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Chapter 17

Violence

Thestory of the human raceis war. Except for brief and precariousin-
terludesthere hasnever been peacein theworld; andlong before history
began murderousstrifewas universa and unending.'

WiNsTON CHURCHILL'S suMMARY Of our speciescould be dismissed asthe
pessimism of a man who fought history's most awful war and was present at
thebirth of acold war that could have destroyed humanity atogether. In fact
it hassadly stood thetest of time. Though the cold war isa memory, and hot
wars between major nations are rare, westill do not have peacein the world.
Even beforetheinfamousyear of 2001, with itshorrificterrorist attackson the
United Statesand subsequent war in Afghanistan,theWorld Conflict List cata-
logued sixty-eight areas of systematic violence, from Albania and Algeria
through Zambiaand Zimbabwe.?

Churchill's specul ation about prehistory hasalso been borneout. Modern
foragers, who offer aglimpseof lifein prehistoric societies, wereoncethought
toengageonly in ceremonial battlesthat werecaled toahalt assoon asthefirst
man fell. Now they are known to kill one another at ratesthat dwarf the casu-
atiesfrom our world wars? Thearchaeol ogical recordisno happier. Buriedin
the ground and hidden in caves lie silent witnesses to a bloody prehistory
stretching back hundreds of thousands of years. They include skeletonswith
scal ping marks, ax-shaped dents, and arrowheadsembedded i n them; weapons
like tomahawks and maces that are usdless for hunting but specialized for
homicide; fortification defenses such as palisades of sharpened sticks, and
paintings from several continents showing men firing arrows, spears, or
boomerangs at one another and beingfelled by these weapons.* For decades,
"anthropologistsof peace’ denied that any human group had ever practiced
cannibalism, but evidenceto thecontrary hasbeen piling up and now includes
asmoking gun. In an 850-year-oldsitein the American Southwest, archaeol o-
gists have found human bones that were hacked up like the bones of animals
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used for food. They aso found tracesof human myoglobin (amuscleprotein)
on pot shards, and-damningly — in alump of fossilized human excrement.?
Members of Homo antecessor, relativesof the common ancestor of Neander-
thalsand modern humans, bashed and butchered oneanother too, suggesting
that violenceand cannibalism go back at |east 800,000 years.®

War isonly oneof the waysin which peoplekill other people. In much of
theworld, war shadesinto smaller-scal eviolencesuch asethnic strife, turf bat-
tles, blood feuds, and individual homicides. Here too, despite undeniable im-
provements, we do not have anything like peace. Though Western societies
haveseen murder ratesfal betweentenfold and ahundredfoldinthe past mil-
lennium, the United Stateslost a million people to homicidein the twentieth
century, and an American man hasabout aone-half percent lifetimechance of
being murdered.’

» History indicts our species not just with the number of killings but with
the manner. Hundreds of millions of Christians decorate their homes and
adorn their bodieswith afacsimile of a devicethat inflicted an unimaginably
agonizingdeath on peoplewho werea nuisanceto Roman politicians. Itisjust
one example of theendlessvariations of torture that the human mind has de-
vised over the millennia, many of them common enough to have become
wordsin our lexicon: to crucify, to drawand quarter, to flay, to press, tostone; the
garrote, the rack, the stake, the thumbscrew. Dostoevsky's Ivan Karamazov,
learning of the atrocitiescommitted by the Turksin Bulgaria,said, “No animal
could ever beso cruel asaman, so artfully, so artisticallycrud.” Theannual re-
ports of Amnesty International show that artistic cruelty is by no means a
thing of the past.

THE REDUCTION oF Violenceon scaleslargeand small isone of our greatest
moral concerns. We ought to use every intellectual tool available to under-
stand what it isabout the human mind and human socia arrangements that
leads peopleto hurt and kill so much. But aswith the other moral concerns ex-
amined in this part of the book, the effort to figure out what is going on has
been hijacked by an effort to legidate the correct answer. In the case of vio-
lence, thecorrect answer isthat violence has nothing todo with human nature
but isapathology inflicted by malign elementsoutside us. Violenceisabehav-
ior taught by the culture, or an infectiousdiseaseendemic to certain environ-

—ments.

This hypothesis has become the central dogma of a secular faith, repeat-
edly avowed in public proclamations like a daily prayer or pledge of dle-
giance. Recal Ashley Montagu's UNESCO resolution that biology supportsan
ethic of "universal brotherhood" and the anthropologists who believed that
""nonviolenceand peace werelikely the norm throughout most of human pre-
history." In the 1980s, many social scienceorganizations endorsed the Seville
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Statement, which declared that it is" scientificaly incorrect” to say that hu-
mans havea'violent brain or have undergonesdlectionfor videnod "War is
not an instinct but an invention'  wrote Ortegay Gasset, parallelinghisclam
that man has no nature but only history? A recent United Nations Declaration
on the Elimination of Violence Agains Women announced that "*violence is
part of an historical process, and is not natural or born of biologica deter-
minigm." A 1999 ad by the National Funding Collaborative on Violence Pre-
vention declared that"'violenceislearned behavior.”'?

Another 9gn of this faith-based approach to violence is the averred cer-
tainty that particular environmenta explanations are correct. We know the
causesof violence, it isrepeatedly said, and we a so know how to eliminateit.
Only afalure of commitment has prevented us from doing so. Remember
Lyndon Johnson saying that "dl of us know" that the conditionsthat breed
violence are ignorance, discrimination, poverty, and disease. A 1997 article
on violence in a popular science magazine quoted a clinical geneticist who
echoed LBl

We know what causes violencein our society: poverty, discrimination,
thefalure of our educationa system. It's not the genesthat cause vio-
lenceinour soddy. It's our socid system.™

Theauthorsof thearticle, the historians Betty and Daniel Kevies agreed:

We nead better education, nutrition, and interventionin dysfunctiona
homesand in the lives of abused children, perhapsto the point of re-
moving them from the control of their incompetent parents. But such
responseswould be expensveand socidly controversial.'?

The creed that violenceislearned behavior often pointsto particular ele-
mentsof Americancultureasthecause. A member of atoy-monitoringgroup
recently told a reporter,"Violenceis a learned behavior. Every toy is educa
tional. Thequestionis what do you want your children tolearn?”!* Mediavi-
olenceisanother usual suspect. Astwo public health expertsrecently wrote:

Theredity isthat children learn to valueand useviolenceto solve their

“problems and deal with strong feelings. They learn it from role models
in their familiesand communities. They learn it from the heroeswe put
infront of them on televison, the movies and video games™*

Childhood abuse, recently implicatedin Richard Rhodess Why They Kill,
Isathird putativecause." Thetragedy isthat peoplewho have been victimized
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often become victimizersthemsdves," said the president of the Criminal Jus-
tice Policy Foundation. "It's a cycle we could break, but it involves some ex-
pense. As a society, we haven't put our resources there.”'> Note in these
statements the mouthing of the creed ("Violenceisalearned behavior"), the
certainty that it is true (" The redity is"), and the accusation that we suffer
fromalack of commitment (“"Wehaven't put our resourcesthere™) rather than
an ignoranceof how to solvethe problem.

Many explanations blame "culture,” conceived as a superorganism that
teaches, issuescommands, and dolesout rewardsand punishments. A Boston
Globe columnist must have been obliviousto the circularity of his reasoning
when hewrote:

So why is America more violent than other industrialized Western
democracies?It's our cultural predisposition to violence. We pummel
each other, maul each other, stab each other and shoot each other be-
causeit's our cultural imperativeto do so.'

When culture isseen as an entity with beliefsand desj. :
“siresof actual people are unimportant. Affer Timothy McVeigh Eievv up ai-"ed-

“eral office building in Oklahoma City in 1995, killing 168 people, the
journalist Alfie Kohn ridiculed Americanswho " yammer about individual re-
sponsibility" and attributed the bombing to American individualism: "We
havea cultural addiction to competition in thiscountry. Were taught in class-
roomsand playingfieldsthat other peopleareobstaclesto our own success.”!”
A related explanation for the bombing put the blame on American symbols,
such as the arrow-clutching eagle on the national seal, and state mottoes, in-
cluding "Live Free or Die" (New Hampshire) and "With the sword, we seek
peace, but under liberty" (Massachusetts).'8

A popular recent theory attributes Americanviolenceto atoxicand pecu-
liarly American conception of maleness inculcated in childhood. The social
psychologist Alice Eagly explained sprees of random shootings by saying,
"Thissort of behavior has been part of the maleroleasit hasbeen construed
in USculture, from thefrontier tradition on.”'® Accordingto the theory, pop-
ularized in bestsdllerslike Dan Kindlon’s Raising Cain and William Pollack's
Real Boys, we are going through a'national crisisof boyhood in America,"
caused by thefact that boysareforced to separate from their mothers and sti-
fle their emotions. "What's the matter with men?" asked an article in the
Boston Globe Magazine. "Violent behavior, emotional distance, and higher
rates of drug addiction can't be explained by hormones,” it answers. " The
problem, expertssay, iscultural beliefsabout masculinity—everything packed
into the phrase'a real man.' %
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THE STATEMENT THAT ""Videnceislearned behavior"isamantrarepeated by
right-thinking people to show that they believe that violence should be re-
duced. It isnot based on any sound research. The sad fact isthat despitethere-
peated assurancesthat"weknow the conditionsthat breed violence," webarely
haveaclue. Wild swingsin crimerates—up in the 1960sand | ate 1980s, down
i n thelate 1990s—continue to defy any s mpleexplanation. And the usua sus-
pects for understanding violence are completely unproven and sometimes
patently fase. Thisis most blatant in the case of factorslike" nutrition™and
"diseasg’" that are glibly thrown into listsof thesociad illsthat allegedly bring
on violence. Thereis no evidence, to put it mildly, that violenceiscaused by a
vitamin deficiency or abacteria infection. But the other putativecausessuffer
fromalack of evidenceaswadl.

