if not evolution-
arily, band societies are egalitarian in the sense that
everyone has equal right to tools and natural resources. If
they are poor, they are equally poor and may not necessarily

be so (cf. "What Hunters Do For a Living, or How to Make Out
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On Scarce Resources," by Richard Lee, 1968). Order is main-
tained in such societies through the absence of superior fire
power, through the option of moving away from pctential con-
flict, through the threat of adverse public opinion and thus
ostracism or death, and through the need for cooperation in
all vital human activities. Of these, public opinion--the
requirement of being accepted as a "regular guy" by one's
fellows--is fascinatingly effective, even into our own time,
whether the non-conformer be called "witch" or "communist" or
"libber." The accused heretic is everywhere damned, although
in complex societies this trivial truth may be obscured by
the sheer weight of law and its administration. ZEverywhere,
the prosecutors of non-conformers--whether shaman, diviner,
priest, policeman, or judge--wield formidable political
power, albeit sometimes unofficially. As for official polit-
ical leaders of egalitarian societies, Harris caricatures
their power:
Both headmanship and egalitarian chieftainship are likely
to be frustrating and irksome positions. The cumulative
impression conjured by egalitarian chieftainship among
Brazilian Indian groups is that of an overzealous scout-
master on an overnight cookout. The first one up in the
morning, the headman/chief tries to rouse his companions
by standing in the middle of the village plaza and shout-
ing, "Everybody up for the fish-poisoning expedition!
Let's get those women into the manioc gardens! Anyone
for roof-thatching?" The egalitarian chieftain seems to
cajole, harangue, and plead from morning to night. If a
task needs to be done, it is the headman who starts doing
it; and it is the headman who works at it harder than
anyone else. Moreover, not only must the egalitarian
chief or headman set an example for hard work, but

noblegsse oblige, he must also set an example for gener-
osity (Harris 1971:385).
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This headman has no means to physically force anyone to do

anything, although he might use sanctions of public opinion
and threats of witchcraft. If he does not behave as a good
headman should, people will simply ignore him and there is
not a thing he can do about it. Political power is diffused
throughout the social group.

For such societies, Fried (1967:101) contends that
even if ethnographers have described them as warlike, the
time involved in preparations, battle, and ceremonials seems
little. Bands do not build fortifications, do not stockpile
food and materiel, do not provice any special military train-
.ing for warriors, and do not possess tools specifically used
in killing men as distinguished from those used in hunting.

The typical action is a raid involving few attackers; the
appropriate word for what takes place seems to be clash--
there is a sudden violent set-to and most of the partici-
pants return hoarse from screaming threats and insults
but are otherwise unscathed. Again, it is tempting to
compare this behavior with that of the other primates
[those same primates whom, the reader will recall, Ardrey
congiders to be "evolutionary failures"] who, we are
told, expend most of their energies in combat situations
carrying out threatening behavior rather than actual
onslaughts, This is not to say that warfare on the egal-
itarian-band level is devoid of casualties (Fried 1967:
102).
Fried suggests that the Siriono are possibly close to the
norm of warlikeness of simple egalitarian societies: they do
not fight with each other and they retreat from rather than
fight outside groups. Other classics of peaceful bands

include Shoshonean groups, the Tiwi, the Copper Eskimo, the

Mbuti Pygmies, and the Yahgan. Yet the case is not clear.
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Admittedly, the problem is a tough one. There are indi-
cations, for example, that the Vikings feared people whom
they knew as "Skraelings," who seem to have been Eskimos,
for these people paddled right out to the Viking ships and
attacked the Norsemen fiercely. Tuhis also reminds us of
the awesome reputation of come of the Andamanese who are
reported to have destroyed many crews of wrecked vessels
over the centuries,

This problem is worthy of much more serious attention
than it has been given because the nature of warfare
throws much light upon many problemgs of comparative soci-
ology. The final revelations may be surprising. Some
simple societies of the ethnographic present may be dis-
covered through combined archaeological and ethnohistori-
cal techniques to have previously been more complex, with
the more complex structures having been among the casual-
ties of massive contact (Fried 1967:104).

Note that the assumption remains that simple egali-
tarian societies are peaceful because they have neither the
technological means, nor organizational principles of com-
mand, nor the tactics, nor the casualties to qualify as
having war. Fried (1967:105) also comments on the absence of
war leaders, i.e., "leadership of military affairs," as
extremely significant: "... every man stands and fights or
runs away by himself." The context of his comment is refu-
tation of the Spencerian notion that centralization of polit-
ical power is derived from war chiefs who will not give up
their authority once the war is over, an important point to
which I shall return shortly. The problem of the moment is
what is meant by "war leader"--what does he do, when does he
do it, and do the followers obey? In almost every society

surveyed for the cross-cultural research I have done, if a

people engage in war, there is someone designated as "war
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leader." An exception are the Trumai, a depopulated society
in a state of collapse, whose 43 members were no longer able
to organize for anything, even subsistence activities (Murphy
and Quain 1955). Furthermore, a war leader may lead in at
least one and possibly two spheres: (1) the plarning, prepa-
ration, and initiation of fighting; (2) giving command during
the actual fighting. The crucial distinction is to what
extent is his leadership one of authority, i.e., backed by
force. Do warriors obey or do they not? Although our ques-
tions were phrased somewhat differently, Otterbein (1970) and
I have searched the data for answers. Sometimes we are not
in agreement. For example, Otterbein codes the Papago as
having a high degree of military subordination, i.e.,
"warriors obey orders given by leaders," as opposed to
"warriors frequently do not obey orders given by leaders"
(1970:144), while I have coded the Papago as having a low
degree of subordinétion, i.e., "an informal leader whom
people obeyed because of respect but who had no means to
force warriors to obey." ©Possibly Otterbein and I are asking
different questions of the data, in which case the comparison
is irrelevant. The variable I am trying to measure, as dis-
cussed further on in Chapter II, is the extent to which men

voluntarily participate in fighting activity.

One point that does seem to be clear is that these
simple egalitarian societies, when described by ethnogra-

phers, existed at the ends of the earth or in refuge areas,
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Most of the egalitarian societies known to ethnography
have been located in areas remote from the centers of
complex cultural development over the past 5,000 or 6,000
years or more. Particularly as we approach our own time,
we find egalitarian societies in relatively impoverished
habitats, frequently extreme in climatic con01tlous and
poor in natural food resources (Fried 1967:110).

Do they exist in such regions because they have been pushed
into them by more aggressive societies? What is involved in
the "pushing" or "being pushed"?

There are ...a few societies where men seem to find no
pleasure in dominating over, hurting, or killing the mem-
bers of other societies, where all they ask is to be at
peace and to be left in peace. These societies are, of
course, small, weak, technolecgically backward, and living
in inaccessible country; only so could they survive the
power-seeking of their uninhibited neighbors. ... As far
as the history of these small tribes can be reconstructed,
they have always chosen to retreat into ever more inac-
cessible country rather than stand their ground and fight
with invaders. There is no reason to suppose that their
psychological or physiological potentialities are differ-
ent from those of their more aggressive neighbors, but
their values certainly are; for them peace and the
absence of guarreling and jealousy are far more important
than a reputation for bravery and virility (Gorer 1968
34-35; italics added).

Out of such reputations are prestige statuses made, which one
encounters in rank societies, Fried's second political type
These societies are characterized by equal access to
tools and natural resourceg necessary to sustain life, but
also by differential access to positions of prestige, posi-
14

tions "... somehow limited so that not all those of suffi-

cient talent to occupy such statuses actuvally achieve them"

n

(Fried 1967:109). Unlike the simple egalitarian societies,

... rank societies have managed to come down into our ocwn

1

historical period still in occupation, if not control, of
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some of the most desirable stretches of the earth's surface"
(Fried 1967:110). Rank societies are usually food-producers

(with the exception of the Northwest Coast Indians), have

larger and denser populations collected in permanent, autono
mous, and significantly exogamous villages organized accord-
ing to formal kinship ties of descent--not necessarily uni-
lineal--where redistribution of goods is more important than
reciprocity in economic integration and the role of village
redistributor carries prestige and political status but not
political authority (Fried 1967:110-19). Kinship is of pri-
mary importance because it is the organizing principle of a
core group whose residence patterns are male-dominated (viri-
avuncu-patrilocal) lineages and clans,
A1l the sources of interpersonal conflict found in egali-
tarian society persist in rank society, as indeed they
persist in all subsequently evolved types of society.
Certain kindgs of irritation not present in egalitarian
society make their appearance in rank societies, although
their expression may still be relatively subdued. For
example, while access to basic resources within the cor-
porate unit is not significantly altered, there tends to
be much more consumer's property in rank society. Pat-
terns of reciprocal exchange do operate to keep these
things in circulation, but there is a qualitative break
with egalitarian societies as accumulation of nonstrate-
gic values is often the basis or means of validation of
rank distinctions (Fried 1967:141=42).
That is, conflict can arise over who has right to a limited
resource of non-vital but prestige value. Who has the right
to care for and wear certain masks and religious parapher-

nalia; how much is one entitled to in an exchange with

respect to one's status, in gift-giving, in damages?
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Obviously, when people are concerned with rank and status,
they are at least as concerned with lack of or threat to that
rank as they are with recoghition: receiving one's just due
passes without notice, but anything less breeds trouble.

A line of demarcation between egalitarian and ranked
societies is difficult to draw, as in all classifications,
and Fried readily admits this. He sees ranking as analogous
to biological preadaptation: "... after stratification sets
in, ranking emerges in the form of a socio—economic class
system. As such its significance is impossible to overesti-
mate" (1967:154). Actually, ranking is significant enough in
differential access to prestige resources. Fried does not
have to explain backwards from stratification to ranking.

As for warfare generally, Fried states that
... rank societies tend to be combative, ... many of them
exist in what may be seen as a chronic state of war, and
... terror and psychological warfare are common means of
maintaining group integrity in the face of competition
for survival (1967:178).

There are some problems with Fried's identification
of his third type, stratified societies, because as he admits,
it is almost impossible to find stratified societies that are
not states. Nevertheless, he assumes that most if not all
states wust have (rapidly) passed through a stage of strati-
fication in their evolution towards the state. Fried defines

a stratified society as "... one in which members of the same

(0}

sex and equivalent age status do not have equal access to the

bagic resources that sustain life" (1967:186). The specifics
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of those basic resources are variable, of course, according
to geography, technology, and subsistence ideology--"the his-
torically determined perception of the exploitable environ-
ment," in Fried's words. In simpler language & minority con-
trol access to basic sources of food and the majority must
sell their labor to the minority in order to live. This
labor can be used in several ways. The most obvious is in
further food production; the most interesting for our con-
cerns is as instruments of force--police and soldiers.

