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1. Introduction

All through recorded history we have seen extreme differences
between different human societies. Some societies in some periods
have been warlike and cruel beyond comprehension, while other
societies in other times and places have been remarkably peaceful and
tolerant.

Societies that are warlike, hierarchical, and intolerant with strict
discipline are called regal. Societies that are peaceful, egalitarian, and
tolerant are called kungic. Many societies are something in between
these two extremes. The present book offers a new, groundbreaking
theory that explains this extreme variability in social organization and
culture based on evolutionary theory.

It has often been discussed whether such dramatic differences in
human behavior are due to genetic differences or cultural norms. One
aspect that is often missing in the genes-versus-culture debate is that
genes may code for flexibility. Our genes enable us to behave differently
under different conditions. This is called phenotypic plasticity.!

The theory presented here demonstrates that humans have a
plasticity that enables us to adapt to different conditions of war or
peace. Warlike or regal behavior has been adaptive under conditions
of collective danger that were sometimes present in our evolutionary
past, while conditions of collective security that were present at other
times and places made peaceful or kungic behavior optimal from an
evolutionary point of view. In other words, the potentials for both
warlike and peaceful behavior are present in our genetic makeup.

1 Bateson and Gluckman (2011, p. 31)
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2 Warlike and Peaceful Societies

Nobody is born a devil or a saint. Depending on our living conditions,
we may become authoritarian and belligerent or peace-loving and
tolerant. The theory presented here explains a likely evolutionary
mechanism behind this flexible psychology and analyzes the conditions
that make us either strident or docile.

This theory, which will be called regality theory, can answer many
burning questions about both individual and collective behavior: Why
have so many tyrants fought cruel and unnecessary wars? Why do many
people support their tyrants? Why do some people hate foreigners
while other people readily embrace them? Why have people used their
apparently peaceful religion to justify some of the worst atrocities in
history? And why have other people dedicated their lives to the most
unselfish charitable causes based on the very same religions? Why do
some militants commit acts of terrorism against innocent people? And
why can a few acts of terrorism that cause a limited amount of harm
lead to dramatic changes in the political climate, while other events
that cause much more harm have no noticeable political effect?

The remarkable differences between warlike and peaceful societies
are reflected in many characteristics of culture, including aspects
that have no obvious relationship with war and peace, such as art
preferences and sexual morals. This book explores such side effects as
well and presents statistical evidence in support of the theory.

1.1. A different kind of social science

‘Scientific genius is extinct’, wrote Dean Simonton in Nature a few years
ago. In his view, the only kind of scientific progress we see today is
marginal improvements within old paradigms that have already been
thoroughly explored. Revolutionary new ideas either do not occur or
fail to be acknowledged.? Scientists who are trained in one particular
paradigm are unlikely to understand and accept a new, radically
different paradigm.* While everybody hails interdisciplinary research,
the reality today is that many scientists guard their own scientific

2 Simonton (2013)
3 Kuhn (1962, chapter 12)
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territory. Scientists today have little freedom to choose their own
subjects of research. The highly competitive funding system is more
likely to support old research areas than radically new ones because it
is controlled by established scientists through the peer review system.*

Most scientists start by specializing in one particular scientific
paradigm and then search for problems that this paradigm can be
applied to. The present book reflects the opposite approach. It starts
with a problem and then searches for paradigms that can contribute
to solving the problem. This includes paradigms from the natural
sciences, such as evolutionary biology and ecology, as well as from
the social sciences, such as anthropology, history, political science,
economics, and cultural studies.

Unfortunately, there is much animosity and little mutual
understanding between the natural and the social sciences. Many
regard it as impossible to establish something similar to the laws of the
natural sciences for social phenomena.® Evolutionary theories of human
behavior are rejected by many sociologists on those grounds,® and
some particularly fashionable branches of social studies are aversive to
any search for causal regularities in social and cultural systems.” This
is not a good starting point for bridging the gap between the social
and the natural sciences. Fortunately, authors in other branches of the
social sciences have strongly defended the study of social phenomena
based on solid scientific principles.® We have to rely in particular on
those social science traditions that explicitly search for regularities; for
example, comparative historical analysis® and social systems theory."