Aggressve parents often have aggressve children, but people who con-
clude that aggression is learned from parentsin a"cyde of violence” never
consder the possbility that violent tendenciescould be inherited as wdl as
learned. Unless one looks at adopted children and shows that they act more
like their adoptive parentsthan liketheir biological parents, cycdesaof violence
prove nothing. Smilarly, the psychologists who note that men commit more
acts of violencethan women and then blameit on aculture of masculinity are
wearing intellectual blinkers that kegp them from noticing that men and
women differin their biologyaswel asintheir socia roles Americanchildren
are exposed to violent role models, of course, but they are also exposed to
clowns, preachers, folk singers, and drag queens; the question iswhy children
findsome people moreworthy of imitation than others.

To show that violence is caused by specid themesof American culture, a
bare minimum of evidence would be a correlation in which the culturesthat
havethosethemesdso tend to be moreviolent. Even that correlation, if it ex-
isted, would not provethat thecultural themescausethe violencerather than
theother way around. But there may be no such correlationin thefirst place.

To beginwith, American cultureis not uniquely violent. All societieshave
violence, and Americais not themost violent onein history or even in today's
world. Mot countriesin the Third World, and many of the former republics
of the Soviet Union, are considerably moreViolent,and they have nothinglike
theAmericantradition of individualism.?! Asfor cultural normsof masculin-
ity and sexism, Spain has its machismo, Italy its braggadocio, and Japanits
rigid gender roles, yet their homicide ratesare afraction of that of the more
feminist-influenced United States. The archetype of a masculine hero pre-
pared to use violence in a just cause is one of the most common motifsin
mythology,and it can befoundin many cultureswith reaivelylow ratesof vi-
olent crime. JamesBond, for exanple—who actudly has a license to kill —is
British, and martial artsfilms are popular in many industrialized ASan coun-
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tries. In any case, only a bookworm who has never actually seen an American
movieor television program could believethat they glorify murderous fanat-
icslike Timothy McVeigh or teenagerswho randomly shoot classmatesin high
school cafeterias. Masculine heroes in the mass media are highly moralistic:
they fight bad guys.

Among conservativepoliticiansand liberal health professionalsalike it is
an articleof faith that violencein the mediaisamajor cause of Americanvio-
lent crime. The American Medical Association, the American Psychological
Association, and the American Academy of Pediatrics testified before Con-
gressthat over 3,500studies had investigatedthe connection and only 18faiied
to find one. Any social scientist can smell fishy numbers here, and the psy-
chologist Jonathan Freedman decided to look for himsdf. In fact, only two
hundred studies havelooked for aconnection between mediaviolenceand vi-
olent behavior, and more than half failed to find one.?? The othersfound cor-
relations that are small and readily explainable in other ways—for example,
that violent children seek out violent entertainment, and that children are
temporarily aroused (but not permanently affected) by action-packed
footage. Freedman and severa other psychologistswho have reviewed thelit-
erature have concluded that exposureto mediaviolence haslittle or no effect
on violent behavior in the world.? Redlity checksfrom recent history suggest
thesamething. Peoplewere moreviolent in thecenturies before televisonand
movieswere invented. Canadians watch the same television showsas Ameri-
cans but haveafourth their homicide rate. When the British colony of St. He-
lena installed television for the first time in 1995, its people did not become
more violent."" Violent computer gamestook off in the 1990s, a time when
crime rates plummeted.

What about the other usual suspects?Guns, discrimination, and poverty
play arolein violence, butinno caseis it asimpleor decisiveone. Gunssurely
makeit easier for peopleto kill, and harder for them to de-escalateafight be-
foreadeath occurs, and thus multiply thelethality of conflictslargeand small.
Nonetheless, many societies had sickening rates of violence before guns were
invented, and peopledo not automatically kill one another just because they
have accessto guns. Thelsraglisand Swissarearmed to the teeth but havelow
ratesof violent personal crime, and among Americanstates, Maineand North
Dakota havethelowest homicideratesbut almost every homehasagun.? The
ideathat guns increase lethal crime, though certainly plausible, has been so
difficult to provethat in 1998 thelega scholar John Lett published a book of
statistical analyseswith atitlethat flaunts the oppositeconclusion: MoreGuns,
Less Crime. Even if heiswrong, as| suspect heis, it isnot so easy to show that
more guns mean morecrime.

Asfor discrimination and poverty, againit ishard to show adirect cause-
and-effect relationship. Chinese immigrants to Californiain the nineteenth
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century and Japanese-Americansin World War I faced severediscrimination,
but they did not read with high ratesof violence. \Women are poorer than men
and are more likely to need money to feed children, but they arelesslikely to
stedl things by force. Different subcultures that are equally impoverished can
vary radicaly in their rates of violence, and asweshall see, in many cultures
relatively affluent men can be quick to uselethal force.?® Though no onecould
object to awdl-designed program that was shown to reduce crime, one can-
not simply blame crime rateson alack of commitment to socia programs.
These programsfirst flourished in the 1960s, thedecade in which ratesof vio-
lent crimeskyrocketed.

Scientificaly oriented researcherson violence chant a different mantra:
"Violenceis a public hedth problem.” According to the Nationa Institute of
Mental Hedlth,"Violent behavior can best be understood —and prevented —if
it isattacked asif it wereacontagiousdiseasethat flourishesin vulnerablein-
dividuas and resource-poor neighborhoods.” The public health theory has
been echoed by many professiond organizations, such asthe American Psy-
chologica Society and the Centersfor Disease Control,and by political figures
as diverse as the surgeon generd in the Clinton administration and the Re-
publican senator Arlen Specter? The public health gpproach triesto identify
"risk factors' that are more common in poor neighborhoodsthan affluent
ones. They include neglect and abuse in childhood, harsh and inconsistent
discipline, divorce, malnutrition, lead poisoning, head injuries, untreated at-
tention deficit hyperactivity disorder, and the useof alcohol and crack cocaine
during pregnancy.

Researchersin thistradition are proud that their approach is both “bio-
|logid — theymeasure bodily fluidsand take picturesof the bran—and " cul-
turd" —they look for environmental causesadf thebrain conditionsthat might
be amdliorated by the equivdent of public health measures. Unfortunately,
thereisarather glaringflaw in thewhole andogy. A good definitionof adis-
easeor disorder isthat it consistsaof suffering experienced by an individual be-
cause of a mafunction of a mechanism in the individud's body.?® But as a
writer for Si ence recently pointed out, " Unlike most diseases, it's usudly not
the perpetrator who definesaggresson as a problem; it's the environment. Vi-
ol ent people may feel they arefunctioning normally, and somemay wen enjoy
their occasional outburstsand resist treatment.”?® Other than the truism that
violenceis more common in some people and places than others, the public
health theory haslittle to recommendit. Aswe shall see, violenceis not adis-
eaein anything likethe medical sense.

PURE ENVIRONMENTAL THEORIES of violenceremain an articleof faith be-
causethey embody the Blank Sate and the Noble Savage. Violence, according
to these theories, isn't anatural strategy in the human repertoire; it's learned
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behavior, or poisoning by a toxic substance, or the symptom of an infectious
ilIness. In earlier chapterswe saw the moral appeal of such doctrines: todiffer-
entiate the doctrine-holders from jingoistsof earlier periods and ruffians of
different classes; to reassure audiencesthat they do not think violenceis™ nat-
ural"inthesenseof "good"; to expressan optimism that violencecan beelim-
inated, particularly by benign socia programs rather than punitive
deterrence; to stay miles away from the radioactive position that someindi-
viduals, classes, or racesare innately moreviolent than others.

Most of dl, the learned-behavior and public health theories are moral
declarations, public avowals that the declarer is opposed to violence. Con-
demning violenceis dl to the good, of course, but not if it isdisguised asan
empirical claim about our psychological makeup. Perhapsthe purest example
of thiswishful confusion comesfrom Ramsey Clark, attorney genera in the
Johnson administration and the author of the 1970 bestsdller Crime in Amer-
ica. In arguing that the crimina justice system should replace punishment
with rehabilitation, Clark explained:

The theory of rehabilitationis based on the belief that hedlthy, rational
peoplewill not injureothers, that they will understand that theindivid-
ual and hissociety are best served by conduct that doesnot inflictinjury,
and that ajust society hastheahility to providehedth and purposeand
opportunity for dl itscitizens. Rehabilitated,an individual will not have
the capacity-ennot bring himsdf —to injure another or take or de-
stroy property.*®

Would that it wereso! Thistheoryisafineexampleof themoralisticfallacy: it
would be S0 nice if the ideawere truethat weshould al believethat it istrue.
Theproblem isthat it isnot true. History hasshown that plenty of hedthy, ra-
tional people can bring themselvesto injure others and destroy property be-
cause, tragically, an individual's interests sometimes are served by hurting
others (especidly if criminal penaltiesfor hurting others are eliminated, an
irony that Clark seemsto have missed). Conflictsof interest areinherent to the
human condition, and as Martin Daly and Margo Wilson point out, " Wing
one's adversary is the ultimate conflict resolution technique.”®!

