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Plan	
  of	
  the	
  talk	
  

•  Preliminary	
  definiJons	
  
•  I.	
  Disaster	
  poliJcs	
  
•  II.	
  Pre-­‐State	
  war	
  (and	
  its	
  putaJve	
  role	
  in	
  the	
  
evoluJon	
  of	
  prosociality)	
  

•  III.	
  EvoluJon	
  of	
  prosociality	
  w/o	
  war	
  
•  IV.	
  What’s	
  really	
  geSng	
  selected?	
  Bio-­‐social	
  
subjecJficaJon	
  pracJces	
  

•  V.	
  The	
  Spinoza	
  quesJon	
  



Preliminary	
  DefiniJons	
  

•  Prosocial	
  behavior	
  reinforces	
  social	
  paXerns	
  
–  Includes	
  punishment	
  for	
  non-­‐conformity	
  

•  Altruism	
  	
  
– EvoluJonary	
  =	
  fitness-­‐cost	
  helping	
  behavior	
  
– Psychological	
  =	
  intent	
  to	
  help	
  another	
  
– Moral	
  =	
  intent	
  to	
  help	
  with	
  no	
  rewards	
  

•  Empathy	
  /	
  sympathy	
  
– Possible	
  psych	
  moJvaJons	
  for	
  altruisJc	
  behavior	
  
– From	
  distress	
  relief	
  to	
  full-­‐fledged	
  empathy	
  



Altruism	
  vs	
  Prosociality	
  

•  Altruism:	
  costly	
  helping	
  /	
  hurJng	
  behavior	
  	
  
– May	
  or	
  may	
  not	
  reinforce	
  social	
  paXerns	
  

•  Prosociality:	
  	
  
– ObjecJve:	
  Behavior	
  reinforcing	
  social	
  paXerns	
  
– SubjecJve:	
  Produced	
  by	
  cogniJve-­‐emoJonal	
  
investment	
  in	
  social	
  paXerns	
  

•  Bodies	
  poliJc:	
  loops	
  of	
  social	
  and	
  somaJc	
  
– There’s	
  always	
  staJc	
  bcs	
  of	
  mulJple	
  paXerns	
  /	
  
pracJces	
  at	
  mulJple	
  scales	
  /	
  intensiJes	
  



	
  
PART	
  I:	
  	
  

DISASTER	
  POLITICS	
  

•  Newsclip	
  #1:	
  FOX:	
  72	
  hours	
  post-­‐quake	
  
– http://videos.mediaite.com/video/FOXs-

Neil-Cavuto-Compares-U-S-H 	
  
•  Newsclip	
  #2:	
  CNN:	
  72	
  hours	
  post-­‐quake	
  
– http://www.cnn.com/video/?/video/

world/2010/01/16/
intv.ac.honore.haiti.cnn 	
  



“HaiJ	
  on	
  the	
  brink	
  of	
  anarchy”	
  



“Their	
  own	
  first	
  responders”	
  



Disaster	
  poliJcs	
  

•  False	
  security	
  fears	
  (HaiJ,	
  Katrina)	
  
•  “Their	
  own	
  first	
  responders”	
  
•  The	
  state	
  produces	
  atomizaJon;	
  it	
  doesn’t	
  
protect	
  us	
  from	
  atomized	
  violence	
  

•  Disasters	
  reveal	
  prosociality	
  foreclosed	
  by	
  
atomizing	
  pracJces	
  supported	
  by	
  the	
  state.	
  

•  SecuriJzaJon	
  can	
  produce	
  the	
  violence	
  that	
  
retrospecJvely	
  “jusJfies”	
  it	
  



PoliJcs	
  and	
  human	
  nature	
  
•  1)	
  RaJonal	
  egoists	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  convinced	
  of	
  
self-­‐interest	
  to	
  abide	
  by	
  social	
  contract.	
  

•  2)	
  Prosociality:	
  brought	
  out	
  by	
  minimal	
  and	
  
convergent	
  subjecJficaJon	
  pracJces.	
  	