Too many studies of social phenomena have focused on an isolated
phenomenon, using a single theoretical framework that allows only
a single type of explanation. Such studies cannot account for the rich
complexity of human culture and social developments. We need a

4  Becher and Trowler (2001), Lucas (2006), van Arensbergen, van der Weijden and
van den Besselaar (2014)
Hayek (1967)
Horowitz, Yaworsky and Kickham (2014), O'Malley (2007)
Beed and Beed (2000)
Kincaid (1996, chapter 3)
Mahoney and Thelen (2015)
0 Richardson, G. (1991)
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4 Warlike and Peaceful Societies

social science that combines the insights of many different scientific
disciplines to better understand the interactions between individual
and collective action, between planned and unintended developments,
between human action and structural causes, between endogenous
and exogenous factors, and so on. The present book strives towards
this goal of multicausal explanations.

The large number of different scientific disciplines involved in this
book makes it impossible to go into deep details for each discipline.
For example, the text does not go into details with historical examples,
but instead discusses the specific aspects of historical events that
are relevant to the theoretical discussion. Readers who want to go
deeper into a particular subject are referred to the literature references
(chapter 10).

In sciences like physics and mathematics, a theory is called
‘beautiful’ if it can solve a broad range of problems using one simple
formula and if it can be applied to problems other than the one that
prompted the development of the theory. Regality theory is a beautiful
theory in this sense. What started as an attempt to explain morals
by cultural selection ends up as an evolutionary psychology theory
of collective action that can explain a broad range of phenomena:
individual characteristics such as authoritarianism, xenophobia, or
tolerance; social phenomena such as political hierarchy, bellicosity,
discipline, or egalitarianism; and even cultural phenomena such as
religiosity, music genres, and architectural style. Regality theory is
not a ‘grand theory’, though. It can contribute to the explanation of
many interesting phenomena, but it needs to be combined with other
theories in order to fully explain these phenomena.

Some branches of social studies readily mix science and ideology.
That is a dangerous course. Regality theory is useful for explaining
many different political phenomena, and the theory may be useful for
guiding political decisions, but this must be a one-way interaction.
The present book is based on the principle that science may influence
politics but politics should not influence science. The fundamental
science should be immune to political and ideological influences even
if the research should reveal politically inconvenient truths.
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1.2. Overview of the book

This book relies on many different scientific disciplines from both the
natural sciences and the social sciences. Many concepts are briefly
explained because one cannot expect the reader to be competent in such
a broad range of different disciplines, but you should still be prepared
to look up unfamiliar words and concepts. The good news is that it is
not necessary to read and understand all the chapters in order to get a
basic understanding of the theory.

Chapter 2.1 gives a short introduction to regality theory. It is
necessary to read this chapter first in order to understand the rest of the
book. You may read the remaining chapters in any way you like. You
may focus on the chapters that are most relevant to your field of interest
and skip other chapters or read them later. There are cross-references
throughout the book where one chapter relates to another.

Chapter 2.2 explains the evolutionary mechanism that regality theory
is based on. This is the theoretical justification for the theory. Chapters
2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 contain further discussion of evolutionary aspects of the
theory. Chapter 2.6 relates the theory to common cultural phenomena.

Chapter 3 and its subsections discuss how regality theory can
benefit from contributions from other scientific disciplines. Regality
theory cannot stand alone. We are dealing with social, cultural, and
psychological phenomena that are influenced by a complex interplay
of many different causes and mechanisms. Such a complex system
cannot be described adequately by a single theory. We need to look
into such diverse disciplines as ecology, demography, anthropology,
history, political science, economics, social psychology, cultural studies,
media studies, and many others in order to get a full understanding
of the complex social phenomena of warlike and peaceful behavior.
The subsections of chapter 3 discuss relevant findings from a number
of disciplines that can be combined with regality theory to provide a
more complete understanding of the social, cultural, and psychological
phenomena we want to study.

Many different academic traditions have made observations about
different kinds of societies and cultures or different kinds of personalities
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and psychological reactions that have important similarities with
regality theory. However, they have done so without the same degree
of theoretical understanding of fundamental causes and mechanisms.
Chapter 3 also discusses how such findings from other areas of study
can be integrated with regality theory.

Chapter 4 looks at different theories about the causes of war and
peace as well as the dynamic processes behind different kinds of violent
conflicts.

Chapter 5 and 6 analyze various aspects of contemporary cultures.
Chapter 5 looks at a number of economic factors that produce regal
cultures, perhaps unintentionally, through fear and collective danger.
The commercial mass media profit from fear. Economic instability
causes insecurity and conflicts. Changing economic conditions have
changed the patterns of war and violent conflicts so that proxy
war, insurgency, and terrorism have mainly replaced conventional
interstate war.

Chapter 6 looks at cases where fear and conflict are used
intentionally as strategic weapons by powerful nations as well as by
smaller insurgent groups.