Admittedly, it iseasy to equate health and rationality with morality. The
metaphors pervade the English language, as when we cdl an evildoer crazy,
degenerate, depraved, deranged, mad, malignant, psycho, si ¢k, or twisted. But the
metaphors are bound to misead us when we contemplate the causes of vio-
lenceand waysto reduceit. Termitesarenot malfunctioning when they eat the
wooden beams in houses, nor are mosguitoes when they bite a victim and
spread the malaria parasite. They are doing exactly what evolution designed
them to do, even if the outcome makespeoplesuffer. For scientiststo moralize
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about thesecreaturesor cal their behavior pathol ogica would only send usdll
down blinddleys, such asasearch for the “toxic” influenceson thesecrestures
or a"cure" that would restore them to hedlth. For the same reason, human vi-
olencedoes not haveto beadiseasefor it to be worth combating. If anything,
it isthe belief that violenceisan aberration that isdangerous, becauseit luils
usinto forgetting how easlly violencemay erupt in quiescent places

The Blank Sae and the Noble Savage owe their support not just to their
moral appeal but to enforcement by ideology police. The blood libel against
Napoleon Chagnon for documenting warfare among the Yanomamo is the
most [urid exampleof the punishment of heretics, butitisnot theonlyone. In
1992 aViolence Initiative in the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mentd Hedlth Ad-
mini strati on wascancel ed becauseof faseaccusationsthat the research aimed
to sedateinner-city youth and to stigmatizethem as genetically proneto vio-
lence. (In fact, it advocated the public health approach.) A conference and
book on thelegd and moral issuessurrounding thebiology of violence, which
wasto include advocatesof all viewpoints, was canceled by BernadineHedey,
director of the National Institutes of Health, who overruled a unanimous
peer-review decision becausedf concerns' associated with the sengitivity and
vaidity of the proposed conference.”*? The university sponsoring the confer-
ence gppeded and won, but when the conferencewas held three yearslater,
protestersinvaded thehall and, asif to provide material for comedians, began
ashoving match with the participants.??

- What wes everyone S0 sendtive about?The stated fear was that the gov-
ernment would definepolitical unrest in responseto inequitablesocia condi-
tionsas a psychiatric disease and slencethe protesters by drugging them or
worse. Theradicd psychiatrist Peter Breggin caled theViolencelnitiative''the
mogt terrifying, most racist, most hideous thingimaginable"and " thekind of
plan one would associate with Nazi Germany.”** The reasonsincluded "'the
medicalization of social issues, the declaration that the victim of oppression,
in thiscasethe Jaw, isin fact ageneticaly and biologicaly defectiveperson, the
mobilization of the state for eugenic purposes and biologicd purposes, the
heavy usedf psychiatryin thedevel opment of socid-control programs.”* This
isafanciful, indeed paranoid, reading, but Breggin hastirelesdy repesated it,
especidly to African American politicians and media outlets. Anyone using

_thewords"vidlence' and"biology" in thesame paragraph nay be putundera
cloud of suspicionfor racism, and thishas affected theintellectua climate re-
garding violence. No one hasever gotten into troublefor saying that violence
iscompletely learned.

Fann =

THERE ARE MANY reasonsto beievethat violencein humansis not literally a
scknessor poisoning but part of our design. Before presenting them, let me
dlay twofears
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Thefirstfear isthat examiningtherootsof violencein human nature con-
sistsof reducing violenceto the bad genesof violent individuals, with the un-
savory implication that ethnic groupswith higher ratesof violence must have
more of these genes.

There can be little doubt that some individualsare constitutionally more
proneto violencethan others. Takemen, for starters: acrosscultures, men kill
men twenty to forty times more often than women kill women.* And the
lion's share of the killers are young men, between the ages of fifteen and
thirty? Someyoung men, moreover,are more violent than others. According
to one estimate, 7 percent of young men commit 79 percent of repeated vio-
lent offenses.”® Psychologistsfind that individualspronetoviolencehaveadis-
tinctive personality profile. They tend to be impulsive, low in intelligence,
hyperactive,and attention-deficient. They aredescribed ashavingan' opposi-
tional temperament™: they arevindictive, easlly angered, resistant to control,
deliberately annoying, and likely to blame everything on other people.* The
most callousamong them are psychopaths, peoplewho lack a conscience, and
they make up asubstantial percentageof murderers.*® Thesetraits emergein
early childhood, persist through thelifespan, and arelargely heritable, though
nowhere near compl etely so.

Sadists, hotheads, and other natural-born killersare part of the problem
of violence, not just because of the harm they wreak but because of the ag-
gressive posture they force othersinto for deterrence and self-defense. But my
point here isthat they are not the major part of the problem. Warsstart and
stop, crime rates yo-yo, societies go from militant to pacifist or vice versa
within a generation, al without any change in the frequenciesof the local
genes. Though ethnic groups differ today in their average rates of violence,
the differencesdo not call for a genetic explanation, because the rate for a
group at one historical period may be matched to that of any other group at
another period. Today's docile Scandinavians descended from bloodthirsty
Vikings, and Africa, wracked by war after thefal of colonialism,ismuch like
Europe after the fall of the Roman Empire. Any ethnic group that has madeit
into the present probably had pugnacious ancestors in the not-too-distant
past.

The second fear isthat if peopleare endowed with violent motives, they
can't help being violent, or must be violent all the time, like the Tasmanian
Devil in Looney Tuneswho tears through an arealeaving a swath of destruc-
tionin hiswake. Thisfear isareactionto archaicideasof killer apes, athirst for
blood, adeath wish, a territorial imperative,and aviolent brain. Infact, if the
brain is equipped with strategies for violence, they are contingent strategies,
connected to complicated circuitry that computes when and where they
should be deployed. Animals deploy aggression in highly selective ways, and
humans, whose limbic systemsare enmeshed with outsizefrontal |obes, are of
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courseeven more caculating. Most people today live their adult liveswithout
wer pressing their violencebuttons.

~  Sowhatistheevidencethat our speciesmay haveevolved mechanismsfor
discretionary violence?Thefirgt thing to kesp in mind isthat aggressonisan
organized, goal-directed activity, not thekind of event that couldcomefroma
random malfunction. If your lavnmower continued to run after you relessed
the handleand it injured your foot, you might suspect agticky switch or other
breskdown. But if the lawnmower lay in wait until you emerged from the
garageand then chased you around theyard, you would have to concludethat
someonehad ingtalled achip that programmedit to do so.

The presence of deliberate chimpicide in our chimpanzee cousins raises
the possibility that theforcesof evolution, not just theidiosyncrasiesof apar-
ticular human culture, prepared usfor violence. And the ubiquity of violence
in human societiesthroughout history and prehistory isa stronger hint that
weareso prepared.

When welook at human bodies and brains, we find more direct Sgns of
design for aggression. Thelarger 9ze, strength, and upper-body massaof men
isazoologicd giveaway of an evolutionary history of violent mae-maecom-
petition.”” Other Sgnsinclude the effects of testosterone on dominance and
violence (which we will encounter in the chapter on gender), the emotion of
anger (completewith reflexive baring of the canineteeth and clenching of the
fists), the revealingly named fight-or-flight response of the autonomic ner-
vous system, and the fact that disruptionsof inhibitory sysemsof the brain
(by acohol, damage to the frontal lobe or amygdaa, or defective genes in-
volved in serotonin metabolism) can lead to aggressive attacks, initiated by
circuitsin thelimbic system.42

Boys in dl cultures spontaneoudy engage in rough-and-tumble play,
which is obvioudy practicefor fighting. They aso divide themsevesinto co-
alitionsthat compete aggressvely (callingto mind the remark attributed to
the Duke of Wélington that "'the Battle of Waterloo vas won upon the playing
fiddsof Eton'')."* And childrenareviolent wel beforethey have been infected
by war toysor cultural stereotypes. The most viol ent ageis not adolescencebut
toddlerhood: in a recent large study, amost hdf the boys just past the age of
two, and adightly smaller percentage of the girls, engaged in hitting, biting,
and kicking. Astheauthor pointed out, “Babies do not kill each other, because
we do not give them accessto knivesand guns. The question.. . . weve been
tryingto answer for the past 30 yearsishow dochildrenlearn to aggress. [But]
that's the wrong question. The right question is how do they learn not to
aggress.”*

Violence continues to preoccupy the mind throughout life. According to
Independent surveys in severd countries by the psychologists Douglas Ken-
rick and David Buss, more than 80 percent of women and 90 percent of men
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fantasizeabout killing peoplethey don't like, especialy romantic rivals, step-
parents, and people who have humiliated them in public.** Peoplein all cul-
tures take pleasure in thinking about killings, if we are to judge by the
popularity of murder mysteries, crime dramas, spy thrillers, Shakespearean
tragedies, biblica stories, hero myths, and epic poems. (A character in Tom
Stoppard's Rosencrantz and Guildenstern Are Dead asks,"Yaure familiar with
the great tragediesdf antiquity, are you?The great homicida dasscs?") Peo-
plea so enjoy watching the stylized combat wecdl “sports,” which arecontests
of aiming, chasing, or fighting, complete with victorsand the vanquished. If
language isa guide, many other effortsare conceptualizedasforms of aggres-
sion: intellectual argument (toshoot down, defeat, or destroy an ideaor itspro-
ponent),socid reform (to fight crime, to combat prejudice, theWar on Poverty,
theWar on Drugs), and medical treatment (to fight cancer, painkillers, to defeat
AIDS, theWar on Cancer).