Wky should people "give up" political control over
their own lives in the transitions from egalitarian to state
societies?

The question has long been a favorite one: Why have
people permitted themselves to be seduced, bilked, mur-
phied, or otherwise conned into relinquishing a condition
of egalitarianism for one of inequality? The question,
of course, is loaded, not only politically but cultur-
ally. Apart from being biased, however, the question is
wrong in its implication that individuals faced a
conscious choice and selected the alternative of rank
society. I believe that the evidence is quite to the
contrary and that events conceived retrospectively as
cataclysmic actually passed without notice until they
were fully accomplished. Rank society grew out of egali-
tarian society without the conscious awareness of the
members of the society in which it occurred; I believe
that stratified society and the state emerged in the same
gquiet way and were institutionally fully present before
anyone fumbled for a word by which to degignate them
(Fried 1967:182-83).

Thus, according to Fried, transition from one type to another
"just happens" at the very least, or more fairly due to

specific "initiating conditions" in the environment:
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... population pressure; shifts in customary postmarital
residence patterns; contraction or sharp natural alter-
ation of basic resources; shifts in subsistence patterns
arising from such factors as technological change or the
impingement of the market system; development of mana-
gerial roles as an aspect of maturation of social and
ceremonial system. I explicitly reject warfare and
slave§y as initiating conditions (Fried 1967:196; italics
added).

But how did the initiating conditions that exert what we must
assume to be selective pressures in Fried's evolutionary
paradigm themselves come about?

While I do not wish to recount Fried's explanations
for each one of these conditions, I do want to consider popu-
lation pressure for 2 important reasons: it has been a basic
premiss in the previous discussion of Harris' and Divale's
hypotheses, and it is a variable intercorrelated in my study.
Fried is faced with the difficult task of reconstructing
events in the original stratified societies in the 0ld and
New World centers of subsequent urbanization, on evidence
that is virtually nonexistent. Acknowledging this problem,
he then analyzes stratification where it has occurred as a
consequence of contact with more complex (and usually Euro-
American) societies. His example is Tikopia, under contact
conditions in which indigenous population controls--late
marriage, limited births, and warfare--were eliminated by
Christian missions so that population between 1929 and 1952
increased by 35 per cent and into famine (Fried 1967:199;
Firth 1959:53). As a consequence, access to land, the basic

resource, became circumscribed by more rules based upon
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membership in small agnatic lineages, and something like rent
had to be paid by non-members for land usage (Fried 1967:
200-201). Formulated as a generalization, then, land scar-
city develops due to population pressure, land tenure rules
become more rigid, although the rules usually delineate right
to use rather than right to own. ZFried does not explain what
happens to the have-nots, or how delineation of land-holding
rules becomes hierarchical, which, after all, is what strati-
fication is all about.

It might be interesting to reorder Fried's initiating
conditions in accordance with Driver's and Massey's (1957)
well-tested evolutionary order of change: division of labor,
residence, land tenure, desgcent, and cousin terms, but con-

trolling for geographical region and language family. As

Driver (1966), Jorgensen (1966), Chaney and Revilla (1969)
have shown, in the long run geography and history are more
significant than universal psyches and functions. Tenta-
tively, I offer a revised scheme that integrates Fried's
initiating conditions of stratification with Driver's and
Massey's sequence of change and supplies some missing links:
[ basic resources]; "contraction or sharp natural alteration
of basic resources"; [technology]; (division of labor);
"shifts in subsistence patterns arising from such factors as
technological change or the impingement of the market sys-
tem"; (residence); "shifts in customary postmarital residence

1

patterns"; "population pressure"; 6 (land tenure); (descent);
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(cousin terms); [kinship-based stratification]; "development
of managerial roles as an aspect of maturation of social and
ceremonial system"; [property-based replacing kin-based
stratification]. Following Fried's reasoning, the control-
ling minority of a stratified society would subsequently use
force as a means to solidify their gains, maintain internal
stratification, and enhance their property, position, and
pover.

It is a truism that many, indeed most, people do not
realize a change has taken place until it is upon them, and
that possibly under human conditions of short life
expectancy, non-literacy, the habit of custom ("we have
always done it that way"), conservatism, and even fatalism,
the question of choice is alien. Nevertheless, some people
ao chooée. Marvin Harris, despite all his emphasis on etics
and the laws of history, offers a hypothetical reconstruction
of events that makes the reasons, intentions, and purposes of
fhe to-be-ruling minority very clear, This is what might
happen. In redistributive economic systems, the redistribu-
tor (headman, "big man") maintains his prestige--remember he
has no power--by demonstrating his generosity repeatedly in
giving feasts, the produce for which he and his kinsmen have
worked long and hard. Each feast must be more lavish than
the last if the headman is to secure his position, which he
obviously must want or why go to all that trouble? In the

redistributive pattern, guests also bring food to a feast and
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the bangquet pot, sweetened by the headman, is divided up
eqﬁally among the guests with special portions going to kins-
men who worked to provide for the feast in the first place.
A larger and larger portion of the kitty is held back for the
headman and his kinsmen. Feasts recur and guests bring their
gifts, their attendance perhaps encouraged through the use of
public opinion or the threat of witchcraft. More and more is
held back until the host's share becomes a royal treasury
used to purchase force whereby gifts to the headman become
taxes to the king, non-payment of which is a crime against the
ate, a state headed by a royal lineage and administered
through a bureaucracy of specialists (Harris 1971:392-403).
There are numerous variations on this theme, but it is incon-
ceivable that at least some of the people do not know exactly
what they are doing and continually make specific decisions
to achieve certain ends. As the discrepancy between the
naves and the have-nots widens, proportionately more revenues
must be used to maintain law and order.
Even when the state objectively provides the mass of cit-
izens with a measure of security and well-being superior
to that of egalitarian peoples, the expropriation of the
peasant's output, the sealing off of habitats, and the
demand for obedience to authority places the governing
class in an essentially unstable and vulnerable position.
The evolutionary viability of the state rests in large
measure on the perfection of institutional structures
that protect the ruling class from confrontation with
coalitions of alienated commoners. These structures fall
into two basic categories: (1) institutions that control
the content of ideology; and (2) institutions that physi-
cally suppress the subversive, rebellious, and revolu-

tionary actions of alienated individuvals and groups
(Harris 1971:406).
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Harris (1971:406 ff.) goes on to list the ideologues of pre-
industrial states such as the Inca, Aztec, ancient Egyptian,
Roman, Medieval European, Oriental despotisms, and modern
tyrannies, a background against which the United States of
1974 is an anomaly, an aberration, a relatively open society
within which one can see more eagily the maintenance of
political power of the state in operation. He does not men-
tion 2 states for which we have evidence that the rulers knew
what they were doing to achieve their goal of centralized
power and empire, Tlacaelel of the Aztecs and Shaka of the
Zulus.

Tlacaelel, half-brother of Moctezuma I and equivalent
of prime minister, elevated the god of war Huitzilopochtli to
the position of most important deity in the Aztec pantheon,
He decreed that a great temple be built to this god, and that
the surrounding city-states become markets from which the
Aztec could obtain food for their god, humans for sacrifice
taken in war (Leorn-Portilla 1963%). One man isolated a minor
religious cult and generated a mystical militarist pattern
that grew steadily in scale and intensity until the Spanish
Conquest in 1517. Three hundred years later, on the other
gside of the world, Shaka assumed a pattern of tyrannical
government and military expansion begun by an uncle and out
of it generated an empire. Although it is not clear that he
was not influenced by European contact, he invented military

tactics that quickly decimated or incorporated non-Zulu



populations and were successful even against the British for
a time. His control was absolute and maintained by terror:
any transgression, actual or potential, was a capital crime,
Yet his subjects did not rebel, probably because of fear, but
also because of material gains and the gratifications of suc-
cess in an expanding empire (Walter 1969). These 2 men were
innovators, people who designed and executed plans to achieve
the ends for which they are remembered. The Aztec peasants
and perhaps even the warriors may not have realized what
those goals were. The Zulu common persons may not have under-
stood the source and structure of their ruler's power. Per-
nhzps those who did, died. In any case, it makes events more
intelligible to believe that at least some of the people
activating institutions knew what they were doing as they
planned for and initiated both change and maintenance of the
status quo. The determinist alternative is to believe that
as History rolls on, human beings unknowingly fall into
waiting roles and speak but do not understand lines that It
has written.

There remains 1 more theoretical variation to consider
here. Carneiro (1972) offers a deterministic theory for the
origin of the state in which warfare is neither the effect of
stratification (as Fried would have it), nor the cause of
stratification (as Andreski would have it), but a necessary
although not sufficient condition. Carneiro's rather elegant

theory is based on the idea of circumscription, whether
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environmental or social, which stiinulates warfare that in
turn stimulates a progression toward political coalescence.
Thus,
... there is little question that, in one way or another,
war played a decisive role in the rise of the state.
Historical or archeological evidence of war is found in
the early stages of state formation in Mesopotamia,
Egypt, India, China, Japan, Greece, Rome, northern
Burope, central Africa, Polynesia, Middle America, Peru,
and Colombia, to name only the most prominent examples
(1972:426).
Carneiro sees warfare as a necessary but not sufficient con-
dition. The sufficient condition is circumscription. For
the environmental type, land used for food-production is
"~ bounded by geographical barriers: mountain ranges, deserts,
or oceans. His examples for comparison are the coastal val-
leys of Peru and the Amazon basin., In the latter, as horti-
cultural populations grew, there were vast forested areas
into which land-hungry people could spill, rather than com-
pete with their neighbors over a limited land resource.
Warfare wags certainly frequent in Amazonia, but it was
waged for reasons of revenge, the taking of women, the
gaining of personal prestige, and motives of a similar
sort. There being no shortage of land, there was, by and
large, no warfare over land (Carneiro 1972:427).
The defeated, rather than becoming subject or tributary to
the victors, could simply move away and open new gardens in
uninhabited areas of the forest.. Thus, Carneiro concludes,
warfare stimulated the spread of horticultural tribes

throughout the Basin, who continued to live in autonomous

dispersed villages. Nevertheless, he infers that there may
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have been situations of social circumscription operating in
Amazonia, basing his argument on the now familiar Yanomamo
case. While the Yanomamo live in uncircumscribed rain for-
est, population density and consequent strife are most
intense towards the center of Yanomamo territory and diminish
as villages are located closer to the periphery. War is most
intense in the center because those who are land-hungry can
satisfy the demands of population pressure only by taking
land away from other Yanomamo, and those who are in danger of
losing have no place to escape to. As a consequence, we have
a2 situvation in which Yanomamo fight other Yanomamo, the
intensity of such warfare decreasing as one moves outward
from the center, with those Yanomamo on the periphery not
fighting any non-Yanomamo. Contrast the expansive effects of
such pressure with the Tiv case, discussed at length earlier,
where those on the periphery are forced to fight non-Tiv to
replace lands lost to other Tiv. While subsistence base is
somewhat comparable between the 2 cases, the concerns of
lineage organization are different. Yanomamo lineages focus
on the exchange of women in marriage; Tiv lineages focus on
internal solidarity and land tenure. |