  
– Development:	
  internalizaJon	
  of	
  constraining	
  
norms	
  or	
  scaffolding	
  of	
  prosocial	
  potenJals	
  

– CooperaJon:	
  basis	
  of	
  organizaJon	
  (with	
  
protecJon	
  against	
  free-­‐riding	
  raJonal	
  egoists)	
  



Producing	
  what	
  you	
  assume	
  
Elinor	
  Ostrom,	
  "Policies	
  that	
  Crowd	
  out	
  Reciprocity	
  and	
  
CollecJve	
  AcJon."	
  In	
  GinJs	
  et	
  al.,	
  Moral	
  Sen*ments	
  and	
  
Material	
  Interests	
  (MIT,	
  2005).	
  

•  Producing	
  raJonal	
  egoist	
  “human	
  nature” by	
  
assuming	
  need	
  for	
  top-­‐down	
  control	
  	
  

•  Case	
  study:	
  HE	
  admins	
  and	
  faculty:	
  	
  
•  It’s	
  “herding	
  cats”	
  so	
  we	
  admins	
  have	
  to	
  do	
  it;	
  	
  
•  Why	
  should	
  we	
  faculty	
  bother	
  to	
  learn	
  about	
  budgets?;	
  	
  
•  I	
  told	
  you	
  faculty	
  are	
  cynical,	
  apatheJc,	
  and	
  individualist!	
  

–  Projected	
  onto	
  nature	
  via	
  Ev	
  Psych	
  

	
  



Ghiselin,	
  The	
  Economy	
  of	
  Nature	
  and	
  the	
  
Evolu*on	
  of	
  Sex	
  [1974]	
  

•  “The	
  economy	
  of	
  nature	
  is	
  compeJJve	
  from	
  beginning	
  
to	
  end….	
  Given	
  a	
  full	
  chance	
  to	
  act	
  in	
  his	
  own	
  interest,	
  
nothing	
  but	
  expediency	
  will	
  restrain	
  him	
  from	
  
brutalizing,	
  from	
  maiming,	
  from	
  murdering—his	
  
brother,	
  his	
  mate,	
  his	
  parent,	
  his	
  child.	
  Scratch	
  an	
  
‘altruist,’	
  and	
  watch	
  a	
  ‘hypocrite’	
  bleed.”	
  



Homo	
  naturalis	
  



PART	
  II:	
  	
  
PRE-­‐STATE	
  WAR	
  AS	
  SELECTION	
  FOR	
  PROSOCIALITY?	
  	
  

•  Bowles	
  and	
  GinJs:	
  
extensive	
  pre-­‐State	
  war	
  
&	
  evoluJon	
  of	
  prosociality	
  



Group	
  selecJon	
  



Three	
  controversies	
  	
  
about	
  pre-­‐State	
  war	
  

•  Biology:	
  are	
  we	
  killer	
  apes?	
  
•  Archeology:	
  is	
  there	
  physical	
  evidence	
  of	
  extensive	
  
pre-­‐State	
  war?	
  

•  Ethnography:	
  does	
  social	
  structure	
  of	
  nomadic	
  
forager	
  bands	
  support	
  extensive	
  war?	
  

	
  



Against	
  the	
  hypothesis	
  of	
  wide-­‐
spread	
  pre-­‐State	
  war	
  



Social	
  structure	
  argument	
  
(“logic	
  of	
  social	
  subsJtuJon”)	
  



Kelly,	
  “EvoluJon	
  of	
  lethal	
  inter-­‐
group	
  violence”	
  PNAS,	
  2005	
  

•  Three	
  periods:	
  (i)	
  coaliJonary	
  killing;	
  (ii)	
  
intrinsic	
  defensive	
  advantage;	
  (iii)war.	
  	
  
•  “An	
  advance	
  in	
  weapons	
  technology	
  
(javelin-­‐like	
  throwing	
  spear)	
  engenders	
  
the	
  first	
  transiJon[;]	
  advance	
  in	
  military	
  
organizaJon	
  and	
  tacJcs	
  produces	
  the	
  
second.”	
  	