The psychological plasticity that regality theory describes has its
origins in a distant evolutionary past, and we cannot be certain that
it is still adaptive (in the evolutionary sense) in a modern setting. We
may gain more insight by looking at non-modern cultures that are
more similar to our evolutionary past. Chapter 7 describes a number
of ancient cultures, ranging from the most peaceful to the most warlike,
and living under very different ecological environments. In connection
with each culture is a discussion of how it relates to the predictions of
regality theory.

While examples are useful for illustrating a theory, we cannot rule out
the possibility that the agreement between a theory and a few examples
is just a coincidence. Chapter 8 contains a number of statistical tests to
distinguish between random coincidence and significant correlations.
Various methods are used for testing the predictions of regality theory
at both the individual level and the level of whole societies in both
modern and ancient non-industrial societies.

Chapter 9 concludes the book with a discussion and summary of the
findings and possible applications of regality theory.



2. The Theory of Regal and
Kungic Cultures

2.1. In a nutshell: ‘regal” and ‘kungic” explained

It is easy to observe that some cultures are warlike and totalitarian
while other cultures are peaceful and tolerant.! It is more difficult to
explain why. Regality theory seeks to explain such cultural differences
as adaptations to the different levels of danger and conflict that societies
are exposed to.? Nobody is born belligerent or peaceful, according to
this theory. Instead, humans have evolved a psychological plasticity
that shapes our personalities to fit the environments we live in. This
psychological mechanism makes people prefer a strong leader and strict
discipline in the event of war or other collective danger.

The mechanism explained here is an interplay between genes and
culture. The genes code for a flexibility that allows the psychological
sentiments of each person to respond to the level of war and the need for
collective action. The zeitgeist and culture adapts to these sentiments in
such a way that the society becomes well prepared to meet any external
threats.

Fighting in warishard and dangerous, and it would be more attractive
for the individual not to fight and to let others do the fighting. This
is the well-known collective action problem. Regality theory proposes

1  Russell (1972)
2 Fog (1999, p.91)

©2017 Agner Fog, CCBY 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0128.02
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that the collective action problem can be overcome by installing a
strong leader who can reward brave warriors and punish defectors. If
the leader has enough support, then he® can coerce everybody to fight
and let everybody benefit from the collective fighting. If no leader has
enough support, then nobody will fight and everybody will suffer from
the resulting collective defeat. But in neither situation will an individual
have to fight alone and let others free ride on the benefits he makes
for his group. Everybody will benefit from having a strong leader in
the case of war, and therefore everybody should desire a strong leader
when facing collective danger.

However, a strong leader is a disadvantage in the absence of war,
because a tyrannical leader can exploit his followers and suppress
their freedom. Therefore, it is advantageous to have a psychological
plasticity that makes us prefer a strong leader in the event of war, but
not in the event of peace. Regality theory proposes that such a plasticity
has evolved by natural selection. People will prefer a strong leader and
strict discipline when the probability of war or other collective danger is
perceived to be high, while people will prefer an egalitarian society with
more lax discipline when there is no collective danger.

If the majority of the members of a tribe or other group desire a
strong leader and strict discipline, then, surely, this will be what they
get. They will develop a hierarchical political structure and a very
punitive system of discipline. It has been observed that this affects not
only the political structure but many other aspects of the culture as well.
People will develop a strong feeling of tribal or national identity, and
their world view will be more polarized between friends and enemies.
Tolerance of strangers and deviants will go down. Religion will be used
as a means to keep people in line. And, perhaps most surprisingly, it
has been observed that styles of art and music will gradually change so
as to achieve psychological congruence with the sociopolitical structure
and the world view.

Such a culture is called regal. We will use the word ‘regal’ to denote
the psychological preferences of the individuals as well as the political
structure and the culture and artifacts that are characteristic of a
society with frequent wars, threats of war, or other collective dangers

3 Chapter 2.5 explains why most war leaders in history were men.
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that require collective action. The opposite of regal is kungic. A kungic
culture is peaceful, egalitarian, and tolerant. The characteristics of regal
and kungic cultures will be explained in more detail in chapter 2.6.

The word ‘regal’ comes from the Latin regalis, which means ‘royal’.
The word ‘kungic’ is coined after the !Kung bushmen, who have the
most kungic culture found in the present study. War and other collective
dangers (perceived or real) that push a society towards a more regal
structure are called regalizing factors, and this processis called regalization.

2.2. Evolutionary basis for regality theory

It has often been observed that people prefer a strong leader and a
strong social group in times of crisis,* and a number of scientists have
independently suggested that this may be an adaptive response to
the need for collective action.® However, so far there has been little
discussion of why this would be adaptive.