In fact, the entire question of what went wrong (socialy or biologicaly)
when a person engagesin violenceis badly posed. Almost everyone recognizes
the need for violence in defense of sdif, family, and innocent victims. Mora
philosopherspoint out that there are even circumstancesin which torture is
judtified--say, when a captured terrorist has planted a time bomb in a
crowded placeand refusesto say whereit is. Moregenerdly, whether aviolent
mindset iS called heroic or pathol ogical often dependson whose ox has been
gored. Freedom fighter or terrorist, Robin Hood or thief, Guardian Angd or
vigilante, noblemanor warlord, martyr or kamikaze, generd or gang leader—
theseareva ue judgments, not scientific classifications. | doubt that thebrains
or genesof most of the lauded protagonistswould differ from thoseof their
vilified counterparts.

Inthisway | find mysdf in agreement withtheradica scientissswhoinsist
that we will never understand violence by looking only at the genes or brains
of violent people. Violenceisasocid and politica problem, not just abiolog-
ica and psychologica one. Nonetheless, the phenomenawe cdl "*socid™ and
"political" are not externa happeningsthat mysterioudy affect human affairs
like sunspots; they are shared understandings among individuals at a given
timeand place. So one cannot understand violence without a thorough un-
derstandingof the human mind.

Intherest of thischapter | explorethelogicof violence,and why emotions
and thoughtsdevoted to it may have evolved. Thisis necessary to disentangle
the knot of biological and cultural causesthat makeviolenceso puzzling. It can
help explain why peopleare prepared for violencebut act onthoseinclinations
only in particular circumstances, when violenceis, at least in somesense, ra-
tional and when it is blatantly self-defeating; why violenceismoreprevaentin
sometimes and placesthan in others, despitealack of any genetic difference
amongtheactors; and, ultimately, how we might reduceand prevent violence.
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THE rirsT STEPiN Understanding violenceisto set asideour abhorrence of it
long enough to examinewhy it can sometimes pay off in personal or evolu-
tionary terms. This requiresoneto invert the statement of the problem—not
why violenceoccurs, but why it isavoided. Morality, after all, did not enter the
universewith the Big Bang and then pervadeit like background radiation. It
was discovered by our ancestorsafter billionsof yearsof the morally indiffer-

ent processknown as natural selection.

In my view, the consequences of this background amorality were best
worked out by Hobbes in Leviathan. Unfortunately, Hobbess pithy phrase
""nagty, brutish, and short" and hisimageof an all-powerful leviathan keeping
usfrom each other's throats have led people to misunderstand hisargument.
Hobbesis commonly interpreted as proposing that man in a state of nature
was saddled with an irrational impulsefor hatred and destruction. Infact his
analysisis moresubtle, and perhaps even moretragic, for he showed how the
dynamics of violence fadl out of interactions among rational and self-
interested agents. Hobbess anaysishas been rediscovered by evolutionary bi-
ology, game theory, and socia psychology, and | will use it to organize my
discussionof thelogicof violencebeforeturningto thevays inwhich humans
deploy peaceableinstinctsto counteract their violent ones.

Hereistheanalysisthat preceded thefamous™lifeof man" passage:

So that in the nature of man, we find three principal causesof quarrel.
First, competition; secondly, diffidence; thirdly, glory. Thefirst maketh
men invadefor gain; thesecond,for safety; and thethird, for reputation.
The first useviolence, to make themsdvesmasters of other men's per-
sons, wives children, and cattle; the second, to defend them; thethird,
for trifles, asaword, asmile, adifferent opinion, and any other sgn of
undervalue, either direct in their personsor by reflectionin their kin-
dred, their friends, their nation, their profession, or their name.

First, competition. Natural selection is powered by competition, which
means that the products of natural selection—surviva machines, in Richard
Dawkins’s metaphor — should, by default, do whatever hel psthem surviveand
reproduce. Heexplans

To asurvival machine, another survival machine (whichisnot itsown
child or another dose relative) is part of itsenvironment,like arock or
ariver or alump of food. It is something that getsin the way, or some-
thing that can be exploited. It differsfrom arock or ariver in oneim-
portant respect: it is inclined to hit back. This is because it too is a
machinethat holdsitsimmortal genesin trust for thefuture, and it too
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will stop at nothing to preservethem. Natural selectionfavorsgenesthat
control their surviva machinesin such away that they makethebest use
of their environment. This includes making the best use of other sur-
vivd machines, both of thesameand of different species.*’

If an obstaclestandsin theway of something an organism needs, it should
neutralize the obstacle by disabling or eliminating it. This includes obstacles
that happen to be other human beings—say, ones that are monopolizing de-
sirableland or sources of food. Even among modern nation-states, raw salf-
interest is a major motive for war. The political scientist Bruce Bueno de
Mesquita analyzed the instigatorsof 251 real-world conflicts of the past two
centuries and concluded that in most cases the aggressor correctly calculated
that asuccessful invasionwould bein itsnational interest.*®

Another human obstacleconsistsof men who are monopolizing women
who could otherwise be taken as wives. Hobbes caled attention to the phe-
nomenon without knowing the evolutionary reason, which was provided
centurieslater by Robert Trivers: the differencein the minimal parental in-
vestmentsof malesand femalesmakesthe reproductivecapacity of femaesa
scarcecommodity over which malescompete.*® Thisexplainswhy menarethe
violent gender, and aso why they aways have something to fight over, even
when their survival needs have been met. Studiesof warfarein pre-statesoci-
eties have confirmed that men do not haveto beshort of food or land to wage
war.”® They often raid other villagesto abduct women, to retaliatefor past ab-
ductions, or to defend their interestsin disputes over exchangesof women for
marriage. | n societiesin which women have more say in the matter, men still
competefor women by competingfor thestatusand wealth that tend to attract
them. The competition can beviolent because,as Day and Wilson point out,
"Any creature that is recognizablyon track toward compl ete reproductivefail-
ure must somehow expend effort, often at risk of death, to try to improveits
present lifetrgectory?* Impoverished young men on thistrack are therefore
likely to risk lifeand limb to improvetheir chancesin the sweepstakesfor sta-
tus, wealth, and mates.*? In al societiesthey are the demographic sector in
which the firebrands, delinquents, and cannon fodder are concentrated. One
of the reasonsthe crime rate shot up in the 1960sisthat boysfrom the baby
boom began to enter their crime-prone years.>* Though there are many rea-
sons why countriesdiffer in their willingnessto wagewar, onefactor issimply
the proportion of the population that consistsof men between the agesof fif-
teen and twenty-nine.>*

Thiswholecynical analysismay not ring trueto modern readers, because
we cannot think of other peopleas mere partsof our environment that may
have to be neutralized like weeds in a garden. Unlesswe are psychopaths, we
sympathize with other people and cannot blithely treat them as obstacles or
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prey. Such sympathy, however, has not prevented peoplefrom committingdl
manner of atrocities throughout history and prehistory. The contradiction
may be resolved by recaling that people discern a moral circle that may not
embrace all human beings but only the members of their clan, village, or
tribe.> Insidethecircle, fdlow humans are targets of sympathy; outside, they
aretreatedlikearock or ariver or alump of food. In a previousbook I men-
tioned that thelanguage of the Wari people of the Amazon hasaset of noun
classfiersthat distinguish edible from inedible objects, and that the edible
dass includes anyone who is not a member of the tribe. This prompted the
psychologistJudith Rich Harristo observe:

In theWari dictionary
Food'sdefined as"Not aWai."
Ther dinnersarealot of fun
For all but the un-wari one.

e  Cannibalismis 90 repugnant to us that for years even anthropol ogists
4 faled to admit that it vés common in prehistory, It iseasy to think: could
other human beingsredly becapableof such adepravedact?But of coursean-
imal rightsactivistshaveasimilarly low opinion of meat eaters, who not only
1 cause millionsof preventabledeathsbut doso with utter callousness: castrat-
4 ing and branding cattlewithout an anesthetic,impalingfish by the mouth and
letting them suffocatein the hold of aboat, boiling lobstersdive. My point is
not to makeamoral casefor vegetarianism but to shedlight on the mindset of
, human violenceand cruelty. History and ethnography suggest that peoplecan
* treat strangersthe way we now treat lobsters, and our incomprehension of
such deeds may be compared withanimal rightsactivists incomprehensionof
ours. Itisno coincidencethat Peter Singer, theauthor of The ExpandingCircle,
Isalsotheauthor of Animal Liberation.
The observation that people may be morally indifferent to other people
? who areoutsideamental circle immediatel y suggestsan opening for theeffort
%‘ to reduce violence: understand the psychology of thecirclewel enough to en-
courage peopleto put all of humanity insideit. In earlier chapterswe saw how
the moral circle has been growing for millennia, pushed ou -
_panding networks of reciprocity that make other human beings more valuable
—4 —alive than dead.”* As Robert Wright has put it, “Among the many reasons I don’t
think weshould bomb the Japanesasthat they built my minivan." Other tech-
nologieshave contributed to acosmopolitan view that makesit easy to imag-
Inetradingplaceswithother people. Theseincludeliteracy, travel, aknowledge
of history, and redigticart that hel ps people project themsalvesinto thedaily
livesof peoplewhoin other times might have been their mortal enemies.
We have aso seen how thecircle can shrink. Recdl that Tonathan Glover