An explanation based upon environmental conscription
is more straightforward. In Carneiro's Peruvian example, he
presents an inferential reconstruction of political develop-
ment from autonomous agricultural villages to imperial status

as follows., Agricultural land was limited to 78 small
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valleys, "... backed by the mountains, fronted by the sea,
and flanked on either side by desert as dry as any in the
world" (1972:427). As autonomous villages grew in size, they
fissioned, and as available virgin farm land decreased,
intensity of cultivation increased and marginal lands were
made productive through terracing and irrigation. But at
some point [doubtless below Harris' ceiling on the techno-
environmental carrying capacity of the Peruvian valleys]
physical struggle specifically over land within a valley
began.,
With increasing pressure of human population on the land
... the major incentive for war changed from a desire for
revenge to a need to acquire land. And, as the causes of
war became predominantly economic, the frequency, inten-
sity, and importance of war increased (Carneiro 1972:
428).
The outcomes of these wars were very different from those
waged in Amazonia. Losers had no place to escape into, and
if they were not annihilated, they became politically subor-
dinate tributaries to the victors, resulting in supra-village
political units, i.e., chiefdoms. As population continued to
rise, putting even greater pressure on arable land, competi-
tion took place between chiefdoms, with political subordina-
tion once again the outcome of war, and the larger, more com-
plex victor was then a kingdom, and a valley embraced a
state. The last and final step was conquest of valley-

kingdom by valley-kingdom, the winner of this Peruvian tour-

nament to be the international grandmaster. The contest was
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won by the Incas, who controlled a single empire. The aggre-
gation of larger political units was accompanied by increas-
ing internal complexity, specifically the development of an
elite to administer conquered political units,
And it was the individuals who had distinguished them-
selves in war who were generally appointed to political
office and assigned the task of carrying out this admin-
istration (Carneiro 1972:429).
Administrative duties were of the sort that, in my estima-
tion, increase in efficiency in proportion to the threat or
exercise of force: maintaining law and order, collecting
taxes, mobilizing labor for public works. So we have, in
Carneiro's scheme, an upper class composed of a military
elite, the ruler, and his kinsmen supported through taxation
of conquered food-producers; a lower class of prisoners of
var becoming servants and slaves; and a "middle-class" of
those dispossessed from their land by war but not themselves
enslaved who moved into larger communities and sold their
labor as workers or artisans to the upper class and received
tax goods as payment,
Areas of circumscribed agricultural land elsewhere in the
world, such as the Valley of Mexico, Mesopotamia, the
Nile Valley, and the Indus Valley, saw the process occur
in much the same way and for essentially the same
reasons. In these areas, too, autonomous neolithic vil-
lages were succeeded by chiefdoms, chiefdoms by kingdoms,
and kingdoms by empires. The last stage of this develop-
ment was, of course, the most impressive. ... But, in a
sense, empires were merely the logical culmination of the
process. The really fundamental step, the one that had
triggered the entire train of events that led to empires,
was the change from village autonomy to supravillage
integration. This step was a change in kind: everything

that followed was, in a way, only a change in degree
(Carneiro 1972:429; italics added).
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And apparently this quantum political leap did not take place
until about 5000 B.C.

Under pressure probably of the mystique of unitary
theory, in order to account for exceptions Carneiro extends
the range of his theory to include chiefdoms that existed
along the Amazon, arguing that they developed because of

resource circumscription. Carneiro uses the term "resource

concentration"” and says that it "amounted almost to a kind of
circumscription" (1972:4%0), whether the resource be the
basis of a food-collecting (such as the Northwest Coast
trives) or food-producing economy. In summary, Carneiro's
theory simply states that political centralization comes
about through warfare relative to the scarcity of resources
due to geographic or social conditions of circumscription.

If Otterbein's 1970 cross-cultural results are reli-
able, they seem to lend support more to Andreski and
Carneiro than to Fried: a centralized polity cannot persist
without the backing of a sophisticated military force, but a
society can be efficient militarily without political cen-
tralization (1970:70-76). In his Foreword to Otterbein
(1970), Carneiro is most impressed by Otterbein's observation
that

... in war the test of fitness is applied, not just to
military practices but to gsocieties themselves.

And, Carneiro continues:

The ultimate test of fitness, of course, is survival.
And no matter how well adapted a society may be in other
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respects, if it proves unable to cope with its enemies it
has failed in its over-all adaptation and must give way.

When societies fight, the cultural equivalent of natural
selection comes into play. ... As societies compete, the
less well adapted tend to fali by the wayside, leaving

outetanding those best able to withstand the competition.

From the point of view of the traits involved, ... more
efficient traits survive and spread, while less efficient
ones decline and disappear. ...

Cultural selection, which operates even on traits of
little or no adaptive value, acts with special intensity
on traits directly concerned with survival. And since
there is generally no greater challenge to a society's
existence than war, it is here that we find selection
operating most rigorously. ...
Coldly viewed, warfare has enormous ecological signifi-
cance. It is concerned, after all, with a most vital
aspect of a society's environment--its enemies. If waged
successfully, war means the preservation of a society's
integrity and independence, and the defense or even
increase of its territory and resources. If waged unsuc-
cessfully, warfare may mean defeat, subjection, or even
extermination. This is ecology in spades! (Otterbein
1970) .
Cnce again, and even more significantly since what is subject
to evolutionary processes here is the very political survival
of a society, we must conclude, including Otterbein's 1970
findings, about which more later, the following!

Those organisms best adapted to a given environment
will tend to live longer and produce more offspring than
those organisms less well adapted. Those cultures with the
most efficient energy-capturing systems will tend to increase
and spread at the expense of those cultures with less effi-

cient energy-capturing systems. Those political communities

that can capture, maim, and kill their enemies most
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efficiently will tend to expand into the territories of those
political communities with less military efficiency. And we
know which organisms, cultures, and political communities are
best adapted, most efficient, and most successful because
they reproduce more, spread farther, and kill better. Like
one lost in the woods, the eco-functionalists have led us

around in a circle.

Answers

"Have you guessed the riddle yet?" the Hatter said,
turning to Alice again.

"No, I give it up," Alice replied, "What's the
answer?"

"I haven't the slightest idea," said the Hatter.

"Nor I," said the March Hare,

Alice sighed wearily. "I think you might do something
better with the time," she said, "than wasting it in
asking riddles that have no answers."

——Alice in Wonderland

Like Alice, I am weary of looking for an answer to a
riddle that may not have one. At least, there may be no
single answer, no one testable generalization that will cover
all cases. in order to be consistent with the principles of
theoretical validity set forth earlier, it is highly unlikely
that there is any single set of generalizations that can be
subsumed under a law-like statement when we are dealing with
human behavior. At the same time, if I follow my conception
of human action to its logical conclusion, there is the

danger of ending with a description or map on the scale of 1
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to 1, a condition of coming around full circle and dupli-
cating the world, at the very least a physical impossibility.
So somewhere between hither and yon, now and then, micro and
macro, light and dark, there is a land of meaningful under-
standing. Perhaps Harris ana others like him would identify
such an area as that of "middle-range" theories and mushy
ones at that, but I contend that this interstice holds
explanatory power that may be closer to real human beings
acting in a real world. This interstice has been variously
labeled, and often dismissed, as "semantics" and "cognition."
Chaney (n.d.:18), in his concern to return destiny to human
control, makes a similar claim for meaning:
Both the unique and universal in the space-time-mode-
meaning-significance continuum of human existence are to
be explained in terms of the emergent quality of man's
pan-human meaning-mediated existence. What we call a
culture, society, or "pericdization" in human history is
better conceptualized as an artificial, historical
(spatiotemporal) clustering of local distortions in the
space-time-mode-meaning-significance continuum of human
existence.
This view appears to be consistent with that of Bidney, that
because culture is an open system subject to human self-
awareness, it is indeterminate (1967:17-18). I must take
issue, however, with Chaney's description of all cultures as

artificial and distorted, because one does not know what

would subsequently be real and undistorted.

Patterns do exist in human actions. As individuals we
tend to behave with some measure of consistency. We share

with our neighbors and our children similar but not identical
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ways of accomplishing daily tasks in everything from when to
introduce solid foods to an infant to how to govern our com-
munities. Our lives are guided by norms and standards against
which we continually measure ourselves, neighbors, children
... and strangers. Chaney (n.d.:18) conceives of sociocul-
tural patterns as
... holding in terms of the continuity of a culture
(habituation and conditioning of human, artificial para-
digms for expectation and action dlfferentlally rein-
forced through the satisfaction of primary and derived
"urges"), rather than in terms of something inherent in
sociocultural phenomena analogous to "cosmic glue."
Thus, we learn to behave in certain acceptable ways and are
tavught by other human beings. I have some doubt that teach-
ing and learning are suitably explained in behavioristic ter-
minology, but that is not an issue here. Again, Chaney's
view appears to be consistent with Bidney's (1967:17-18),
"that some degree of cultural determinism characterizes human
life, and that cultural anthropologists may study compara-
tively the significant correlations between culture, person-
ality, and society." If the reader will recall from my ini-
tial discussion of determinism, it is not at all clear that
culture is indeterminate but that a human within a culture is
determined. Yet Chaney's distinction must be observed: it
is only what people learn from other peopie in a particular
group that can be spoken of in some measure of determinism,

not that classes of sociocultural phenomena inherently and

therefore universally hang togethker, like magnetism or
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gravity. I must object, however, to the notion of "artifi-
cial paradigms" and instead offer Spradley's and McCurdy's
(1971:4) conception of culture or its paradigms as "arbi-
trary," i.e., there are many cultural solutions to a problem
of human life.17 This term avoids the logical pitfalls of
both "artificiality" and relativism. I speak of interstices,
Chaney (n.d.:19) speaks of transcendance:
I wigsh to stress that the present discussion attempts to
transcend disjunctions such as absolute-relative,
idealistic-materialistic, rational-empirical, free will-
determinism which erode into (1) searches for the direc-
tion of the causal arrows or (2) anything goes. Rather,
the stress here is that human beings exist in variously
interrelated conceptual plots which mediate their exist-
ence,
So in the end we again face the old ultimatum of either order
or chaos, find both lacking, and seek a third alternative.
At this juncture, however, we take different paths: Chaney
describes conceptual plots as mediating existence, that is,
standing between a human and the world; I contend that those
plots are the world.