  



Era	
  of	
  defensive	
  advantage	
  

•  [With	
  javelins]	
  it	
  is	
  rare	
  that	
  benefits	
  of	
  
coaliJonary	
  aXacks	
  outweigh	
  the	
  costs,	
  
leading	
  to	
  stalemate.	
  	
  
•  “AlternaJve	
  adapJve	
  strategies	
  also	
  may	
  
be	
  superior	
  in	
  a	
  broader	
  array	
  of	
  
contexts.	
  Mutual	
  nonaggression	
  would	
  
clearly	
  convey	
  both	
  mutual	
  benefits	
  and	
  
reduced	
  costs.”	
  	
  



Peace	
  between	
  groups	
  (1)	
  

•  Joint	
  hunJng,	
  fishing,	
  and	
  gathering	
  
expediJons,	
  with	
  the	
  proceeds	
  shared	
  and	
  
consumed	
  at	
  feasts.	
  	
  

•  “The	
  general	
  atmosphere	
  of	
  these	
  gatherings	
  
has	
  been	
  described	
  as	
  one	
  of	
  amiable	
  rivalry	
  
in	
  which	
  an	
  effort	
  is	
  made	
  to	
  put	
  aside	
  
residual	
  ill	
  feeling	
  arising	
  from	
  past	
  quarrels.”	
  	
  



Peaceful	
  inter-­‐group	
  acJviJes	
  (2)	
  

•  “Giws	
  were	
  exchanged,	
  including	
  bows,	
  
arrows,	
  arrowheads,	
  adzes,	
  baskets,	
  pigments,	
  
and	
  shells	
  for	
  personal	
  adornment.	
  Each	
  
individual	
  donor	
  endeavored	
  to	
  outdo	
  his	
  or	
  
her	
  counterpart	
  in	
  generosity.	
  	
  

•  In	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  the	
  fesJviJes,	
  men	
  performed	
  
dances	
  to	
  the	
  accompaniment	
  of	
  female	
  
singing.	
  These	
  gatherings	
  provided	
  a	
  context	
  
for	
  courtship	
  leading	
  to	
  intermarriage.”	
  



(3)	
  Peace	
  pays	
  off	
  

•  “Marriage	
  /	
  kin	
  Jes	
  between	
  neighboring	
  
bands	
  reinforced	
  by	
  reciprocal	
  visiJng	
  and	
  
cross-­‐band	
  adopJon.	
  

•  This	
  repertoire	
  of	
  peace-­‐promoJng	
  pracJces	
  
facilitated	
  more	
  complete	
  uJlizaJon	
  of	
  food	
  
resources	
  in	
  North	
  Andaman,	
  resulJng	
  in	
  a	
  
higher	
  populaJon	
  density	
  (of	
  2.75	
  persons	
  per	
  
square	
  mile).”	
  



TransiJon	
  to	
  war	
  
•  Hierarchical	
  specializaJon	
  at	
  origin	
  of	
  war	
  	
  
•  “mobilizaJon	
  of	
  all	
  adult	
  males	
  in	
  dawn	
  raids	
  
on	
  seXlements;	
  tacJcal	
  advantages	
  of	
  surprise	
  
and	
  numerical	
  superiority..”.	
  	
  

•  “…	
  a	
  raiding	
  party	
  (a	
  military	
  organizaJon)	
  vs	
  a	
  
hunJng	
  party	
  (an	
  economic	
  organizaJon)”	
  

•  “combat	
  shiws	
  from	
  border	
  zone	
  to	
  sleeping	
  
quarters	
  at	
  the	
  core	
  of	
  a	
  group's	
  territory.”	
  	