The new theory proposed here relies on a psychological mechanism
that makes people prefer a strong leader in times of intergroup conflict
but not in times of peace and safety. Such a mechanism could be
adaptive because it reduces or eliminates the free rider problem in
collective fighting.

Several mechanisms have been proposed to explain the phenomenon
called parochial altruism—the fact that people are willing to fight
for their social group despite the fitness costs.® The most important
evolutionary explanations that have previously been proposed
include kin selection,” group selection,® reciprocal selection,’ altruistic
punishment, ' prestige,' sexual selection (women are attracted to brave
warriors),'? the opportunity of successful warriors to profit from the

4  Hastings and Shaffer (2008), Jugert and Duckitt (2009), Ladd (2007)

Fog (1997), Navarrete, Kurzban, Fessler and Kirkpatrick (2004), van Vugt (2006),
Hastings and Shaffer (2008), Kessler and Cohrs (2008), Glowacki and von Rueden
(2015)

Bowles and Gintis (2011), Nowak (2006)

Thayer (2004)

Crofoot and Wrangham (2010), Lehmann and Feldman (2008), Thayer (2004)

9  Tooby and Cosmides (1988, 2010)

10 Boyd, Gintis, Bowles and Richerson (2003)

11 Glowacki and Wrangham (2013)

12 Van der Dennen (1995), Wrangham (1999), Glowacki and Wrangham (2013)

a1
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10 Warlike and Peaceful Societies

spoils and to mate with captured women from the losing group," and
cultural group selection.™

It is a common characteristic of these proposed mechanisms that
the effects are relatively weak, and perhaps too weak to compensate
for the extremely high fitness costs of fighting.'> The fitness gain in the
form of increased mating opportunities does not necessarily go to the
people that have run the highest risks; and the mechanism of punishing
defectors involves the additional collective action problem of who
should bear the costs of being the punisher.'¢

The alternative explanation proposed here is a mechanism that may
have been important in the evolution of collective fighting in prehistory.
In the event of war, or imminent war, the members of a social group will
show a psychological preference for having a strong leader and a social
system with strict discipline. If enough members of the group express
these preferences, then the group will soon develop a hierarchical
political structure with a strong and powerful leader who can command
group members to fight, devise a strategy, reward brave warriors, and
punish defectors.

There is an important difference between being willing to fight for
one’s social group and being willing to support a strong leader. The
altruistic individual who volunteers to fight for his group will run a
high personal risk, while all the non-fighting members of his group will
benefit from his bravery. As the cost to the individual warrior is likely
higher than his share of the group-level gain, this behavior will not be
promoted by simple natural selection. But the strategy of supporting
a strong leader is different. If only a few members of the group desire
a strong leader, then there will be no strong leader and no collective
fighting. If enough group members support a strong leader, then this
leader will be able to dominate everybody, including the minority that
do not support him, and command them to fight. Thus, it is possible for
the group to suppress the fitness advantage of free riding by installing
a strong leader."”” The individual who shows the preference for a strong

13 Van der Dennen (1995), Chagnon (1990), Choi (2007), Glowacki and Wrangham
(2015)

14 Henrich (2004)

15 Bradley (1999)

16 Glowacki and von Rueden (2015), Fowler (2005)

17 Glowacki and von Rueden (2015), Hooper, Kaplan and Boone (2010)
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leader will have to carry the costs of fighting, but he will also enjoy the
benefits of everybody else fighting. Either everybody fights or nobody
fights—there is no place for free riders. The group-level benefit of
everybody fighting in a coordinated way could very well be sufficiently
high to outweigh the individual fitness costs of fighting, even when the
benefit is divided between all the group members.

For promoting a complex task such as fighting, where extraordinary
above-average skills are particularly valuable, we can expect thata system
including both reward and punishment will be more efficient than a
system based on punishment alone. A system based on punishment only
would make warriors deliver the minimum performance necessary to
avoid punishment; and defectors might even avoid punishment if they
could convincingly fake illness. A punishment system could possibly
evolve by other mechanisms if the costs of punishing are sufficiently
low."® However, we would expect rewards to be considerably more
costly to deliver than punishments and require a higher payback to
evolve.