Let me try to make this distinction clearer by dis-
cussing how anthropologists have talked about cognition and
semantics. The great contribution of transformational gram-
mar has been to come to grips with the problem of meaning in
language, something descriptive linguistics is unable to
handle. But the theory is full of difficulties and at bottom

rests upon a deterministic position of inherent linguistic

structures in the human brain. Cognition studies have become
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enormously popular, but they too rest upon a view that sees
culture as some sort of screen, sieve, or map through which
experience filters, giving only a distorted view of the world
and separating us eternally from knowing the world "as it
is." Since cognition and semantics deal primarily with lan-
guage (we do field work by talking to informants--we learn
about their way of life to the extent that we can understand
what they say to us), what have those working in ethnographic
semantics accomplished? Judging from Colby's (1966) survey
article, results in terms of "the semantic codes of a partic-
ular speech community" are disappointingly slight, especially
for thoge convinced of the significance of the actor's expla-
nation--which some have supplied with the generic name of
ethnoscience. Yet we do know a great deal about the lan-
guages, values, concepts, and Gestalten of other cultures.
Anthropologists have been able to collect such data by learn-
ing the language, talking with people, and participating in
their lives. The difficulty, I think, hinges on the search
for those codes: efforts are bent towards boiling down words
and word-making to first principles from which alone can be
generated statements that are linguistically or conceptually
acceptable to native speakers. This is determinism with a
-vengeance. Unlike descriptive linguistics, "Ethnography
still lacks anything comparable to the phonemic principle"
(Colby 1966:16), i.e., a classification of meta-meanings

whose distribution can account for all "semes" in a culture.
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Colby's use of "lacks" and continued discussion in his arti-
cle assumes that the discovery of such a principle is pos-
sible, that meaning like sounds can be reconstituted, like
orange juice. Another revealing illustration of the mental
set of those searching for order in meaning is the work of
Katz and Fodor-(1963) on semantic rules. Colby (1966:10)
describes their contribution as

... a semantic metatheory describing constituents, objec-
tives, and constraints of a workable semantic theory,
According to the authors, a semantic theory accounts,
without recourse to the context (either linguistic or
non-linguistic) for the speaker's ability to interpret a
sentence of his language. A theory which accounts for
contextual influences on the interpretation of an utter-
ance would have to represent all the speaker's knowledge
of the world, a requirement which the authors consider
unrealistic (italics added).

But, while dropping context because its inclusion would
impede the development of a generative theory, Katz and Fodor
state that a
... serantic theory should account for sentence interpre-
tation through (1) determining the different readings
possible, (2) detecting semantic anomalies, and (3)
deciding on paraphrase relations between sentences
(Colby 1966:10),
goals that seem impossible to even explain without reference
to context! Dreyfus (n.d.) argues that it will be impossible
to program computers to use language (other than programmed
translation "tricks") because language is context-dependent
even for computers, and you cannot program the machine for

all possibilities. ZExclusion of context, moreover, means

that artificial intelligence is "unrealistic."
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The article of faith sustaining anthropologists, as
opposed to linguists, interested in contextual factors in
semantic theory is that non-linguistic contexts are limited
by commonality. Colby (1966:1%) presents this view:

Actually, there is no reason to assume that the non-
linguistic context of speech, as conceptualized by the
speakers, is so unique and rooted in particularity of
time and setting that it cannot be characterized rela-
tively parsimoniously. The anthropological faith that
non-linguistic context need not be treated encyclopedic-
ally--that somehow it can be made more simple--is
reflected in frequent reference to "cognitive structures"
and related concepts (italics in the original).

The results, e.g., two classics, Frake's "The Diagnosis of
Disease Among the Subanum of Mindanao" and Conklin's "Hanunoo
Color Categories," are obsessed with category, system, and
structure, immobilizing meaning and taus human life in plex-
iglass. Once again the search for order is triumphant, every
pin and needle accounted for, the cultural audit complete.

But all is not well in cognitive theory. D!'Andrade
(n.d.) presents data that he thinks are evidence that social
scientists construct cultural reality falsely. Three sets of
observations have been collected of what D'Andrade assumes is
a single event: lengthy discussion among groups of 3 under-
graduates each, observed through a 1-way mirror by an inves-
tigator. The first set of observations consists of "immedi-
ate recording" by the investigator of the social behavior of
each subject. The second consists of each subject's rating
of the social behavior of the other 2 members of his group

after the discussion event. The third consists of the
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investigator's ratings from memory of the behavior of each
subject. The epistemological assumptlion behind the test was
that if the results of any set of data did not agree with the
other 2, or if all % disagreed, the data were therefore
invalid,
With these three different types of data it is possible
to carry out the same kind of analysis of each type of
data, and then to compare the results. Such a comparison
gives a general indication of the validity of the tech-
niques, since two techniques which yield non-similar
results cannot be valid measures of the same thing
(D*Andrade n.d.:15).
According to the findings, ratings of behavior recorded
during the event by the observer are dissimilar from either
set of ratings made by actors or observer after the event--
"long term memory." D'Andrade concludes that "memory drift"
of how other people behave moves "in the direction of the
rater's conception of 'what is like what'; that is, in the
direction of the rater's construction of reality."
D'Andrade's conclusion is that we are unable to pry culture
off the world, and that this is a deficiency.18
As a result of this type of memory drift, any attempt to
discover how human behavior is organized into multi-
behavior units, such as dimensions or clusters, which is
baged on data consisting of judgments based on long term
memory will result in conclusions which reflect primarily

the subjects' construction of reality, not the world as
it is (n.d.:18-19; italics added).

Therefore, reconstruction of social behavior (which includes
most ethnography) is invalid.
If the argument presented here is correct then a large

number of social science studies are brought into ques-
tion. Studies which are based on correlations from
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memory based check-lists, ratings, or interviews are

obviously placed in the category of dubious findings.

tudies in which the correlations are based on question-

naires in which the respondent answers on the basis of

his recollections also are placed in doubt (n.d.:20).
D'Andrade does not discuss solutions or provice a measure of
what constitutes long term memory. The logical implications
of his reasoning seem to be that (1) since actors probably
cannot interact and analyze their interactions simultaneously,
any emic observations cannot tell us what is "really happen-
ing"; (2) any after-the-fact judgments of the observer's are
also invalid; (3) the only way for the social scientist to
get at the "world as it is" is to describe events as they
happen, which implies further that (4) an observer cannot be
a participant or in any way be present in the event, other-
wise the indeterminancy principle comes into play; and lastly
(5), it would seem that the only way anthropologists can do
their work is to watch people as George Schaller watched
lions--from behind a blind, or a 1-way mirror; one certainly
cculd not talk to them. The culture here-world there view
can become ridiculous in addition to being wrong.

Generative grammars, rewrite rules, semantic theories
of all sorts are trying to achieve one thing: to reduce lan-
guage and meaning to a basic recipe with directions for
making everything else out of it on the assumption that
language acquisition and use, and therefore linguistic under-
standing, proceed in certain orderly, rigid, predictive ways.

Whether it is emic order or, in the long run, etic order, the
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predication of sifting out generative/predictive order is
probably based on the reality that we can use language to fit
correctly an infinity of situations--we do not speak randomly
or accidentally. 8o, by extension, everyone is busily trying
to nail those patterns down in what he understands to be a
scientific manner. But despite Chomsky's dismissal of an’
"encyclope&ic theory" (Colby 1966:13), we. cannot understand a
part without the whole--in this case the sociocultural con-
texts in which language is used——énd if we can never encom-
pass the whole, which bits do we include and which do we
leave out? If you put back together the parts isolated in
your analysis, have you reconstituted the whole itself? a
simplified version? a primitive version? something that has
iittle resemblance to the original? When you peel layers off
an onion, do you still have an onion? Can you put the layers
back together again and restore'your onion? So much for the
mediation of experience.

Yet there is pattern, accumulated experience, and
expectations. How are conceptual plots the world? Perhaps a
primitive analogy will help to understand the nature of the
interstice.

We have a picture puzzle of 600 pieces. If one tried
to put the puzzle together randonly, trying to match every
projection to every notch, assuming 2 nubs and 2 notches per
piece—--and not adjusting for edge pieces--there is 1 chance

in 1200 of joining the first 2 pieces; then 1 in 1198 for the
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next match, 1 in 1196, 1 in 1194, and so forth. The puzzle
would take a very long time to put together. The supreme
challenge would be an all-white, circular puzzle. It is a
gimmick because it is not an ordinary picture puzzle. 3But,
disregarding gimmicks, what about a puzzle with a picture?
How to begin? We can sort the pieces according to edges and
corners, color, or lines. Doing a puzzle without a helpful
picture of the completed puzzle by your elbow would be pos-
sible, but it would still take a long time. To put the
puzzle together according to the picture is to duplicate the
picture. Without that helpful picture, can one generate the
picture out of the sorted categories? Only superficially.
For example, this puzzle has a lot of blue (sky?) and green
(trees?), and a small pile of something red. Only when the
piles are put together does one realize that the blue is
probably sky (see that bit of cloud) and the green is a grove
of trees. Yet that does not tell us much about the whole.
There comes a point at which the puzzled person ceases to be
puzzled and says, perhaps, "I've got it!"™ or "Now it's
coming!" He sees what the completed picture will look 1like,
and this seeing can occur with the fitting of a single piece.
The remaining pieces make sense through reference to the
whole, which has become--built up piece by piece but depend-
ent upon relationships between pieces--the context. If the

picture were of something out of the ordinary, for instance

blue trees and pink sky, the task would be more difficult
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because the puzzle would not refer to the real world. If the
puzzle were of a Jackson Pcllock painting, the moment of see-
ing would be delayed for an even longer time, but not so long
as with our gimmicky all-white puzzle.

We use language in a roughly similar fashion, although
to maintain an analogy between words and puzzle pieces, we
would have to limit analysis of our language user to an
average middle-class American 2% year old child, and yet that
child could not possibly even begin a picture puzzle of 600
pieces. The point about context--whose inclusion the current
crop of cognitive anthropologists dismiss as "unrealistic"--
is the crucial one, and the sense in which I am talking here
sbout semantics and cognition. As J. Nammour (1973) has
shown, it is impossible to separate language from the world
we learn to know and talk about through language, and since
language is an essential part of culture, on a larger canvas
we cannot separate culture from the world, or know the world
in any way other than in culture. DPuzzle pieces make sense
only against the larger context that they in the end form,
Puzzle pieces are the context. Words make sense only in the
context of human experience. Language is experience., Non-
linguistic human behavior makes sense only in the context of
human experience. Culture is experience. Violent human
actions are intelligible in the context of human interests.

Reasons, intentions, and purposes are interests.