  



The	
  bio-­‐social-­‐techno	
  	
  
mulJplicity	
  of	
  war	
  

•  DifferenJal	
  relaJons:	
  social	
  organizaJon,	
  
arms,	
  territorial	
  exploitaJon	
  

•  SingulariJes:	
  spear;	
  segmentary	
  organizaJon	
  
and	
  mobilizaJon	
  /	
  specializaJon	
  of	
  males	
  

•  In	
  other	
  words,	
  war	
  is	
  not	
  an	
  essenJal	
  
aXribute	
  of	
  “man”,	
  but	
  an	
  individuaJon	
  or	
  
crystallizaJon	
  of	
  a	
  differenJal	
  and	
  
heterogeneous	
  bio-­‐social-­‐techno	
  mulJplicity	
  



Deleuze	
  and	
  GuaXari	
  
Two	
  problems	
  with	
  “war”	
  

	
  
•  Using	
  Clastres:	
  Yanamamo	
  war	
  as	
  mechanism	
  by	
  
which	
  “primiJve	
  socieJes”	
  ward	
  off	
  the	
  State	
  	
  
– Ferguson	
  on	
  poliJcal	
  history	
  of	
  the	
  Yanamamo	
  
– Boehm’s	
  social	
  selecJon	
  as	
  nomadic	
  forager	
  anJ-­‐
State	
  mechanism:	
  “anJ-­‐war	
  violence”	
  

•  Steppe	
  war	
  machine	
  as	
  “nomads”	
  
– Versus	
  the	
  contemporary	
  anthropological	
  
understanding	
  of	
  nomadic	
  forager	
  bands	
  



Social	
  selecJon:	
  	
  
“out-­‐SmarJng”	
  Nietzsche	
  



Forager	
  nomadic	
  egalitarianism	
  

•  Economy	
  of	
  (non-­‐war)	
  violence:	
  	
  
–  InfanJcide	
  
– GeronJcide	
  
– Social	
  SelecJon	
  
– Personal	
  vengeance	
  

•  Economy	
  of	
  peace:	
  kinship,	
  giws,	
  fesJvals,	
  
good	
  old-­‐fashioned	
  diplomacy	
  



Economies	
  of	
  violence	
  
(Personal	
  vengeance	
  as	
  anJ-­‐war)	
  



PART	
  III:	
  
EVOLUTION	
  OF	
  PROSOCIALITY	
  W/O	
  WAR	
  

•  How	
  did	
  altruism	
  (costly	
  helping	
  /	
  punishing	
  
behavior)	
  evolve?	
  

•  Why	
  wasn’t	
  altruism	
  selected	
  against	
  so	
  that	
  
only	
  raJonal	
  egoist	
  /	
  psychopaths	
  remain?	
  



EvoluJon	
  of	
  altruism	
  

•  Altruism:	
  costly	
  helping	
  behavior	
  (undefined	
  
context;	
  may	
  /	
  may	
  not	
  reinforce	
  social	
  
paXerns)	
  

•  Explaining	
  altruism	
  at	
  gene	
  level	
  
– Kin	
  selecJon	
  
– Mutualism	
  	
  
– Direct	
  and	
  indirect	
  reciprocity	
  (sexual	
  selecJon)	
  

•  Social	
  selecJon	
  
•  Group	
  selecJon	
  



Machiavellian	
  Intelligence	
  
Hypothesis	
  



CooperaJon	
  I:	
  	
  
Trevarthen,	
  	
  

CommunicaJve	
  Musicality	
  and	
  Primary	
  
IntersubjecJvity	
  



CooperaJon	
  II:	
  Tomasello:	
  	
  
Early	
  appearance	
  of	
  cooperaJve	
  behavior	
  



CooperaJon	
  III:	
  	
  
Hrdy,	
  cooperaJve	
  breeding	
  



Co-­‐operaJon	
  IV:	
  	
  
Sterelny:	
  	
  apprenJceship	
  for	
  cooperaJve	
  foraging	
  



So,	
  where	
  are	
  we	
  now	
  
with	
  evoluJon	
  of	
  prosociality?	
  

•  It’s	
  not	
  so	
  much	
  inter-­‐group	
  compeJJon	
  (war)	
  
•  Or	
  intra-­‐group	
  compeJJon	
  (cheater	
  
detecJon)	
  

•  But	
  intra-­‐group	
  relaJons	
  
– CooperaJve	
  breeding	
  and	
  foraging	
  (struggle	
  
against	
  natural	
  environment)	
  

– Social	
  selecJon	
  (weeding	
  out	
  non-­‐cooperators)	
  
•  And	
  inter-­‐group	
  cooperaJon	
  (fesJvals,	
  
contests,	
  giws,	
  marriages)	
  



Part	
  IV:	
  	
  
what’s	
  really	
  geSng	
  selected?	
  	