)
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showed that atrocities are often accompanied by tactics of dehumanization
_§uch asthe use of pejorative names, degrading conditions, humiliating dress,

and"cold jokes" that make light of suffering.> Thesetactics can flip a mental

switchand reclassfy an individual from* person* to*'nonperson’ making it as
easy for someone to torture or kill him as it isfor usto boil a lobster dive.
(Those who poke fun at politically correct namesfor ethnic minorities, in-
cluding me, should keep in mind that they originally had ahumanerationale.)
Thesocial psychol ogwmhamms shown that even among the stu-
dentsof an elite university, tacticsof dehumanization can easily push one per-
son outside another's moral circle. Zimbardo created a mock prison in the

basement of the Stanford University psychology department and randomly.
assigned studentsto theroleof prisoner or guard. The “prisoners” had to wear
smocks, legirons, and nylon-stockingcapsand werereferred to by serial num-
bers. Before long the "'guards’ began to brutalize them — standing on their
backswhilethey did push-ups, spraying them with fire extinguishers,forcing
them to clean toiletswith their bare hands—and Zimbardo caled off the ex-
periment for the subjects safety.>®

In theother direction, signsof avictim's humanity can occasionally break
through and flip the switch back to thesympathy setting. When George Orwell
fought in the Spanish Civil War, he once saw a man running for hislife half-
dressed, holding up his pants with one hand. "I refrained from shooting at
hm'  Orwell wrote. "l did not shoot partly because of that detail about the
trousers. | had comehereto shoot at'Fascigs; but amanwhoisholding up his
trousers isn't a'Fastid, heisvisbly a fellow creature, similar to your self.”®
Glover recounts another example, reported by aSouth African journalist:

In 1985, in the ol d aparthei d South Africa, therewasademonstrationin
Durban. The police attacked the demonstrators with customary vio-
lence. One policeman chased a black woman, obvioudy intending to
beat her with hisclub. Asshe ran, her shoe dipped off. The brutal po-
liceman was aso a well-brought-up young Afrikaner, who knew that
when awomanlosesher shoeyou pick it up for her. Their eyes met ashe
handed her the shoe. He then left her, since clubbing her was no longer
an option.*

We should not, however, delude oursalvesinto thinking that the reaction
of Orwell (oneof the twentieth century's greatest moral voices) and of the
"well-brought-up"Afrikaner istypica. Many intellectual sbelievethat the ma-
jority of soldierscannot bring themselvesto fire their weaponsin battle. The
clamisincredibleon thefaceof it, given the tensof millionsof soldierswho
were shot in the wars of thelast century. (I am reminded of the professor in
Stoppard's Jumpers who noted that Zeno’s Paradox preventsan arrow from
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ever reaching itstarget, so Saint Sebastian must havedied of fright.) The belief
turns out to be traceableto a single, dubious study of infantrymen in World
Waer 1L In follow-up interviews, the men denied having even been asked
whether they had fired their weapons, let alone having claimed they hadn't?
Recent surveysof soldiersin battleand of riotersin ethnic massacresfind that
they often kill with gusto, sometimes in a state they describe as"'joy" or “ec-
stasy.”s?

Glover's anecdotes reinforce the hope that people are capable of putting

strangersinsideaviolence-proof moral circle. But they dsoremind usthat the
default setting may beto keep them out.
SECONDLY, DIFFIDENCE, IN itSoriginal sense of “distrust.” Hobbes had trans-
lated Thucydides History d the Peloponnesian \War and was struck by hisob-
servation that "what madewar inevitable was the growth of Athenian power
and the fear which this caused in Sparta.” If you have neighbors, they may
covet what you have, in which case you have become an obstacle to their de-
sres. Therefore you must be prepared to defend yoursdlf. Defense is an iffy
matter even with technologiessuch as castle wdls, the Maginot Line, or an-
tiballistic missle defenses, and it is even iffier without them. The only option
for self-protection may be to wipe out potentially hostile neighborsfirstin a
preemptivestrike. As Yog Berra advised," The best defenseis agood offense
and viceversa™

Tragicdly, you might arrive at this conclusion even if you didn't have an
aggressive bonein your body. All it would take isthe realization that others
might covet what you haveand astrong desirenot to be massacred. Even more
tragicaly, your neighbors have every reason to becranking through the same
deduction, and if they are, it makesyour fearsall the more compelling, which
makes a preemptivestriked| the more tempting, which makes a preemptive
strike by themall the more tempting,and so on.

This"Hobbesiantran’ asit is now cdled, isa ubiquitouscauseof violent
conflict.®? The political scientist Thomas Schelling offered the analogy of an
armed homeowner who surprisesan armed burglar. Each might betempted to
shoot first to avoid being shot, even if neither wanted to kill the other. A
Hobbesian trap pitting one man against another isa recurring themein fic-
tion, such as the desperado in Hollywood westerns, spy-versus-spy plotsin
cold-war thrillers, and the lyricsto Bob Marley’s "'l Shot the Sheriff."

But becausewe areasocid species, Hobbesian traps more commonly pit
groups against groups. There is safety in numbers, so humans, bound by
shared genesor reciprocal promises, form coalitionsfor protection. Unfortu-
nately, thelogic of the Hobbesiantrap meansthereisaso danger in numbers,
because neighbors may fear they are becoming outnumbered and form al-
liancesin their turn to contain the growing menace. Sinceone man's contain-
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ment isanother man's encirclement, thiscan send thespiral of danger upward.
Human socialityistheorigina " entanglingalliance," in which two partieswith
no prior animus can find themselvesat war when the aly of one attacksthe
alyof theother. Itisthereason | discusshomicideand war in asinglechapter.
I n aspecieswhose membersform bondsof loyaty, thefirstcan easilyturninto
thesecond.

The danger is particularly acute for humans because, unlike most mam-
mals, wetend to be patrilocal,with related maleslivingtogether instead of dis-
persing from the group when they become sexually mature.®* (Among
chimpanzeesand dol phins, related maesaso live together, and they tooform
aggressive coditions.) What we cdl " ethnic groups" are very large extended
families, and though in a modern ethnic group the family tiesare too distant
for kin-based altruism to be significant, thiswas not true of thesmaller coali-
tionsi nwhich weevolved. Eventoday ethnic groupsoften perceive themselves
aslargefamilies, and the role of ethnic loyatiesin group-against-group vio-
lenceisall too obvious.5

The other distinctive feature of Homo sapiens as a speciesis of course,
tool making. Competitivenesscan channel toolmakinginto weaponry,and dif-
fidence can channel weaponry into an arms race. An arms race, like an al-
liance, can make war more likely by acceleratingthe spiral of fear and distrust.
Our species vaunted ability to make toolsisoneof the reasonsweare so good
at killingone another.

Theviciouscircleof a Hobbesian trap can help us understand why thees-
calation from friction towar (and occasiondly, the de-escalationto detente)
can happen so suddenly. Mathematiciansand computer simulators have de-
vised models in which severd playersacquire arms or form alliancesin re-
sponse to what the other playersare doing. The modelsoften display chaotic
behavior, in which small differencesin the values of the parameters can have
largeand unpredictable consequences.®

As we can infer from Hobbess alusion to the Peloponnesian War,
Hobbesian traps among groups are far from hypothetical. Chagnon describes
how Yanomamé villages obsess over the danger of being massacred by other
villages (with good reason) and occasionally engage in preemptive assaults,
giving other villages good reason to engagein their own preemptiveassaults,
and prompting groups of villages to form alliances that make theirneighbors-

ever morenervous.®” Street gangsand Mafia familiesengagein similar machi-
nations. In the past century, World War 1, the Sx-Day Arab-Isragli War, and
the Yugodavian warsin the 1990sarosein part from Hobbesian traps.®

The political scientist John Vasguez has made the point quantitatively.
Usingadatabase of hundreds of conflictsfrom the past two centuries, he con-
dudes that the ingredients of a Hobbesian trap—-concern with security, en-
tangling alliances, and arms races--can statistically predict the escalation of
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friction into war.** The most conscious playing-out of thelogicof Hobbesian
traps took placeamong nuclear strategists during the cold war, when thefate
of theworld literally hinged onit. Thelogic produced someof the maddening
paradoxes of nuclear strategy: why it is extraordinarily dangerous to have
enough missilesto destroy an enemy but not enough to destroy him after he
has attacked those missiles (becausethe enemy would have astrongincentive
to strike preemptively), and why erecting an impregnable defense against
enemy missiles could make the world a more dangerous place (because the
enemy hasan incentivetolaunch apreemptivestrikebeforethecompleted de-
fenseturnshiminto asittingduck).

, When a stronger group overpowers a wesker one in a surprise raid, it
should come as no surprise to a Hobbesian cynic. But when one sde defeats
another in abattlethat both have joined, the logicis not so clear. Given that
both the victor and the vanquished have much to lose in a battle, one would
expect each sideto assessthestrength of the other and the weeker to cede the
contested resourcewithout usdessbl oodshedthat would only lead to thesame
outcome. Mogt behaviora ecologigts beieve that rituals of gppeasement and
surrender among animalsevolved for thisreason (and not for thegood of the
species, as Lorenz had supposed). Sometimes the two Sdes are so wdl
matched, and thestakes of abattleare 0 high, that they engagein a battle be-
causeit isthe only way tofind out who isstronger.”*

But a other timesaleader will march-or march hismen—into theva-
ley of death without any reasonablehopeadf prevailing. Military incompetence
haslong puzzled historians, and the primatol ogist Richard Wrangham sug-
gedts that it might grow out of the logic of bluff and self-deception? Con-
vincing an adversary to avoid a battle does not depend on being stronger but
on gppearingstronger, and that createsan incentiveto bluff and to begood at
detecting bluffs. Snce the most effective bluffer is the one who believes his
own bluff, alimited degree of salf-deceptionin hostileescadationscan evolve.
It hasto belimited, because having onés bluff caled can be worsethan fold-
ingon thefirst round, but when thelimitsare miscalibrated and both Sdesgo
to the brink, the result can beahunan disaster. The historian Barbara Tuch-
man hashighlighted theroleof salf- deceptlon in calamnouswarsthroughout

Thistory in her boaks-Jhe : AL] e
of Fally. From TroytoV|etnam

A READINESS TOinflict apreemptivestrikeisadouble-edged sword, because
it makes one an inviting target for a preemptive strike. So people have in-
vented, and perhapsevolved, an aternativedefense: the advertised deterrence
policy knownaslex talionis, thelaw of retaiation,familiar fromthebiblica in-
junctionAneye for an eye,atooth for atooth."** If you can credibly say to po-
tential adversaries, “We wont attack first, but if weareattacked, wewill survive
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and strike bed<'  you remove Hobbes's first two incentives for quarrel, gain
and mistrust. The policy that you will inflict & much harm on othersasthey
inflicted onyou cancelstheir incentiveto raid for gain, and the policy that you
will not strike first cancels their incentive to raid for mistrust. Thisis rein-
forced by the policy to retaliate with no more harm than they inflicted on you,
becauseit dlaysthe fear that you will use aflimsy pretext to justify a massive
opportunistic raid.