The significance of such interests may be becoming
apparent to some anthropologists doing research on warfare,
but they still retain allegiance to the older crder. By
1969, Vayda had modified his eco-functional position to ques-
tion determinism, stressing the confusion of causal-effect
with first cause, and admitting the significance of human
thoughts and feelings, and of history. He counters White's
culturological view of cultural evolution with a view that
sees cﬁltural evolution as less predictable, more random, and
more fortuitous in relationships between environment and
technology.

What do these contrasting views imply for the interpre-
tation of warfare among the Borneo tribes? Newcomb con-
cluded his study of Plains warfare by saying that the
"Plains cultures were warlike because they had to be,"
[1950:2%9] and we may suppose that Iban culture could,
likewise, in a manner consistent with White's view of
cultural evolution, be interpreted as warlike because it
had to be. No such imputation of necessity or inevita-
bility is entailed by the other view of cultural evolu-
tion fwhich] ... allows us to note, where data are avail-
able, the particular conditions under which the Iban
pattern of fighting arose and to note what we may call
the role of "historical accicents" in its origi-
nation. Thus we can cite evidence on the recency of the
custom of head-hunting among the Ibans; the indications
that the Ibans took it over from other tribes among which
it had been established since an earlier time, although
in a different ritual context; ana the indications that
the Ibans were encouraged in head-hunting during the
first part of the nineteenth century by the Malays who
made a practice of rewarding their Iban associates in
piracy (prior to its suppression by Rajah James Brooke)
with the victims' heads, as well as sometimes with a
share of the plunder and slaves.... What needs to be
emphasized about these various circumstances ... is that
in the early years of lban head-hunting the thoughts and
feelings of Iban individuals can be argued to have indeed
mettered |Italics added.]. If, as I think is the case,
we cannot insist that the adaptive effects conducive to a
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continuation and spread of Iban warfare were operating
from the outset, then whatever it was--whether Malay
influence or something else--that made the Ibans in the
beginning think that head-hunting was a worthwhile thing
to do and the very fact that they did think so may be
important. It can be argued that had they thought other-
wise and had they not taken up the practice--and it is
possible that such would have been the case under only
very slightly different historical circumstances--then
the later development of Iban warfare, which we have
attributed in part to its adaptive effects, might have
not taken place (Vayda 1969:219).

Yet Vayda is cautious and denies that his remarks are "an
abjuring of determinism." Instead, he suggests that "there
may be determination without predetermination and that there
may be orderliness in cultural evolution ... and yet only a
limited predictability" (1969:219-20).
With special reference to Iban warfare, we can say that
at those points in its evolution when it was still some-
thing new to the Ibans themselves the thoughts and feel-
ings of the Ibans about its desirability may have been
significant determinants of whether or not it would then

become established among them (Vayda 1969:220, italics
added) .

On the one hand, note that Vayda still couches the effects of
thoughts and feelings in the language of determinism (and
thus escapes the charge of unscientific herétic?); assumes
that once an innovation is no longer new people do not have
thoughts and feelings about its merits any more (some do,
some do not); continues to think of human action in terms of
linear cause-and-effect. Note that he allows the existence
of order without predictability, an understanding of evolu-

tion more consistent with the findings of biological evolu-

tion, and that once warfare is accepted its effects can cause
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the continuation of war and are thus adaptive:
The circular chain of cause and effect is readily seen:
warfare has effects conducive to the survival and
increase of the Ibans; the survival and increase of the
Ibans are conducive to the maintenance and spread of Iban
warfare (Vayda 1969:217).
This kind of circularity is not a tautology, unlike the Law
of Cultural Dominance. As Ibans increase reproductively,
they increase the number of people who share similar custons,
beliefs, reasons, intentions, and purposes. In the long run,
however, Vayda gives more weight to the "adaptive effects" of
warfare, e.g., if our neighbors are warring against us, push-
ing us out of hunting and gardening lands, stealing our women
and killing our men, we respond by borrowing their war prac-
tices and fighting back. In so doing, we are no longer a
peaceful people but a warring one. "A cause of the warfare
by us may then be said to be the fact that the warfare by our
enemies had adaptive effects for them" (Vayda 1969:218).
This is adaptation once removed. Although Vayda suggests
that the Iban might have chosen not to take up warfare, he
does not explore possible alternatives, Ccnsequently, 1 per-
ceive that the implicit adaptive advantage for us (and adap-
tation is always seen as advantageous) is that if we do not
borrow the institutions of our tormentors we will die out.
While common sense may prompt us to such a response--fight
back or die out--it may be our own cultural belief that vio-

lence stops violence. This belief has been found erronecus

time again, yet probably a majority of our population clings
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lovingly to the deterrence hypothesis. For instance, prior
to the intervention of a British military peace-keeping force
in Northern Ireland, 80 people had died in 3 years of
troubles. Since the arrival of the peace-keepers and their
threat of violent retaliation to acts of violence, nearly 800
people have died in 4 years (Prasad 1973). While there are
serious methodological problems in his studies, Naroll (1966,
1969) offers quantitative findings for both primitive and
historic warfare that at least do not support the deterrence
hypothesis. (See Chapter II for further discussion of
Naroll's work.) Although there is a very strong probability
that in the long run the use of nonviolent force will result
in far fewer casualties (Deming n.d.), the attitude in our
culture as expressed by one of my students who finds nonvio-
lence unthinkable is, "I would rather go down fighting!"
Disregarding his insigtence on adaptive function,
Vayda is on to something that I consider to be the most
fruitful explanatory heuristic available at this time for
understanding warfare of whatever type: a circular chain. I
have played with chains; Harris exXpresses his principle of
technoenvironmental determinism ags a linear chain; except
for its initial condition, the Harris-Divale theory of primi-
tive warfare is a circular chain; the Carneiro theory of the
origin of the state posits a chain of events. Yet all of
these are deterministic: an element can have only 1 position

in a sequence, and because it does is in the natural order of
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things and outside human volition. The economist Gunnar
Myrdal talks about chains in a different way. There is pat-
tern but not predetermined order; there is movement, but not
along a line from here to infinity, or around in a flat
circle, or in a simple feed back model, or towards a stable
equilibrium. Furthermore, unlike Vayda, Myrdal does abjure
determinism and its laissez-faire, ex post facto consequents.

What is wrong with the stable equilibrium assumption as
applied to social reality is the very idea that a social
process follows a direction--though it might move toward
it in a circuitous way--toward a position which in some
sense or other can be described as a state of equilibrium
between forces. Behind this idea is another and still
more basic assumption, namely, that a change will regu-
larly call forth a reaction in the system in the form of
changes which on the whole go in the contrary dlrectlon
to the first change.

The idea I want to expound ... is that, on the contrary,
in the normal cagse there is no such tendency towards
avtomatic self-stabilization in the social system. The
system is by itself not moving toward any sort of balance
between forces but is constantly on the move away from
such a situation. In the normal case a change does not
call forth countervailing changes but, instead, support-
ing changes, which move the system in the same direction
ag the first change but much further. Because of such
circular causation a social process tends to become cumu~
lative and often to gather speed at an accelerating rate
[e.g., inflation, militarismﬁ (Myrdal 1971:13).

Myrdal's notion of circular causation moves in a spiral, away
from an equilibrium; the effects of pheromena can be to inten-
sify themselves.19 Let me borrow Myrdal's illustration
(1971:11-12). Because a man is poor he cannot afford proper
food; because he cannot eat well his health is poor; because
his health is poor he cannot work; becauvse ne cannot work he

is poor. This chain, or vicious circle, of the circumstances
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of poverty can never spiral upward out of poverty unless
someone introduces at least one new factor at one or more of
several possible points, for example, a guaranteed annuval

income or nationalized health care. The task is complicated,

however, because there is no predominant factor, e.g., the

"economic factor," that one can readily identify and adjust
by recipe to alter the direction of the spiral. Further-
more, it is crucial to know how change in one factor will
affect the other factors before one begins té tinker (Myrdal
1971:19-20). Yet without the introduction of viable changes,
the chain will spiral downward and intensify into Oscar
Lewis' culture of poverty and the widening abyss in the mod-
ern world between the have and have-not peoples and nations,
In the latter instance the effect is compounded because
wealth is concurrently generating an upward spiral. Once a
man has money to spare that, when put to work meking more
money by controlling tools and resources, can provide him
with a living and a bit left over, he is no longer pcor and
in fact becomes wealthier (Cf. Lundberg 1968).

Do the spirals of cumulative causation have inherent
limits? A downward spiral does, in the manifestation of
starvation and death. Any Malthusian lower limit is blurred,
however, where modern medicine lowers the death rate through
medical treatment of diseases that are symptomatic of star-
vation. Any upper limit is even harder to define, but it

exists. Myrdal (1971:35-36) gives as examples (1) the
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accunulation of old capital equipment that slows down produc-
tion and is overtaken by developing industrial areas using
new equipment. England was displaced by the United States
and, later, Germany as the world's industrial leader largely
because of this limit. (2) If industry and population become
too concentrated, the burden of public expenditure may slow
down or reverse the spiral of prosperity. The present condi-
tion of American industrial centers such as Detroit and New
York, where the inner city has come close to bankruptcy and
death, is a manifestation of such a limit. (3) If wages rise
so high that the product workers produce is no longer compet-
itive in a larger market, the spiral rapidly reverses. In
the past decade, products produced by the highly paid Ameri-
can worker cannot compete with less expensive products of
higher guality made with cheaper foreign labor. American
faectories close, and prosperity is no more--for the workers,
that is. The vpward spiral is still in motion for multi-
national corpcrations that can readily move capital to wher-
ever costs are lowest without any risks to their prosperity.
Thus the American worker is on a downward spiral but American
capital continues upward carrying with it--for the time
being--the Japanese worker.

Although Myrdal's hypothesis is nearly two decades
old, its address to the equilibrium economics of the 1950's
is not only still relevant in economics, it is a refreshing

draught in anthropology where so many are still "discovering"
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equilibrium models. Indeed, Myrdal intended that his "prin-
ciple of interlocking circular interdependence within a Qro—
cess of cumulative causaticn" be valid for all social rela-
tions (1971:23). In a burst of irritation at Vayda's earlier
(1968) attempt to explain primitive warfare as an equilibrat-
ing response to disequilibrium between contenders, Aberle
retorts:

With respect to the topic at hand--warfare--it seems to
me, as a starting point, valuable to assume that the aim
of much warfare ... is not to equalize inequalities, as
is suggested in one of Professor Vayda's hypotheses, but
to increase them. Conceivably an equilibrium model might
have some possibilities for application when the warfare
... occurs between groups at a similar level of organiza-
tion and with similar technologies in similar environ-
ments--groups that are adjusting to random fluctuations
of population and/or resources. But when war occurs
between groups with different technologies (military,
productive, or both) or different levels of organization,
or both, it is typically an expansive operation for one
of the systems in question; it aims at a continuous dis-
turbance of inter-societal equilibrium. ...