  

Bio-­‐social	
  subjecJficaJon	
  pracJces	
  



Socially-­‐mediated	
  neuroplasJcity	
  



Buller	
  and	
  Hardcastle,	
  2000	
  
“EvoluJonary	
  Psychology,	
  Meet	
  Developmental	
  
Neurobiology:	
  Against	
  Promiscuous	
  Modularity”	
  

•  EP	
  claims	
  massive	
  modularity;	
  “geneJcally	
  specified”	
  
adaptaJons	
  

•  BH	
  say:	
  mind/brain	
  “modules”	
  are	
  neither	
  geneJcally	
  
specified	
  nor	
  evoluJonary	
  adaptaJons,	
  but	
  result	
  from	
  the	
  
brain’s	
  developmental	
  plasJcity….	
  	
  

•  PlasJcity	
  is	
  fundamental	
  psychological	
  adaptaJon,	
  and	
  
“modules”	
  are	
  adapJve	
  responses	
  to	
  local	
  condiJons	
  

•  If	
  different	
  individuals	
  share	
  common	
  environments,	
  
however,	
  they	
  may	
  develop	
  similar	
  “modules,”	
  and	
  this	
  
process	
  can	
  mimic	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  geneJcally	
  specified	
  
modules	
  in	
  EP	
  sense.	
  



MJ	
  Meaney,	
  “EpigeneJcs	
  and	
  the	
  biological	
  definiJon	
  
of	
  gene	
  x	
  environment	
  interacJons”	
  

Child	
  Development	
  2010	
  Jan-­‐Feb;	
  81(1):	
  41-­‐79	
  	
  

•  “The	
  recent	
  integraJon	
  of	
  epigeneJcs	
  into	
  
developmental	
  psychobiology	
  illustrates	
  the	
  
processes	
  by	
  which	
  environmental	
  condiJons	
  
in	
  early	
  life	
  structurally	
  alter	
  DNA,	
  providing	
  a	
  
physical	
  basis	
  for	
  the	
  influence	
  of	
  the	
  
perinatal	
  environmental	
  signals	
  on	
  phenotype	
  
over	
  the	
  life	
  of	
  the	
  individual.”	
  	
  



Celia	
  Heyes,	
  “Where	
  do	
  mirror	
  neurons	
  come	
  from?”	
  
Neurosci	
  Biobehav	
  Rev.	
  2010	
  Mar;	
  34(4):	
  575-­‐83	
  

•  The	
  associaJve	
  learning	
  hypothesis	
  implies	
  
that	
  mirror	
  neurons	
  come	
  from	
  sensorimotor	
  
experience,	
  and	
  that	
  much	
  of	
  this	
  experience	
  
is	
  obtained	
  through	
  interacJon	
  with	
  others.	
  	
  

•  If	
  the	
  associaJve	
  account	
  is	
  correct,	
  the	
  mirror	
  
neuron	
  system	
  is	
  a	
  product,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  a	
  
process,	
  of	
  social	
  interacJon.	
  	
  



Shallow	
  vs	
  deep	
  embodiment	
  

•  Shallow:	
  Cherney	
  I.D.	
  2008.	
  “Mom,	
  let	
  me	
  play	
  
more	
  video	
  games.	
  They	
  improve	
  my	
  mental	
  
rotaJon	
  skills.”	
  Sex	
  Roles	
  59:	
  776-­‐86	
  

•  Deep:	
  NisbeX,	
  R.	
  and	
  Cohen,	
  D.	
  1996.	
  Culture	
  
of	
  Honor:	
  The	
  Psychology	
  of	
  Violence	
  in	
  the	
  
South.	
  Boulder:	
  Westview	
  Press.	
  