Thenuclear strategy of "M utual Assured Destruction™ isthe most obvious
contemporary exampleof thelaw of retaliation. But it isan explicit version of
an ancient impul se, theemotion of vengeance, that may havebeeninstalledin
our brains by natural selection. Daly and Wilson observe," In societies from
every corner of the world, we can read of vows to avenge a dain father or
brother, and of ritualsthat sanctify thosevows-of amother raisingher son to
avengea father who died in the avenger's infancy, of gravesidevows, of drink-
ing the deceased kinsman's blood as a covenant, or keeping his bloody gar-
ment as a rdic™ Modern states often find themselves at odds with their
citizens cravingfor revenge. They prosecutevigilantes—people who"'take the
law into their own hands”—and, with a few recent exceptions, ignore the
clamoring of crimevictimsand their relativesfor asay in decisionsto prose
cute, plea-bargain, or punish.

Aswesaw in Chapter 10, for revenge to work as a deterrent it has to be im-
placable. Exactingrevengeisarisky business, because if an adversary wasdan-
gerous enough to have hurt you in the first place, he is not likely to take
punisnhment lying down. Since the damage has already heen done,a-cooly-ra——
tional victim may not seeit in hisinterests-to-retaliate-And sincethe aggressor
can anticipate this, he could cal the victim's bluff and abuse him with im-
punity. If, on the other hand, potential victimsand their kin would be so con-
sumed with the lust for retribution asto raiseason to avengeadain father,
drink the kinsman's blood as acovenant, and so on, an aggressor might think
twice beforeaggressing.”

Thelaw of retaliation requiresthat thevengeance haveamoralistic pretext
to distinguish it from a raw assault. The avenger must have been provoked by
aprior act of aggression or other injustice. Studies of feuds, wars, and ethnic
violenceshow that the perpetratorsare almost dwaysinflamed by some griev-
amce agafmst their targets.”s The danger inherent in this psychology is obvious:
two sides may disagree over whether an initial act of violence was judtified
(perhaps asan act of self-defense, the recovery of ill-gottengains, or retribu-
tion for an earlier offense) or was an act of unprovoked aggression. Oneside
may count an even number of reprisalsand fed that the scales of justice have
been balanced, whilethe other sidecount s an odd number and fedsthat they
still have a score to settle.”® Self-deception may embolden each side's belief in
the rectitude of its causeand make reconciliation almost impossible.
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Also necessary for vengeanceto work as adeterrent isthat the willingness
to pursueit be made public, because the whole point of deterrenceisto give
would-be attackers second thoughts beforehand. And this brings us to
Hobbess final reasonfor quarrel.

THIRDLY, GLORY — THOUGH a more accurate word would be "honor."

Hobbess observation that men fight over "aword, asmile, adifferentopinion,

and any other Sgn of undervalue”isas true now asit wasin the seventeenth
century. For as long asurban crimestati sticshavebeen recorded, the most fre-
quent causeof homicidehasbeen' argument” —what policeblottersclassify as
"dtercation of relaively trivid origin; insult, curse, jostling, etc””” A Ddlas
homicide detective recdls, ""Murders result from little ol arguments over
nothingat dl. Tempersflare. Afight starts, and somebody getsstabbed or shot.
I've worked on cases where the principals had been arguing over a 10 cent
record on ajuke box, or over aonedollar gambling debt from a dice game.””®

Wars between nation-states are often fought over national honor, even
when the materia stakes are small. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, most
Americanshad become disenchanted over their country's involvement in the
war inVietnam, which they thought wasimmoral or unwinnableor both. But
rather than agreeing to withdraw American forces unconditionally, as the
peace movement had advocated, a majority supported Richard Nixon and his
dogan "' Peace with Honor.” In practice this turned into adow withdrawal of
American troops that prolonged the military presence until 1973 at a cost of
twenty thousand Americanlivesand thelivesof many moreVietnamese--and
with the same outcome, defeat of the South Vietnamese government. A de-
fense of national honor was behind other recent wars, such as the British re-
taking of the Falkland |dandsin 1982 and the Americaninvasion of Grenada
in 1983. A ruinous 1969 war between El Salvador and Honduras began with a
disputed game between their national soccer teams.

Because of thelogicof deterrence, fightsover personal or national honor
are not asidiotic asthey seem. In a hostile milieu, peopleand countries must
advertisetheir willingnessto retaliate against anyonewho would profit at their
expense, and that means maintaining a reputation for avenging any slight or
trespass, no matter how small. They must makeit known that, in thewordsof
theJimCroce song,"Youdon't tug on Superman's cape; you don't spitintothe
wind; you don't pull the mask off the old Lone Ranger; and you don't mess
aroundwith Jm."

The mentalityisforeignto thoseof uswho can get Leviathan to show up
by dialing 911, but that option is not dwaysavailable. It was not availableto
peoplein pre-statesocieties, or on thefrontier in theAppalachiansor thewild
Weg, or in the remote highlands of Scotland, the Balkans, or Indochina. It is
not availableto peoplewho are unwilling to bring in the policebecauseof the
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anyone to bethefirst to renouncethe culture. The very act of renouncingit
can be a concession of wesakness and low status even when the sheep and
mountal nsare adistant memory.

The American South has long had higher rates of violence than the
North, including atradition of dueling among ' men of honor" such as An-
drew Jackson. Nisbett and Cohen note that much of the South was originally
settled by Scottish and Irish herdsman, whereas the North was settled by
English farmers. Also, for much of its history the mountainous frontier of
the South was beyond the reach of the law. The resulting Southern culture
of honor is, remarkably, diveat the turn of the twenty-first century in laws
and socid attitudes. Southern states place fewer restrictionson gun owner-
ship, dlow peopleto shoot an assailant or burglar without having to retreat
first, are tolerant O spanking by parentsand corporal punishment by schools,

are more hawkish on issues of national defense, and execute more of thelr

criminals.®?

Theseattitudesdo not float in acloud called “culture” but arevisblein the
psychology of individual Southerners. Nibett and Cohen advertised afake
psychology experiment at theliberal University of Michigan. Toget to thelab,
respondentshad to squeeze by astoogewho was filing papersin ahdlway. As

arespondent brushed past him, thestoogeslammed thedrawer shut and mut-

tered, “Asshole.” Studentsfrom Northern states laughed him off, but students—
from Southern'stateswerevisibly upset. The Southernershad e evated levelsof

testosterone and cortisol (astresshormone) and reported lower levelsof sdif-

esteem. They compensated by giving a firmer handshake and acting more
dominant toward theexperimenter,and on theway out of thelab they refused
to back down when another stooge approachedin anarrow hdlway and one
of thetwo had to step aside. It's not that Southernerswak around chronically
fuming: acontrol group who had not been insulted wereas cool and collected
as the Northerners. And Southerners do not approve of violencein the ab-
stract,only of violence provoked by an insult or trespass.

African American inner-city neighborhoods are among the more con-
spicuoudly violent environmentsin Western democracies, and they too have
an entrenched culture of honor. In his insightful essay "The Code of the
Streets," the sociologist Elijah Anderson describes the young men's obsession
with respect, their cultivation of a reputation for toughness, their willingness
toengagein violent retaiation for any dight,and their universal acknowledg-
ment of therulesof thiscode.®> Wereit not for giveawaysin their dialect, such
as"If someone disses you, you got to straighten them out,” Anderson's de-
scriptionof the codewould beindistinguishablefrom accountsof theculture
of honor among white Southerners.

Inner-city African Americanswere never goatherds, so why did they de-
velopaculturedf honor?0Onepossbility isthat they brought it with themfrom
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he South when they migrated tolarge cities after thetwo world was—a nice
irony for Southern racistswho would blameinner-city violenceon something
distinctively African American. Another factor isthat theyoung men's wealth
is easly stealable, sinceit isoften in theform of cash or drugs. A third isthat
the ghettosareakind of frontier in which police protection isunrelidble—the
gangstarap group Public Enemy hasarecordingcalled “911 Isajoke.” A fourth
is that poor people, especialy young men, cannot take pride in a prestigious
job, a nice house, or professional accomplishments, and this may be doubly
truefor African Americansafter centuriesof davery and discrimination. Their
reputation on the streetsistheir only claim to status. Findly, Anderson points
out that the code of the streets is self-perpetuating. A majority of African
American familiesin theinner city subscribe to peaceablemiddle-classvalues
they refer to as“decent.”® But that is not enough to end the culture of honor:

Everybody knows that if the rules are violated, there are pendties.
Knowledgeof the codeis thus largely defensive; it isliterally necessary
for operatingin public. Therefore, even though familieswith a decency
orientation are usualy opposed to the values of the code, they often re-
luctantly encouragetheir children's familiarity with it to enablethem to
negotiatethe inner-city environment.