In several parts of the globe we find very large contin-
uous areas occupied by language families whose members
have diverged from one another relatively recently in
human history. This would be true ... for Bantu,
Semitic, Indo-European and Sinitic. Many of these lin-
guistic expansions can be shown to have swallowed up,
shoved aside, or pushed into refuge areas groups of dif-
ferent linguistic background that earlier occupied the
area. These distributions suggest that expansion of
peoples "on the prod" is not a product of modern times or
even of the historic period. ...

I suggest, then, that in terms of scientific yield we are
likely to get further, faster with concepts like competi-
tion, expansion, and domination, than with concepts like
function, equilibrium, homeostasis, and reduction of
inequalities (1968:99-100),

It is not clear to me, however, that equilibrium theory is

any more applicable to warfare between similar societies than
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it is to dissimilar ones. Why one type but not the other?
Why either? We run the risk of being caught in the futile
trap of adaptive versus maladaptive effects: if one breaks
even or wins, warfare is described as adaptive; if one loses,
it is maladaptive. Harris (1971) identifies Yanomamo war-
fare, the primary or type case for the Harris-Divale hypothe-

sis, as maladaptive, and these people fight only each other!

Lastly, couldn't one also describe warfare between dissimilar

societies as an adjustment "to random fluctuations of popula-
tion and/or resources"?

Where is the place of human volition in Myrdal's
spiral? Can the poor man choose to be healthy? Can he will
food into existence? In the period of transition between the
capitalist and welfare states, the good liberal winces at
conservative charges that the poor are lazy and no-good and
it is all their own fault. The good liberal goes to consid-
erable lengths to show that the poor man is a victim of cir-
cumstances beyond his control. Yet, while the poor may be
victims, they are not blind or completely helpless. They
can, and have, protest and revolt against those who perpetuate
economic inequalities, and their rebeilion need not be vio-
"lent. The poor man is poor in a larger context, one that
includes the rich man. Even for those who are born into
wealthy families, we do not argue that the man's wealth is
beyond his control, that he is a victim of circumstances,

that ne cannot stop his money from making more money,
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Volition is probably the most important factor in being
rich--ctherwise you might become unrich very quickly. At the
heart of all welfare legislation and projects to eradicate
underdevelopment and inequality is the necessity for the rich
to choose to help the poor, to choose to redistribute income
and access to resources. The state, in Myrdal's estimation,
hags always owed some measure of its existence to the popular
will (1971:44-48). Even at least some of the great reigns

of terror persisted because of popular support, based upon a
variety of reasons, e.g., Tlacaelel and Moctezuma, Shaka,

the French Revolution, Hitler. Those few modern states that
have achieved an egalitarian economy based upon redistribu-
tion have interfered with the spirals and introduced new
factors because of the wills, wishes, ideals, and reasons of
that segment of the population that had the power to do so,
thus intensifying and spreading egalitarianism, and recre-
ating the most ancient form of human society.

Although equilibrium theory does not appear to work in
economics or anthropology, it is part of the cultural context
of both our economic activity and our warfare. The whole
arms race, for instance, is predicated on the assumption that
if an equilibrium in armaments is achieved, war will not
occur. This assumption is a corollary of the deterrence
hypothesis. But, speaking etically, balance of power poli-
tics has a catch to it: a balance exists when we have the

edge. ©Since all other contenders hold a similar belief,



179

there is no stable equilibrium but an accelerating spiral of
cumulative causation that already has blown many people to
kingdom come. So much for equilibrium between societies of
similar technologies and organization. It is what the actors
in our time believe and want that powers the spiral, and no
natural law of equilibrium can possibly become manifest. In
transferring the neuristic from economics to warfare--and it
is intended to be transferable--the spiral has a vital char-
acteristic. Wars and events leading up to them seem to
possess a dynamism that few other sociocultural phenomena
have., There is human volition, decision, and implementation.
Even when we speak of events taking on a momentum of their
own at some point, a closer look may reveal a human choice
such as an ultimatum. Ultimatums by their nature and defi-
nition set a point of no return. Yet it is human notions of
bluff, or honor, or impatience, or manipulation of events to
provoke an excuse that direct the issue of an ultimatum and a
response to its acceptance or rejection. The spiral of
actions and reactions sometimes seems to tighten and
increase in momentum--the Indochina War is a good example--
unless another factor is introduced to alter the spiral, such
as a change in foreign and military policy. And human beings
make such policy.

Thig is the end of my critical examination of current
theories prevalent in anthropological thinking that are

determinist and unitary in design. I have tried to show what
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some of the consequences are of philosophical determinism and
of unitary theory in social science. In particular, I have
argued that upon close invectigation the theories not only
compete with each other but, when taken singly, appear to
create more problems of understanding than they solve. I
have concluded that the qualities of order assumed by philo-
sophical determinism are incongruous with the human actions
they are meant to explain. Since warfare occurs in a variety
of cultural patterns that are not necessarily or sufficiently
predictable, understanding human action recognized as war
nust be in terms of the context in which it occurs and from
the human beings who experience it. In the end, as psycho-
logical and functional explanations prove inadequate, one
nust rely on geography and history to trace out the cultural
patterns.

In the second half of this thesis, I shall try to
reconcile the Trukese to the Buropean ethnographer in a quan-
titative study that includes as variables a few human
reasons, intentions, and purposes. As Berreman hopefully
declares

I would prefer that we Trukese ethnographers not give up
our Trukese methodology, but that instead we define,
explicate and thereby improve it. For I think it is
possible to demonstrate that it works--that it gets us
there--when well and properly done. What we have tried
to do is find out how one goes about doing it well and
properly. And there may be many different ways of doing
it; or a few principles which can be applied in different
ways, or many techniques which work in various combi-

nations. Perhaps some new techniques need to be added--
Trukese navigators, after all, have by now acquired
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compasses for use in emergencies. European ethnographers,
meanwhile, might unbend a bit--try coming out of the
chartroom and observe more of the world around themn,
Each approach has something to say to the other. Time
will tell what is useful and what is not (1972:231).
Yet I would rather rely on something other than the judgment
of history to assay whether or not one is wasting one's time.
As it is not wise to declare a priori what the lives of
humans are about, neither is it just to trust only

a posteriori.
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CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY

The Logic of Cross-Cultural Studies

1. What are we looking for?

In the first chapter I discussed some of the salient
theoretical issues that directly and indirectly influence the
substantive outcome of warfare studies. The next consider-
ation is of the research methodology I have used in the pres-
ent study.

The primary value of the cross-cultural comparative
method is to provide empirical testing of an hypothesis on a
large number of cases with findings presented in a mathemat-
ical statement. The determination of "large" is difficult,
in addition to the more obvious problem of the independence
of cases (the Tylor-Galton problem). There is a variety of
other problems in cross-cultural research that may call the

method's utility into question.Z°

Anthropologists who con-
sider themselves humanists find the method rude, crude, and
dehumanizing. The new wave of scientism finds it necessary
but not sufficient and deplores the inability of synchronic

cemparisons to produce cause-and-effect statements:

Statistical cross-cultural surveys can, indeed must, be
used to supplement other modes of generating and testing
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hypotheses, but they cannot be used alone or even as the
primary sources of nomothetic statements (Harris 1968:
618).
The source for such statements is "... detailed diachronic
and synchronic causal-functional analysis of specific cases"
(Harris 1968:633), that is, the analytic and creative powers
of individual intelligences.

There seem to be just three ways to go. (1) An indi-
vidval may make a universal generalization about human behav-
ior througn analysis of one or a few cases. This fallacious
hasty generalization in the name of science is highly disap-
proved of and has been labeled case illustration (McEwen

196%). It also suffers from circularity: the illustration

is used as proof of the theory. An ad absurdum exercise in

this method is Lionel Tiger's acceptance of William Golding's
fictional illustration of human bestiality as proof for bio-
logical determinism and innate depravity. Less exciting_
examples are Divale's (1971) use of 6 societies upon which to
base a theory of warfare applicable to all primitive soci-
etieé, and Colin Turnbull's (1973) account of the dreadful
Ik, a disrupted culture turned parasitic and cancerous, for
which Turnbull recommends radical surgery before the social
disease sgspreads and corrupts other societies. His conclu-
sions will delight Ayn Rand and her followers, who will prob-
ably parade the Ik case as evidence that humans are by nature
primarily selfish and that subsequently her theory of

objectivism is a fact.
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(2) Or one can put a large number of societies coded
for a variety of variables into a computer and see what vari-
ables come out sticking to each other. Harris (1968:632)
suitably but disapprovingly calls this "the-throw-it-
against-the-wall-and-see-if-it-sticks" technique. Yet such
pure induction is logically impossible, since facts do not
speak for themselves (Hanson 1958; Chaney 1973), and data are
invariably coded in accordance with at least tacit assump-
tions. The cross-cultural comparisons contained in this dis-
sertation appear to be of the throw-it-against-the-wall type,
but as discussed in detail below the selection of variables
and their coding have been done in accordance with a theory,
albeit amorphous, of human action.

(3) Or one can do as Harris advises, which is initi-
ally similar to (1) above: Derive a generalization/hypothe-
sis through analysis of a few cases (Hanson's retroduction);
look for antecedent variables in a large collection of cases;
put the data into the computer and see what variables come
out not sticking to each other (association) but preceding
and following each other (cause and effect).

If we wish to achieve an orderly picture of history, we
must begin by assuming that there are certain orderly
principles which are at work. And we must use these
principles to order and classify the data. ... we must
process the data, question it, classify it, and code it
in relation to the expectations of our major premises.
Then and only then can we accept a failure to stick to
the wall as evidence against the major premise. At the

same time, it is only from such a procedure that the par-
ticular correlation on each trial may be seen as
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sociocultural evolution (Harris 1968:63%2-33).

Those principles, of course, are to be those of cultural evo-
lution and cultural materialist causality. Beneath the
appearance of scientific rigor, I think one shall find the
nemesis of unfalsifiability. On the one hand, how could the
major premises be found in error if the minor premises (data)
are selected according to the major premises? On the other
hand, an argument can be valid although the premises are
false as long as there is internal consistency. The point in
question ig the truth or falsity of those premises--and we
have the right to inquire after truth since these macro-
theories purport to account for as profound a matter as order
in history. If I understand Harris correctly, while he
allows for the possibility that properly done (style 3) stud-
ies could admit disproof, exceptions to regularities, and
unsuspected relationships, he seems to view the absence of
relationships as indicating that the research is not any good
rather than entertain the possibility that there is no pat-
tern or regularity of the sort he assumes to be the case.
Let us admit that positive correlations established in
the face of the hazards of coding and the unreliability
of the sources may nonetheless, barring systematic bias,
merit our confidence.... There remains, however, the
problem of the noncorrelations which may arise from poor
ethnography, biased analysis, faulty coding, and
improperly phrased hypothesis (Harris 1968:632).