We can imagine a Stone Age scenario like this: a tribal people
experiences frequent conflicts with a neighbor tribe. This makes the
people prefer a strong leader. Such a leader emerges, and his people trust
and support him. He will lead the battles, devise strategies, and appoint
people to various tasks. He may deliver rewards and punishments
himself, or he may delegate this task to persons of intermediate rank.
Rewards are particularly important for making it attractive for warriors
to fight to the best of their abilities. Brave warriors may be rewarded
with better food, weapons, protection, and other resources and—
perhaps most importantly —with prestige.”” A high prestige gives the
brave warrior access to an attractive wife and perhaps multiple wives.
This translates directly to biological fitness. Cowards who do not fight
wholeheartedly will get a bad reputation and low prestige. This will
give them a disadvantage in social exchanges and a disadvantage in
the search for a mate. Such a system gives the best fighters the highest
rewards and compensates for the risks of injury or death. The chances
of winning a war against a neighbor tribe are increased as a result. The
whole group is likely to support the leader, because everybody benefits

18 Fowler (2005)
19  Glowacki and Wrangham (2013), von Rueden, Gurven and Kaplan (2010)
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from the increased chances of winning wars and there is no way of
achieving the same result without a strong leader.

There is a trade-off between the benefit of being part of a strong and
powerful political organization with a strong leader and the cost of
repression within this organization.” This balance is likely to be tipped
in a peaceful environment where the need for collective protection
is low. The individual would have no reason to submit to a strong
leader in this case. On the contrary, the individual would most likely
see his own fitness reduced by a despotic male leader who could take
advantage of everybody else and even monopolize a large number of
women.?! Therefore, the optimal strategy for the individual must be to
have a flexible psychology, showing a preference for strong leadership
and strict discipline when intergroup conflicts are frequent or expected,
and a preference for an egalitarian social structure when intergroup
conflicts are perceived to be unlikely.?? The group-level effect of this
psychological flexibility is that the higher the level of intergroup conflict,
the more the group will invest in a strong organization that strengthens
its ability to organize collective fighting.

This is the basic hypothesis of regality theory. A high level of
intergroup conflict or perceived collective danger will activate a
psychological desire for a strong leader in the group members, and the
group will develop a hierarchical structure as a result. The opposite
situation is a group living under safe and peaceful conditions where
there is no neighbor group to fight with. People in this situation will
not accept a strong leader who limits their freedom. A leader who is too
strict will lose the support of his people and will not be able to stay in
power. The group will develop an egalitarian structure as a result.

To recapitulate, a regal group is a group that has developed strong
organization, discipline, and fighting spirit as a response to conflict or
danger. A kungic group is a group that has adjusted to a peaceful and
safe environment. The words ‘regal’ and ‘kungic’ are also used for the
individual psychological preferences that lead to strong or weak group
organization, respectively.

20  Summers (2005)
21 Betzig (2008)
22 Gavrilets and Fortunato (2014)
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The regal and kungic forms of social organization can be considered
the extremes of a continuous scale, where most societies are placed
somewhere near the middle of this scale. We can call this the regality
scale or the regal-kungic scale. The regality of a culture is determined
by the frequency and severity of intergroup conflicts and other dangers
that require collective action.

It might be problematic to assign numerical values to the regal-
kungic scale when dealing with very different cultures under different
historical and environmental conditions. In many cases, it is more
useful to use it as a relative scale. For example, we may prefer to say
that culture A is more regal than culture B instead of saying that culture
A is regal or culture B is kungic. Likewise, it can be useful to follow a
particular culture over time and see if it is getting more regal or more
kungic.

2.3. An evolutionarily stable strategy

Some scientists have proposed that altruistic punishment may promote
cooperation in human societies. One or more altruists in the group will
bear the costs of punishing defectors. A recently published model of
evolutionary game theory indicates that conformity, cooperation, and
altruistic punishment in a social group are likely to be stronger when
the group is under threat than when it is not.”

Other models in evolutionary game theory show that cooperative
punishment is more stable than punishment administered by voluntary
individuals, and it has been suggested that a punishing institution
(policeman) might be evolutionarily stable in genetic or cultural
evolution.* Regality theory proposes that this policeman can be replaced
by a leader (who may appoint a policeman). The leader is rewarded
with the fitness advantage of being a leader, and he can punish anybody
who does not support him. This overcomes the collective action problem
in the theory of altruistic punishment. Regality theory also allows the
leader to administer rewards, which would be hard to explain by other
theories because of the high costs of rewarding.