Studies of thedynamicsof ghetto violenceare consistent with Anderson's
analysis. The jumpinAmerican urban crimeratesbetween 1985and 1993 can
betiedin part to the appearance of crack cocaineand the underground econ-
omy it spawned. As the economist Jeff Grogger pointsout, " Violenceisa way
toenforce property rightsin theabsenceof lega recourse.”® The emergenceof
violence within the new drug economy then set off the expected Hobbesian
trap. Asthe criminologist Jeffrey Fagan noted, gun use spread contagiously as
"young people who otherwise wouldn't carry guns felt that they had to in
order to avoid being victimized by their armed peers.”®” And aswe saw in the
chapter on politics, conspicuous economic inequality isagood predictor of
violence (better than poverty itself), presumably because men deprived of le-
gitimate means of acquiring status compete for status on the streets instead.®®
It isnot surprising, then, that when African American teenagersare taken out
of underclass neighborhoods they are no more violent or delinquent than
white teenagers.®

e
HoBBES’s ANALYSIS OF thecausesof violence, borneout by modern dataon
crime and war, showsthat violenceisnot a primitive, irrational urge, nor isit
a"' pathology" except in the metaphorical sense of a condition that everyone
would liketo eliminate. Instead, it isa near-inevitableoutcomeof the dynam-
icsof self-interested, rational social organisms.
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But Hobbesisfamousfor presenting not just the causes of violencebut 4
meansof preventingit: *'a common power to kegp them all in ave™ Hiscom-
monweathwasameansof implementingtheprinciple “that a man bewilling,
whenothersaresotoo. . . tolay downthisright toall things; and be contented
with so much liberty againgt other men, as hewould alow other men against
himself.”*® People vest authority in a sovereign person or assembly who can
use the collectiveforce of the contractors to hold each one to the agreement,
because™ covenants, without the sword, are but words, and of no strength to
secureaman at all.”*!

A governingbody that hasbeen granted amonopoly on thelegitimateuse
of violencecan neutralize each of Hobbess reasons for quarrel. By inflicting
penaltieson aggressors, the governing body eliminatesthe profitability of in-
vadingfor gain. That in turn defusestheHobbesiantrapinwhich mutually dis-
trustful peoplesare each tempted to inflict a preemptivestrike to avoid being
invaded for gain. And a system of lawsthat definesinfractionsand penalties
and metesthem out disinterestedly can obviate the need for a hair trigger for
retaliationand theaccompanyingcul tureof honor. Peoplecan restassured that
someone dse will impose disincentiveson their enemies, making it unneces-
sary for them to maintaina belligerent stanceto prove they are not punching
bags And having athird party measure the infractionsand the punishments
circumventsthe hazard of self-deception,which ordinarilyconvincesthoseon
each Sdethat they have suffered thegreater number of offenses. Theseadvan-
tagesof third-party intercession can aso comefrom nongovernmental meth-
ods of conflict resolution, in which mediatorstry to help the hostile parties
negotiatean agreement or arbitratorsrender averdict but cannot enforceit.*2
The problem with these toothl ess measuresisthat the partiescan awayswak
avay when the outcomedoesn't comeout the way they want.

Adjudication bv an armed, aptherityr-appearsto bethe most effectivegen- .

era violence-reduction technique ever invented. Though we debate whether

twesksin criminal policy, such asexecutingmurderersversuslocking them up
for life, can reduceviolence by afew percentagepoints, therecan be no debate
on the massve effectsdf havingacriminal justicesystem as opposed toliving
inanarchy. Theshockiiy high homicideratesof pre-state societies, with 10
t0 60 percent of the men dying & thehandsof other men, provideonekind of
evidence.” Another is the emergence of a violent culture of honor_in just
“about any corner of the world that is beyond the reach of thelaw.* Many his-
torians argue that people acquiesced to centralized authorities during the
Middle Agesand other periods to reievethemsdvesof the burden of having
to retaliate againgt those who would harm them and their kin.”®> And the
growth of those authoritiesmay explain the hundredfold declinein homicide
rates in European societiessince the Middle Ages.* The United Statessaw a
dramatic reduction in urban crime ratesfrom thefirst haf of the nineteenth
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. century to the second half, which coincided with theformation of professional
policeforcesin thecities.” Thecausesof the declinein American crimein the
1990s are controversial and probably multifarious, but many criminologists
traceitin part to moreintensivecommunity policingand higher incarceration
ratesof violent criminals.®®

Theinverseistrueaswel. When law enforcement vanishes, all manner of
violence breaks out: looting, settling old scores, ethnic cleansing, and petty
warfareamong gangs, warlords, and mafias. Thiswasobviousin the remnants
of Yugodavia, the Soviet Union, and partsof Africain the 1990s, but can also
happen in countries with along tradition of civility. As a young teenager in
proudly peaceableCanada during the romantic 1960s, | wasatruebeliever in
Bakunin's anarchism. | laughed off my parents argument that if the govern-
ment ever laid down itsarmsal hell would break loose. Our competing pre-
dictions were put to the test at 8:00 AM on October 17, 1969, when the
Montreal policewent on strike. By 11:20 am. the first bank was robbed. By
noon most downtown storeshad closed becauseof |ooting. Within afew more
hours, taxi drivers burned down the garage of alimousine service that had
competed with them for airport customers, arooftop sniper killedaprovincial
police officer, rioters broke into several hotels and restaurants, and a doctor
dewaburglar in hissuburban home. By theend of theday, six banks had been
robbed, a hundred shops had been looted, twelvefires had been set, forty car-
loads of storefront glasshad been broken, and three million dollarsin prop-
erty damage had been inflicted, before city authoritieshad to call in the army
and, of course, the Mountiesto restoreorder.”” Thisdecisveempirical test |eft
my politicsin tatters (and offered aforetaste of life asa scientist).

Thegeneralization that anarchy in thesense of alack of government leads
to anarchy in the sense of violent chaos may seem banal, but it is often over-
looked in today's still-romantic climate. Government in general is anathema
to many conservatives, and the police and prison system are anathema to
many liberals. Many peopleon theleft, citing uncertainty about the deterrent
value of capital punishment compared to life imprisonment, maintain that
deterrence is not effectivein general. And many oppose more effective polic-
ing of inner-city neighborhoods, even though it may bethe most effectiveway.
for their decent inhabitantsto abjure thecodeof thestreets. Certainly wemust
combat the racial inequities that put too many African American men in
prison, but as the lega scholar Randall Kennedy has argued, we must also
combat the racial inequitiesthat leave too many African Americansexposedto
criminals.!® Many on the right oppose decriminalizing drugs, prostitution,
and gambling without factoring in the costs of the zones of anarchy that, by
their own free-market logic, are inevitably spawned by prohibition policies.
When demand for acommodity is high, supplierswill materialize,and if they
cannot protect their property rights by calling the police, they will do so with
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aviolent cultureaf honor. (Thisisdistinct from the moral argument that our
current drug policies incarcerate multitudes of nonviolent people.) School-
childrenarecurrently fed thedisinformation that NativeAmericansand other
peoplesin pre-statesoci etieswereinherently peaceable, leaving them uncom-
prehending, indeed contemptuous,of oneof our species grestest inventions,
demoacraticgovernment and theruleaof law.

- Where Where Hobbes-felt-short-wastrdeating-with the problem of policing the

_I_n his view, civil war was such a cdamity that any government—
chy, aristocracy, or democracy —wes preferabletoit. Hedid not seemto
appreciatethat in practicealeviathan would not bean otherworldly ssa mon-
ster but a human being or group of them, complete with the deadly sins of
greed, mistrust, and honor. (As we saw in the preceding chapter, thisbecame
the obsessionof theheirsof Hobbeswho framed the American Constitution.)
Armed men areadwaysamenace, o policewho are not under tight democratic
control can be a far worse calamity than the crime and feuding that go on
without them. In thetwentieth century, accordingtothe political scientistR. ]
Rummd in Degth by Governmente-lZ0-rillion-peoptewereddlled by their own-
.dovernments. Noy is murder-by-governmenta relic of the tyrannies of the
middleof thecentury. TheWorld Conflict Lig for the year 2000 reported:

The stupidest conflict in this year's count is Cameroon. Early in the yea,
Cameroon was experiencingwidespread problemswith violent crime.
Thegovernment respondedtothi crisisby creatingand arming militias
and paramilitary groups to stamp out the crime extrajudicially. Now,
whileviolent crime has fdlen, the militias and paramilitaries have cre-
ated far more chaosand degth than crimeever would have Indeed, as
theyear woreon massgraveswerediscovered that weretied to the para-
military groups.!®

The patternisfamiliar from other regionsof theworld (including our own)
and shows that.civil Iibertatians’ concern about abusive police practices is an

indispensable cannterwsight-+te-the-manapoly on violencewegrant thestate:
[

’
DEMOCRATIC LEVIATHANS HAVE proven to be an effective antiviolence

measure, but they leave much to be desired. Becausethey fight violencewith
violence or the threat of violence, they can be a danger themgelves. And it
would befar better if we could find away to get peopleto abjure violenceto
begin with rather than punishing them after thefatt. Worst of all, no one has
yet figured out how to set up aworldwidedemocraticleviathanthat would pe-
nalize the aggressve competition, defuse the Hobbesan traps, and eiminate
the culturesof honor that hold between the most dangerous perpetrators of
violenceof dl, nation-states. AsKant noted, ' Thedepravity of human nature
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is displayed without disguisein the unrestricted relations which obtain be-
tween the various nations.”'?2 The great question ishow to get peopleand na-
tions to repudiate violence from the start, preempting escalationsof hostility
beforethey can take off.