This explanation of noncorrelation is identical with that of

Kobben (1967), who insists that where exceptions to a
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correlation occur, it is not due to the nature of the excep-
tion but to faults such as those Harris lists. While I cer-
tainly do not deny that human error may be a significant
explanation for some exceptions--much cross-cultural work is
appallingly sloppy--we cannot assume that it must account for
all exceptions. The presumption of ubigquitous order is
patently a priori. Chaney (1972) has dealt with the possi-
bility of little cr no regularity and, unlike almost all
enthropologists who have written on philosophical issues,
does not find such absence threatening:
... 1t behooves social scientists to realize that since
the degree and nature of regularity in sociocultural
phenomena is still an open question, to state that no
regularities have been found is just as important as to
find regularities. If one does not know one way or the
other, it is just as significant to implicate the extent
of no regularities as to explicate the extent of regu-
larities (1972:13).

Taking users of the comparative method as a whole, we
are looking for 2 things: the presence and absence of joint
occurrences of variables and explanations for the origin and
perpetuation of these presences or absences as due to either
fortuitous circumstances (geography and history) or natural
order (psychology and functionalism). Research workers in
anthropology heavily emphasize the presence of joint occur-
rences and prefer to explain their existence in psycho-
functional terms. This emphasis has been traced, illus-

trated, and discussed throughout this paper. Even when his-

tory is reluctantly admitted as significant, the natural
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order of things is invoked to explain the adoption and per-
petuation of a known trait. When Driver (1966) explains the
distribution of kin avoidance behaviors in terms of geography
and history, some commentators admit the possibility of dif-
fusion to account for the origin of a cultural trait but
assume that its perpetuation must be due to psycho-functional
factors, i1.e.,
... that the information in question (a) meets certain
socio-psychological needs and/or (b) functions to main-
tain some variable critical to the survival and well-
being of the population (Collins 1966:149).
Therefore, what exists must exist of necessity. One must
remark that such facile explanations are post hoc and imply a
belief in the natural benevolence of social institutions;
neither explains situations in society where human beings are
deprived and miserable. Another reply to Driver argues that
... the variables traditionally associated with avoidance
of kin are here shown to be less important functional
correlates than culture area and language. If this be
true, we are still left with the question, why? Diffu-
sion is no answer. Most anthropologists since the time
of Patterns of Culture have agreed that a trait is
"accepted" if it "fit-in-with" the other major elements

of the "taking" culture. The final explanation must
therefore be a functional one (Freilich 1966:153%).

Thus we have anthropology by consensus and acceptance entail-
ing purpose. The assumption of function is perhaps as deeply
imbedded in the language of anthropology as is adaptation,
although the case for its necessity is by no means as clear.
Yet even Driver assumes some kind of psycho-functional moti-

vation, although it may be a necessary but not sufficient
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condition for the diffusion of a trait:
Probably all the psycho-functional "causes" of kin avoid-
ances advocated by Tylor, Frazer, Freud, Lowie, Murdock,
and Stephens and D'Andrade have had some influence on the
origin, mainterance, and dispersal of these behaviors.
Even the most extreme geographical-historical enthusiast
needs a package of psycho-functional "causes" to get the
avoidance behavior started. Once such behavior has
become firmly established, however, it seems to diffuse
by intertribal marriage to peoples who lack some or even
most of the "causes" discovered so far. It also fails to
occur among some peoples who possess most of the "causes"
(Driver 1966:147).
But what is going on in that package is simply not clear.
Barnett (195%) manages not to develop any such package in his
elegant and finely detailed work on the origin and acceptance
of innovations, in which he argues that needs are as likely
tc be generated as satisfied by innovations; that well-being
is meaningful only to the individual; that people, not cul-
tures or societies, accept or reject innovations in the light
of many considerations; and that what "fits-in-with" the life
and expectations of one individual may be anathema to her
neighbor. We do know that patterns exist, that human social
life and cultural experience are not random or chaotic,
although tuey are very untidy (Douglas 1966). For instance
Driver and Massey (1957) have made a strong case that change
in gross sociocultural phenomena tends to progress in a cer-
tain sequence: division of labor, residence, land tenure,
descent, and cousin terminology. Eggan (1966), apparently

independently and from a different theoretical position,

reconstructs a similar progression in change among several



189

groups of North American Indians. Nevertheless, I am largely
in agreement with Chaney, who argues that "the 'patterns' of
sociocultural phenomena are best conceived of as holding in
terms of the cortinuity of a culture ... rather than in terms
of something inherent in sociocultural phenomena analogous to
'cosmic glue'" (1973:1370). Thus, we must deal with specific
groups of people and the specific behaviors and beliefs that
people who live togethier share. Even at this level one must
be careful not to make the patterns more homogeneous than they
are,

In the end, the only point we can be clear about is
that the tables, numbers, and coefficients cannot reveal the
truth: "... statistical manipulation of sociocultural data
can only summarize the data. It can not yield direct infor-
mation as to functional and/or causal factors" (Chaney 1973:
1368). What statistical manipulation can show is how often
variables that I select seem to occur together, and whether
or not there is variation in this frequency from one geo-
graphical region to another. It is entirely up to me to make

the agsociations and their variability intelligible.

2. How is it done?

The biggest initial stumbling block and source of
error in comparative work is the famous Tylor-Galton problem:
how to be certain that each member of the sample is an inde-

pendent case and not a duplication, through diffusion, of
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another, which would inflate the strengths of the associ-
ations. It is also referred to as "controlling for history,"
i.e., eliminating those cases in which an institution or
behavior is borrowed rather tnan originating indigenously.
Here is an apparent contradiction. One is concerned with the
laws of history but not with "mere" history. Laws of history
should be translated into psycho-functional relationships.
Considerable effort has been expended in inventing ways to
draw a pristine sample through statistics rather than rules
of thumb. Naroll (1961; 1964), Naroll and D'Andrade (1963),
end Driver and Chaney (1970) have invented various sophisti-
cated techniques, 4 of which Murdock and White (1969) used to
develop their Standard Cross-Cultural Sample, the one I have
used here. This Sample, culminating over a decade of work,
has been developed so that research workers devoting energies
to any problem would turn out comparable findings. Prior to
this, everyone developed his own sample with highly variable
standards and no confidence that the sample at hand was com-
parable to any other. Apparently oblivious to Murdock's
effort, Naroll (1970) has developed his own standard sample,
and eventually we shall be faced with a choice between the 2
and a revival of the continuity problem. In any event,
Murdock and White have carefully pinpointed the societies in
their sample as to exact geographical location and specific
date to which the largest body of ethnographic data pertains,

To solve the Tylor-Galton problem and allow for geographical
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stratification, Murdock and White have gone through one last
step in classifying cultures according to similarity, pro-
ceeding beyoﬁd clusters (Murdock 1966, 1967) and sampling
provinces (1968) to selecting 1 society from almost all of
the 200 sampling provinces. Given the demands of pinpointing
2 provinces are unrepresented; 2 are further divided into 2
again and a representative chosen from each of the 4; 14 are
unrepresented because further judgment has been made that
they should be lumped without other provinces. The revised
provinces or "distinctive world areas" number 186, 1 society
representing each. Of the 186 societies, 141 have food-
producing economies (56 having intensive agriculture, 19 hor-
ticulture, 51 swidden; 15 pastoral) and 45 food-collecting
economies (13 primarily gathering, 14 hunting, 18 fishing).
Politically -and geographically, the sample is stratified as

follows (Murdock and White 1969:340).
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Pioe sopion . Teslt Mmoo ol
Sub-Saharan Africa 8 9 6 5 28 [27]
Circum-Mediterranean 1 8 5 14 28 [29]
East Burasia 11 10 2 11 34
Insular Pacific i 1 6 1 o
North America 2% 7 2 1 55
South America 23 5 2 2 32
Total 9 50 23 34 186

The pinpointed time periods have the following distribution

(Murdock and White 1969:341).

Time Period A C-M EE IP NA SA Total

$1750-1 B.C. 0 2 [3] o0 0O 0 O 2 i3]

A£.D. 1-1500 0 1 1 0 0 0 2

A.D. 1501-1600 O 0 C o 1 2[3] 3 [4]

A.D. 1601-1700 0 0 0 0 2 3

A.D. 1701-1800 O 0 0 1 3 1 g

A.D. 1801-1900 9 7 11 416 5 52

A.D. 1901-1950 19 1% 17 [16] 16 7 19 [18] 91 [&9]

A.D. 1950-1965 O 4[3] s5[6] 6 0 2 17
Total 28 [27] 28 [29] 34 31 33 32 186

Deviations from the Standard Sample in this study with
regard to these classifications are indicated in brackets.

Explanations for such deviations are given below.
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Murdock and White designed the Standard Sample so that
a research worker need not use all 186 societies but could
include every second or third society as "... either being
equally representative of the world's known and well
described cultures as well as exhibiting slightly less con-
tamination from historical influences" (1969:3%52). I decided
against this option because of the uneven quality of warfare
data: any way I chose, too many of the best-documented soci-
eties were left out. Furthermore, for statistical validity I
consider any fewer than 100 cases to be unreliable, and for
the correlations within each geographical area, I do not want
the Ns to drop below 20. Lastly, one of the contributions of
this study is to compare the results done on small samples
with findings from a large sample. While I have worked with
the entire 186 societies, because of the unevenness of the
data I have to exercise another option stipulated by Murdock
and White, and that is "... substitute other societies from
the same distinctive areas or sampling provinces without
sacrificing any of the advantages except possibly that of
intercorrelation with the results of other studies" (1969:
352). 1 have noted the 10 substitutions as they occur in the
list of Standard Sample societies (Appendix A),

Sample size as a serious consideration has been gener-
ally avoided in anthropology and relegated to last place
after problems in sample selection, bias,.coding, and the

ethnographies (e.g., Rohner and Pelto 1970). Indeed, in
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response to Chaney and Ruiz Revilla's (1969) findings that
small samples of 48, 60, 110, and 112 societies produce cor-
relations that can be significantly different from those
based upon large samples, there may be a minor movement afoot
to justify earlier work based on such small non-stratified
éamples with the claim that tney are mathematically superior
to large stratified samples! Rohner and Pelto, reviving an
argument by Benfer (1968:950) that "... all things being
equal, the larger the sample size, the greater the probabil-
ity of the particular test rejecting the [null hypothesis]
.." and therefore anthropologists should use small samples,
without bothering to give any iﬁdication of what they mean by
"large" and "small," and bolstered by Meehl's (1967) findings
that any intercorrelation using a sample of 55,000 will be
gsignificant, argue that "researchers need not hesitate to use
szmples as small as forty-eight or sixty societies" (1970:
1455). Yet Rohner and Pelto are not consistent in their
recommendations. After dismissing Chaney and Ruiz Revilla's
findings (1969) as not proving anything because the 7 samples
were drawn by different procedures, which is just the effect
that Chaney and Ruiz Revilla were testing (Chaney 1970:1458),
attributing variation among samples as due to "... a variety
of extraneous factors rather than sample size itself" (1970:
1454) but not specifying what these factors might be, and
urging researchers to go ahead and use samples ag small as