23 Roos, Gelfand, Nau and Lun (2015)
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We will now discuss whether a strong leader is necessary to make
group members fight for their group in times of war. We will first
consider the hypothetical situation where there is no strong leader but
where group members are willing to fight for their group because they
have a genetic predisposition to do so. Members who fight for their
group are called altruists, while members who do not fight are called
egoists. A group mostly of altruists is likely to win over a group mostly
of egoists. This is called group selection. However, there is also selection
within the group. The altruists have a considerable risk of dying in
battle, while the egoists survive. Therefore, there will be more and more
egoists for each generation. A group that contains only altruists and no
egoists can thrive and grow, but it is vulnerable to invasion by egoists.
In other words, group selection is not effective if there is more than a
negligible rate of migration into the group.”® We know from history and
anthropology that conquered groups are rarely completely massacred.
Some members of a losing group, especially women and children, are
likely to survive and join the winning group. If the losing group in our
hypothetical scenario contains egoists, then some of these egoists will
survive and enter the winning group and eventually outcompete the
altruists.

We will now consider a second scenario where there is a strong
leader supported by the majority of group members. This is the scenario
that regality theory is based on. The leader can reward brave warriors
and punish defectors who do not fight for their group. We will assume
that these rewards and punishments are strong enough to compensate
for the fitness costs of fighting. For example, we can assume that the
bravest warriors get the most attractive wives and therefore have many
children, while the cowards get less attractive wives and therefore have
fewer children. Or perhaps the bravest warriors get multiple wives
while the cowards get none. Most warriors will fight to the best of their
abilities in order to get the most rewards.

A group with a strong leader who can organize this kind of reward
and punishment is likely to win battles against less organized groups
that have no strong leader. The successful group will win more territory,
which benefits all members of the group. Therefore, it will be attractive
for all members of the group to support the leader.

25 West, el Mouden and Gardner (2011)
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Our first scenario (group selection) was not stable because it was
vulnerable to invasion by egoists. We will now discuss whether the
second scenario (regality) is vulnerable to invasion by individuals who
do not support the strong leader. If the majority of group members
support the leader, then the minority that do not support the leader
will be forced to fight anyway, and they will also be punished for not
supporting the leader. History is full of examples of tyrannical leaders
who punish anybody who does not support them. Therefore, there is
no fitness advantage to not supporting the leader. On the contrary,
there is likely severe persecution. If the non-supporters form a majority
strong enough to overthrow the strong leader and put a weak leader in
his place, then the whole group will be weakened and be less likely to
win wars. This benefits neither the supporters nor the non-supporters.
The conclusion must be that a group with a strong leader in wartime is
not vulnerable to invasion by non-supporters. Therefore, regality is an
evolutionarily stable strategy in a conflict-prone environment.

The preference for a strong leader is not activated in a permanently
peaceful and safe environment, according to regality theory. The
genotype that is not activated in phenotype is not subject to selection
but only to random genetic drift under these conditions.

The prediction from regality theory is that people will show regal
psychological reactions in the face of any collective danger that affects
them directly and that requires collective efforts to overcome. Due to the
weakness of group selection, we will expect the regal reaction of people
to be much weaker in the case of dangers that affect only unrelated
group members.

2.4. The behavior of the leader

So far we have discussed which strategy is most fit for ordinary group
members. Now we will look at the role of the leader and discuss how
we can expect the leader to act from a selfish fitness-maximizing point
of view. It is no surprise that people are willing to be leaders. There is
a large fitness advantage to being a leader or having a high position in
the hierarchy of a successful group.*® A powerful leader of a hierarchical

26 Summers (2005), Betzig (2008)
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organization is typically able to take advantage of everybody else to
benefit himself and his family.” Many of the most powerful leaders in
history have assembled enormous wealth and large numbers of wives or
concubines. Of course, everything must have been on a smaller scale in
prehistory, but even among chimpanzees and other social animals there
is a large advantage to being the alpha male.?®

There are also costs to being a leader. The leader may have to take a
frontline role in battles, and there is a real risk of being killed by an enemy
group, by a rival for the leadership position, or by rebels who think
that the leader is too despotic. A leader can be expected to make higher
sacrifices or take higher risks in intergroup conflicts than low-ranking
members because he has more at stake.”” Nevertheless, we can assume
that the fitness benefits of being a leader are much higher than the costs.

Based on this, we can expect the fitness-maximizing strategies of
leaders to be very different from the strategies of followers. A typical
survival strategy for a low-ranking individual could involve being an
agreeable person, making friendships and alliances, and helping friends
in need in the hope that they will later return the favor.*® In contrast, we
can expect the optimal strategy for a leader to involve doing everything
to consolidate and increase his power, to weaken rivals for the position,
to amass resources and wealth for himself and his family, and to have
as many wives and concubines as he can get away with. The only thing
that limits his despotism is the risk of losing the support of his followers.
A person of intermediate rank or a person with chances of becoming a
leader will be likely to use any strategy that can enhance his rank.