In the 1960s it al seemed so simple. War is unhealthy for children and
other livingthings. What if they gave awar and nobody came?War: What isit
good for?Absolutely nothing! The problem with these sentimentsisthat the
other side has to fed the sameway at the same time. I n 1939 Neville Cham-
berlain offered hisown antiwar dogan," Peacein our time." It wasfollowed by
aworld war and a holocaust, because his adversary did not agree that war is
good for absolutely nothing. Chamberlain's successor, Churchill, explained
why peaceisnot asimple matter of unilateral pacifism:" Nothing isworsethan
war? Dishonor is worse than war. Savery is worse than wa." A popular
bumper sticker captures a related sentiment: 1F You WANT PEACE, WORK FOR
wsTIcE. The problem isthat what onesideseesashonor and justicethe other
side may see as dishonor and injustice. Also, "honor*' can be alaudable will-
ingness to defend life and liberty, but it can also be a reckless refusa to de-
escalate.

Sometimesall sidesredly do seethat they would bebetter off beatingtheir
swords into plowshares. Scholars such as John Keegan and Donald Horowitz
have noted ageneral declinein thetastefor violenceasameansof settling dis-
putes within most Western democraciesin thelast half-century.!®* Civil wars,
corporal and capital punishment, deadly ethnic riots, and foreignwars requir-
Ing face-to-face killing have declined or vanished. And as | have mentioned,
though some decadesin recent centuries have been more violent than others,
theoveral trend in crime has been downward.

One possiblereason isthe cosmopolitan forcesthat work to expand peo-
pleés moral circle. Another may be the long-term effects of living with a
leviathan. Today's civilityin Europe, after dl, followed centuries of beheadings
and public hangings and exilesto pena colonies. And Canada may be more
peaceablethanits neighbor in part becauseitsgovernment outraced its people
totheland. Unlikethe United States, where settlersfanned out over avast two-
dimensional landscape with innumerable nooks and crannies, the habitable
portion of Canada is a one-dimensional ribbon aong the American border
without remote frontiersand enclavesin which culturesof honor could fester.
According to the Canadian studies scholar Desmond Morton, " Our west ex-
panded in an orderly, peaceful fashion, with the policearriving before the set-
tler~."'~~

But people can become less truculent without the external incentives of
dollars and cents or governmental brute force. Peopledl over the world have
reflected on the futility of violence (at least when they are evenly enough
matched with their adversaries that no one can prevail). A New Guinean
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nativelaments, “War isbad and nobody likesit. Sveat potatoesdisappear, pigs
disappear, fid dsdeteriorate,and many reaivesand friends get killed. But one
cannot help it.”1° Chagnon reportsthat someY anomamo men reflect on the
futility of their feudsand afev makeit known that they will have nothing to
do with raiding."" In such casesit can becomedear that both sides would
comeout ahead by splitting the differencesbetween them rather than contin-
uing to fight over them. During the trench warfare of World War |, weary
British and German soldierswould probeeach other's hostileintent with mo-
mentary respitesin shelling. If theother sideresponded with arespiteinkind,
long periodsof unoffiaal peacebrokeout beneaththe noticeof their bellicose
commanders.!” Asa British soldier said,"We don't want to kill you, and you
don't want to kill us, so why shoot?”1%

The most consequential episodein which belligerentssought away to re-
lease their deadly embrace wes the Cuban Missle Crigs of 1962, when the
United States discovered Soviet nuclear misslesin Cuba and demanded that
they beremoved. K hrushchev and Kennedy wereboth remindedof the human
costsof thenuclear brink they wereapproaching, Khrushchev by memoriesof
two world warsfought on his soil, Kennedy by agraphicbriefing of the after-
math of an atomicbomb. And each understood they werein aHobbesian trap.
Kennedy had just read The Quns of August and saw how theleadersof great na-
tions could blunder into a pointlesswar. Khrushchev wroteto Kennedy:

Yau and | should not now pull ontheendsaf theropeinwhichyou have
tiedaknot of war, becausetheharder you and | pull, thetighter thisknot
will become. And atime may come when thisknot istied so tight that
the person who tied it is no longer capable of untying it, and then the
knot will haveto becut.!®

By identifying the trap, they could formulate a shared god of escapingiit. In
the teeth of oppositionfrom many o their advisersand large sectorsof their
publics, both made concessons that averted a catastrophe.

The problemwith violence, then, isthat the advantagesof deployingit or
renouncing it depend on what the other side does. Such scenarios are the
provinceof gametheory, and gametheoristshaveshown that thebest decison
for each player individualy is sometimes the worst decison for both collec-
tively. The most famousexampleisthe Prisoner's Dilemma, in which partners
incrimeareheldin separatecdls Eachis promised freedomif heisthefirst to
implicate his partner (who then will get a harsh sentence), alight sentenceif
neither implicates the other, and a moderate sentenceif each implicatesthe
other. The optimal strategy for each prisoner is to defect from their partner-
ship, but when both do so they end up with a worse outcome than if each
dayedloyd.Ye neither can stay loyd out of fear that his partner might defect
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and leave him with the worst outcomeof all. The Prisoner's Dilemmaiissimi-

the pacifist’s dilemma: what is goo ] is bad for

both, but what isgood for both (pacifism)is unattai nabl ewhen neither can be

" suretheother isopting for it -

N Theonly way to win a Prisoner's Dilemmaisto changethe rulesor find a
way out of the game. The World War | soldierschanged the rulesin away that
has been much discussed in evolutionary psychology: play it repeatedly and
apply astrategy of reciprocity, rememberingtheother player's last actionand -
repaying him in kind.!® But in many antagonistic encountersthat is not an
option, because when the other player defects he can destroy you--or, in the
caseof the Cuban MissileCriss, destroy theworld. Inthat casethe playershad
to recognizethey werein afutilegameand mutually decideto get out of it.

Glover drawsan important conclusion about how the cognitive compo-

nent of human naturemight alow usto reduce violenceeven when it appears
to be arational strategy at thetime;

Sometimes, gpparently rationa sdlf-interestedstrategiesturn out (asin
the prisoners dilemma. . .) to be sdf-defeating. This may look likea
defest for rationality, but it isnot. Rationdity is saved by its own open-
endedness. If a strategy of following accepted rules of rationdlity is
sometimessdlf-defeating, thisis not theend. We revise the rulesto take
account of this, S0 producing a higher-order rational strategy. Thisin
turn may fall, but again we go up alevd. At whatever levd wefail, there
isadwaysthe processdf standing back and going up afurther level.!!!

The process of "standing back and going up a further leve™ might be
necessary to overcome the emotiona impediments to peace as wdl as the
intellectual ones. Diplomatic peacemakerstry to hurry aong the epiphanies
that prompt adversariesto extricate themsdvesfrom adeadly game They try
to blunt competition by carefully fashioning compromisesover the disputed
resources. They try to defuse Hobbesian traps via' confidence-building mea-
sures" such as making military activities transparent and bringing in third
parties as guarantors. And they try to bring the two sdes into each other's
moral circles by facilitating trade, cultural exchanges, and people-to-people
activities.

Thisisfine asfar as it goes, but the diplomats are sometimes frustrated
that at theend of theday the two sidesseem to hateeach other as much asthey
did at the beginning. They continue to demonize their opponents, warp the
facts, and denounce the conciliatorson their own side as traitors. Milton J
Wilkinson, a diplomat who failed to get the Greeks and Turks to bury the
hatchet over Cyprus, suggests that peacemakers must understand the emo-
tional faculties of adversaries and not just neutralize the current rational
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incentives. Thebest-laid plansof peacemakersareoften derailed by the adver-
saries ethnocentrism, sense of honor, moralization, and self-deception.!12
These mindsets evolved to ded with hogtilitiesin the ancestral past, and we
must bring theminto theopen if weareto work around them in the present.
An emphasis on the open-endedness ofh rorati ith—--.

the-ﬁnding from»eogﬁ”lfﬁ?'science that the mind is a combinatorial, recursive_____

S/Sem.,,. Not only do we have thoughts, but we have thoughts about our
:ﬂ;ﬂﬁhﬁund thoughts about our thoughtsabout our thoughts. Theadvances

in human conflict resolution we have encountered in this chapter —submit-

ting to theruleof law, figuring out away for both sidesto back down without

losing face, acknowledgingthe possibility of ones own salf-deception, accept-

ing theequivaencedt one’s own interestsand other peopl€'s-depend onthis

ability.

Man - gaze ITom the € : g
violence, fearingthat acknowledgingit istantamount to acceptingit or evento
‘goproving it. Instead they have pursued the comfortingdelusion of the Noble

Savage, in which violenceis an arbitrary product of learning or a pathogen
that boresinto usfrom the outside. But denyingthelogic of violence makesit
easy to forget how readily violencecan flare up, and ignoringthe partsof the
mind that ignite violence makesit easy to overlook the partsthat can extin-
guish it. With violence, aswith so many other concerns, human natureisthe
problem, but human natureisaso the solution.
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