48, in the end they recommend samples of "at least" 100 to
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allow for contamination and intervening variables. "If one's
sample contains only 50 or 60 cases ... subsample operations
may become meaningless because of the small number of cases
involved" (1970:1455). The ultimate justification for using
small samples is that the user "... is seldom in danger of
erroneously drawing positive conclusions regarding the asso-
ciation between variables" (1970:1455), that is, Rohner and
Pelto are claiming, on the basis of Chaney and Ruiz Revilla's
work, that if one comes up with a significant correlation
using a sample of 48, one can assume that the correlation
would be even stronger using ever larger samples. They do
hint at the possibility of samples being too small. Similar
reasoning seems to be used by Divale (1973), who argues that
using data from different time periods and different communi-
ties of one society--in contrast to Murdock and White's (1969)
insistence on using data only from a pinpointed time and com-
munity--is perfectly all right because such distortion pro-
duces only random error which lowers correlations. "Thus, if
significant associations occur, the actual correlation is
even higher than the one found, and the danger of spurious
correlations can be ignored" (Divale f973:46). Following the
recommendations of these gentlemen, we would be exercising
scientific virtue by using small samples whose data is taken
from any old time or place identified as "Cheyenne" or
"Maori." The seriousness of sample size becomes even more

important when one observes that many cross-cultural workers
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either claim or assume that their findings apply not just to
the sample from which they are derived but to the universe of
all human cultures.

The most difficult aspect of quantitative research is
coding: making hundreds of decisions as to how to classify
gross data. One is constantly plagued by doubt about one's
judgment. Since coders are actually further classifying the
ethnographer's classifications, error can be compounded.
Often the very possibility of cross-cultural quantitative
research is questioned because of the numerous possible and
actual instances of error. Why even begin if the ethnogra-
phies are not reliable? BSuch reasoning has probably stopped
many poteﬁtial researcn workers cold. The only alternative,
if one is going to do research in anthropology, is to go out
and become another ethnographer (but a reliable one, of
ccurse). Rechecking field accounts is a rare practice, for
some obvious reasons—--the people are deau, the culture is
gone, it is thought better to go where no other anthropolo-
gist has gone before--and one rot so obvious. The rare
restudies, for instance Oscar Lewis' work in Tepoztldn fol-
lowing that of Robert Redfield, can be in agreement or not.
Do Lewis' findings, which frequently are at odds with those
of Redfield, mean that Redfield's descriptions are wrong,
that he did not see correctly? Or that lewis is wrong?

If ethnologists are expected to analyze their own

descriptions (field data) ard such work is acceptable, why
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then scorn the sources of the comparative research worker?
Much of the goodness of ethnographies must be taken on
faith--indeed, we do so all the time when we teach--but there
are other philosophical justifications for doing just that.
Cody (1967) contends that the distinction between description
(what the ethnographer observes) and action (what the people
observed are doing) is a false one. For those of us trained
so assiduously in relativism, such a thought is nearly
unthinkable. For instance, in examining the classic witness
experiment--someone rushes into a classroom, assaults the
teacher, leaves, and 20 astonished students are then asked to
write down what they saw--we can make 1 of the following con-
clusions as to why no 2 of the descriptions are identical.
Some are in error (the students did not really see what hap-
pened) and some are not, but which ones? If we take all the
points in common to the 20 descriptions, we might have an
account of what actually happened, a composite or summary.
Or we ccula say that there is no way of even talking intelli-
gibly about what really happened, because our only evidence
of what really happened is in the 20 aifferent descriptions.
That is, logically and really, there ére 20 different events.
Yet, bowing to pressures for conformity in the data,
more than one coder can go over the ethnographies independ-
ently, the coding decisions compared, and discrepancies
accounted for in more traditional ways, perhaps in most

instances by having more coders go over the same data until
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some congruence is achieved. Possibly the only real benefit
of reliability coding is to spread around the responsibility
for decision-making. It makes the research worker feel
better. There is the continual temptaticn to code in accord-
ance with implicit or explicit hypotheses, and to infer care-
lessly. What is considered to be adequate coding?

The purists among cross-cultural researchers tend to
throw out any case in which the trait in question is not
specifically reported as either present or absent.

Others have devised ways (cften quite ingenious) to get
around this problem. A freguent solution has been to
examine each case within a larger whole--either the con-
text of the entire ethnography or the totality of what
the researcher already knows of the society or of the
culture area of which it is a part. If in the light of
this contextual examination the researcher concludes that
a given trait is either present or absent, regardless of
whether the ethnographer specifically says so, he will
code it as such--normally using a special device to indi-
cate a lesser degree of reliability. In addition, a con-
tent analysis of the ethnographic text may reveal that
the ethnographer carefully and fully covered the context,
e.g., puberty and religion, in which the trait, e.g.,
circumcision rites, would be expected to occur; in the
absence of any mention of circumcision rites, the rater
may feel justified in rating the trait as absent for that
particular society (Lebar 1970:716).

The latter technique runs the great risk, I think, of design-
ing the data to fit the hypotheses. I have used inference
sparingly. 1 have found myself confident of my own coding
only through reading entire ethnographies even when the eth-
nographers are explicit. I am uncomfortable with the Human
Relations Area Files' sorting of warfare data and find it
necessary to put a culture back together before taking it
apart. Lebar (1970:716) suggests an acceptable reliability

figure of 80 per cent agreement between any 2 coders. The
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less "objective" and the more "judgmental" variables are, of
course, the lower the reliability figure will be. In this
study, for instance, there are 2 attitudinal warfare vari-
ables that could have profited from better operationaliza-
tion. One, however, was not used in quantification, and
agreement among coders for the other was very close,

After all the tedious work of sample selection and
coding, and the perennial frustration in warfare research of
scanty data, one reaches the point of it all--making those
mathematical statements. Even though there are relatively
few statistics invented for nominal data as compared to ordi-
nal data, research workers in anthropology seem to be partial
only to phi (and a relative, r point-biserial) and chi-
square, respectively a measure of two-way association between
¢ dichotomized variables and a measure of such an associ-
ation's significance. ©Sometimes only chi-square and a proba-
bility value are given. Beyond dichotomous subclassification
of dichotomized variables and performance of phi and chi-
square upon them, and an occasional scalogram, there is no
further stétistical manipulation by and large in quantitative
warfare research,

The greatest amount of effort in such studies is
expended in interpretétion of the coefficients, explaining
their relationships in causal terms. Consistently, coeffi-
cients of association are not treated as summaries of the

data, as Chaney defines their utility, but as licenses to
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build chains of cause and effect to stand universally for all
cultures throughout time and space. Refinements of this
interpretive manner are demonstrated by those research work-
ers thinking in the evolutionary paradigm who arrange the
pairs of associations in a developmental sequence, also to
stand universally.

In the following section, which deals with specific
authors and their contributions to quantitative warfare
research, I shall look closely at individual studies in terms

of methodology, hypotheses, and interpretation of resultis.

3. Who has found what?

In this section I diséuss in varying detail the con-
tributions of 8 authors to quantitative warfare studies in
anthropology. It is a nearly exhaustive review of what has
been offered as significant statistical statements about the
nature of warfare. Such a detailed review is necessary not
only to establish the precedents for my own work but to fill
in the background against which my research can be better
judged. I deal with the authors in a certain order, primar-
ily the date of their work and secondarily vague themes in
orientation, from general omni-variable studies (Wright,
Broch and Galtung) to problem-oriented studies with particu-
lar points of view: political (Naroll, Otterbein, Ember and
Ember), psychocultural (Russell), culture patterning (Sipes),

and the involvement of women in war (Nammour).
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Quincy Wright was the first to engage in quantitative

and comparative warfare studies. His Study of War (1942;

second edition 1965) is a massive compendium of theories,
discussion, historical detail, and descriptive statistics
about war throughout human time and space. The bulk of this
work is devoted to historic warfare, but his attention to
primitive war, although brief and dated, is serious. He has
coded 650 primitive societies for the following variables:
region; character of war (defensive, social, economic, or
political); climate (cold, temperate, hot annual mean temper-
atures); habitat (forest, mountain, seashore, desert, grass-
land); climatic energy (low, medium, high--based on vari-
ations in temperature and humidity); race (Pygmy, Australoid,
Negroid, Hamitoid, Red, Yellow, Brown, White); subrace (20 in
all); culture (hunters, pastorals, agriculturalists); subcul-
ture (lower hunters, higher hunters, dependent hunters, etc.,
as used by Hobhouse, Wheeler, and Ginsburg); political organ-
ization (clan, village, tribe, state); social organization
(sex and age, professional, caste); intercultural relations
(isolated, moderate contact, close contact-—the contacting
culture is a civilization) (Wright 1965:544—51). Wright's

determination of "

warlikeness" rests upon the reasons for the
warfare of a particular group, reasons ranked in a hierarchy
of rising expectations, ambition, and inclinations to engage

in war., Thus, war for defense is at the lowest level, then

war for revenge, sport, and prestige, superceded by war for
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economic gain--slaves, livestock, land, culminating ir war to
maintain or extend the power of a ruling class.
It seems appropriate to regard people employing this type
of war as the most warlike of all, not only because of
their peculiarly favorable attitude toward war but also
because they receive and inflict the greatest losses of
population from war of any primitive people. The high
morale which armies developed by people of this type
customarily display enables them to endure more mutual
slaughter than can the less-disciplined warriors involved
in other types of primitive warfare. Furthermore, the
tactics and weapons used by people of this class are more
efficient for purposes of slaughter (Wright 1965:561).
Wright then proceeds to tabulate the incidence of each
type of war with all the other variables. I have included
one of his tables, very slightly modified, which is still
usable in the anthropology of the current decade (Table 3).
Using the 1942 edition of Wright, Broch and Galtung
(1966) perform "trivariate analysis," cross-tabulating all
possible pairs of Wright's variables of world region, cli-
mate, habitat, race, culture, subculture, political and
social organization, and intercultural relations with the
dependent variable "belligerence'"--the presence of war for
economic or political reasons. They have found that the
white state in close contact with other societies is 100 per
cent belligerent; that there is rising belligerence as one
increases in political complexity from clan to village to
tribe to state; that pastoral cultures are highly belligerent;

that grassland in North America "disposes particularly to
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