Deep	
  embodiment:	
  	
  
Bio-­‐neuro-­‐poliJcs	
  of	
  racial	
  percepJon	
  	
  

•  Correll	
  et	
  al	
  (2006),	
  “Event-­‐related	
  potenJals	
  
and	
  the	
  decision	
  to	
  shoot:	
  The	
  role	
  of	
  threat	
  
percepJon	
  and	
  cogniJve	
  control,” Journal	
  of	
  	
  
Experimental	
  Social	
  Psychology.	
  	
  

•  Increased	
  amygdala	
  acJvaJon	
  in	
  racialized	
  
percepJon	
  =	
  no	
  percepJon	
  of	
  “the”	
  other	
  



Deep	
  embodiment	
  of	
  racism	
  

Region	
  of	
  the	
  right	
  amygdala	
  (centered	
  on	
  24,	
  −5,	
  −15,	
  with	
  a	
  5mm	
  
diameter)	
  that	
  was	
  more	
  acJve	
  during	
  the	
  presentaJon	
  of	
  dark-­‐
skinned	
  and	
  light-­‐skinned	
  Black	
  faces	
  and	
  dark-­‐skinned	
  White	
  faces	
  
relaJve	
  to	
  light-­‐skinned	
  White	
  faces.	
  Soc	
  Cogn	
  Affect	
  Neurosci.	
  2007	
  
March;	
  2(1):	
  39–44.	
  



PART	
  IV:	
  	
  
THE	
  SPINOZA	
  QUESTION	
  

“Granted,	
  then,	
  that	
  the	
  supreme	
  mystery	
  of	
  
despoJsm,	
  its	
  prop	
  and	
  stay,	
  is	
  to	
  keep	
  men	
  in	
  a	
  
state	
  of	
  decepJon,	
  and	
  with	
  the	
  specious	
  Jtle	
  of	
  
religion	
  to	
  cloak	
  the	
  fear	
  by	
  which	
  they	
  must	
  be	
  
held	
  in	
  check,	
  so	
  that	
  they	
  will	
  fight	
  for	
  their	
  
servitude	
  as	
  if	
  for	
  their	
  salvaJon,	
  and	
  count	
  it	
  no	
  
shame,	
  but	
  the	
  highest	
  honour,	
  to	
  spend	
  their	
  
blood	
  and	
  their	
  lives	
  for	
  the	
  glorificaJon	
  of	
  one	
  
man.”	
  (Spinoza,	
  TTP,	
  Preface)	
  



Richerson	
  and	
  Boyd:	
  	
  
equality-­‐preserving	
  stacked	
  levels	
  

• Top-­‐down	
  control	
  via	
  a	
  segmentary	
  
hierarchy	
  that	
  preserves	
  nearly	
  egalitarian	
  
face-­‐to-­‐face	
  relaJons	
  at	
  the	
  face-­‐to-­‐face	
  
level…	
  
• Formal	
  nested	
  hierarchy	
  of	
  offices…	
  	
  
• Selfishness	
  and	
  nepoJsm	
  degrade	
  the	
  
effecJveness	
  of	
  [such]	
  social	
  organizaJons.	
  
(RB,	
  2005,	
  232-­‐33)	
  



Deleuze	
  and	
  GuaXari:	
  	
  
direct	
  investment	
  in	
  hierarchy	
  

“Investments	
  of	
  an	
  unconscious	
  nature	
  can	
  
ensure	
  general	
  submission	
  to	
  a	
  dominant	
  
class…	
  insofar	
  as	
  it	
  is	
  effecJvely	
  invested	
  by	
  
desire.	
  A	
  [social]	
  form	
  ...	
  along	
  with	
  its	
  
economic	
  and	
  financial	
  mechanisms,	
  its	
  
poliJcal	
  formaJons	
  …	
  can	
  be	
  desired	
  as	
  such,	
  
in	
  whole	
  or	
  in	
  part,	
  independently	
  of	
  the	
  
interests	
  of	
  the	
  desiring-­‐subject.”	
  	
  
(DG,	
  AO,	
  103E)	
  