Psychological research confirms that people of high rank behave
differently from people of low rank. Wealthy and high-ranking people
of both sexes behave more egoistically and are more likely to cheat or
behave unethically than other people.® They tend to feel entitled to
their position.”? They tend to take side with other high-ranking people
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in conflicts.® They have a higher tendency to sexual infidelity,* they
are more self-sufficient,”® and they have less empathy for other people.*
The reduced empathy is not entirely bad, however. It enables the leader
to make more rational decisions that give higher weight to collective
interests than to the interests of single individuals.””

A leader can exploit his followers to enrich himself, the more so
the more power he has. The power of the leader is weakened if the
followers can easily leave the group and join another group with a more
agreeable leader. This explains why the most despotic leaders in history
have appeared in large agrarian societies from which it was difficult for
peasants to escape.®

The ability of a leader to exploit his followers is higher the more regal
his group is. We can therefore expect leaders to try to increase the regality
of their group by exaggerating dangers to the group and by fighting
unnecessary wars.” Statistical studies of wars through history show such
a strong connection between empires and war that we may assume that
emperors need to fight wars to maintain their empires.* Powerful leaders
may even fabricate enemies or fight fictitious dangers to maintain and
consolidate their power. For example, the Inquisition tried to uphold the
threatened monopoly of power of the Catholic Church in the Renaissance
through the persecution of heretics and witches.*! More examples of such
fabricated dangers are discussed in chapter 6.

2.5. Why are most warriors and chiefs men?

The reader may have noticed that I am referring to warriors and leaders
as ‘he’. There is a reason for this. Throughout history, most warriors
have been men and most leaders of warring societies have been men.
Obviously, culture and tradition plays a role here, but there is more to
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it than that. A growing amount of research indicates that the traditional
division of labor between the sexes has biological roots. Many of the
differences between men and women are connected with the Darwinian
pursuit of reproductive success. The reproductive success of a man is
limited mainly by his access to mating with women. There is practically
no limit to how many children a man can sire if he can get enough
women to cooperate. The situation for women is very different. The
number of children that a woman can give birth to is limited mainly
by her physiology and energy uptake, while the number of sexual
partners plays only a minor role. Therefore, the reproductive strategies
of men and women are very different and this leads to many conflicts
of interest.*2

Through most of our evolutionary history, our ancestors lived
as hunters and gatherers, where more men than women hunted big
animals, and where more women than men gathered fruits and roots
and hunted small animals. Investigations of hunter-gatherer societies
have found that the hunting of big game is not the most efficient way of
getting food. There may be several reasons why men hunt, but showing
off appears to be among the most important ones. This can be explained
by the so-called costly signaling theory. A successful hunt proves that a
man is strong and smart and therefore an attractive mating partner.
Successful hunters have higher prestige and status than other men, and
this translates into reproductive success.”* Anthropologists have found
that good hunters had higher prestige and more children than other
men in all of the societies investigated.* A similar strategy for women
would probably not increase their reproductive success.

There are similar reasons why men go to war. In the Stone Age,
fighting and hunting were related activities that required some of the
same skills and tools.*® Brave warriors have high prestige, and there
is reason to believe that this gives them a reproductive advantage.*
The opportunity for capturing women from an enemy group further
contributes to the fitness of warriors.*” On the other hand, there are
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examples where any advantage to the individual warrior is outweighed
by the increased mortality.*® If some male warriors die, then there will
be an excess of women in the group, and this will lead to an increased
reproductive fitness of the surviving men if polygamy is allowed. The
total number of children produced by the group will be almost the same
if a few men are lost. In other words, there is a fitness loss to the unlucky
warriors who die but a fitness gain to the survivors, so the average
fitness of the men in the group is almost unaffected by the deaths of a
few warriors. If all men in a group fight and the deaths are randomly
and unpredictably distributed among them, then natural selection can
still favor fighting, because the risk of dying is offset by the chance of
getting an extra wife if you survive. This would certainly not be the
case if women were warriors. A woman dying is a lost opportunity
for reproduction for the whole group, and the fitness of the surviving
women would not be increased much by polyandry.*

Men are physically stronger than women on average, and the
differences between the sexes are particularly marked in skills that are
relevant to hunting and fighting, such as throwing distance. It has been
suggested that such differences are the result of evolutionary forces that
have favored these skills in men more than in women.”

It was argued above that social rewards are necessary for making
people fight for their group. Men are more sensitive than women to
social rewards because they have more potential for gaining fitness.”*
We can therefore assume that it has been easier to persuade men than
women to fight throughout our evolutionary history. Psychological
experiments confirm that men are more willing than women to make
sacrifices for their group in situations of intergroup conflict, and this
confirms the so-called male warrior hypothesis.®® Of course, there are
also practical reasons behind the tradition that war is the domain of
men rather than women. Women in hunter-gatherer societies often
breastfeed their babies for several years, and it would be unwise to carry
an unweaned baby to the battlefield.
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In wartime, it seems logical to choose an experienced warrior as
leader, and this would normally mean a man. But even in peaceful
societies we can observe that most leaders are men. There is a large
fitness advantage to having high status, and this advantage is higher for
men than for women because the reproductive success of men is more
variable.” We can therefore assume that men are willing to work hard
and make large sacrifices in order to increase their social status, and
more so than women. This is confirmed by anthropological evidence.
Almost all known societies have more male than female leaders.>*

The advantage of being a leader is higher in regal than in kungic
societies. We can therefore predict that regal cultures will be more male-
dominated than kungic cultures. Psychological studies have found that
people prefer a masculine leader in times of intergroup conflict, while
they prefer a feminine leader in situations of within-group competition.
This confirms the traditional roles of men as war leaders and women as
peace brokers.

Cultural theorists have often mentioned examples of cultures with
unusual sex roles to prove their theory that sex roles and male dominance
are culturally determined. Sociologist Steven Goldberg investigated
these examples by studying the original ethnographic sources, and
he found that in all of these cases there are more men than women in
influential positions. This supports the theory that men are willing to
sacrifice more to increase their status than women are.’® However, it
would be foolish to deny the huge cultural differences in the level of
male dominance. Proponents of cultural explanations have emphasized
cultural differences, while proponents of biological explanations
have ignored them. Here, regality theory may actually contribute to
resolving this long-standing disagreement. Regal societies are generally
more male-dominated than kungic societies, as the examples in chapter
7 show. We can therefore confirm that there are some cultures with high
male domination and other cultures with more equality between the
sexes, and that these cultural differences can be explained to a large
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extent by differences in the level of war or collective danger, according
to regality theory.

While women are rarely engaged in direct combat, they may
contribute to warfare by other means. The outcome of a war is important
for the entire group, women as well as men. We can therefore expect
women as well as men to support a strong leader when this is necessary
for success in war. Regality theory applies to women and men alike,
and we can expect everybody to desire a strong leader in times of war
or collective danger.

2.6. Cultural effects of regal and kungic tendencies

Studies have revealed many interesting differences between warlike and
peaceful cultures. Some of these differences are obvious, others are quite
surprising. Here we will discuss some of the cultural tendencies that are
characteristic of regal and kungic cultures, respectively, according to
regality theory.”

When most or all members of a society desire a strong leader, it
is hardly surprising that they tend to build a hierarchical political
system with a powerful leader at the top. We can also predict that
they will develop a strict system of discipline and punishment. These
developments may be due to psychological preferences, cultural
selection, or rational decision making, and most likely a combination
of all three.

Military success requires a strong morale and group spirit or fighting
spirit. Regal societies tend to develop a strong feeling of group identity
and a world view of friends versus enemies, while some of the most
kungic cultures do not even have a name for their own social group.
Likewise, regal societies tend to be quite xenophobic and intolerant of
all kinds of deviants, while kungic groups are very tolerant.

The ideology, philosophy, and religion of regal societies are typically
used as tools for strengthening the morale and group spirit. For example,
the ideology of a regal society may state that individuals exist for the
benefit of the society, while kungic societies tend to have the opposite
ideology, namely that the society exists for the benefit of the individuals.

57 Fog (1999, p. 101)
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Political and religious leaders in regal societies often support each
other to strengthen their power if they are not in fact the same person.
Emperors often claim to have divine status. Religion is often used as
a means to discipline people, for example by threatening supernatural
punishment or promising rewards after death.”® The religious world of
supernatural beings typically reflects or emphasizes important aspects
of the social structure of the mundane world.”

Regal societies typically also have strict discipline in the area of
sexuality. Strict sexual morals may force young people to marry early
and have many children since alternative (non-reproductive) outlets
for their sexual drive are prohibited.®® The strict sexual morals do not,
however, prevent high-ranking men from having multiple wives or
concubines. Kungic societies typically have more permissive sexual
morals and lower birth rates.

A possible consequence of the regal ideology that individuals exist
for the benefit of the society is that the rate of suicide is low. People
do not have the right to take their own lives. This, of course, does not
preclude suicide for culturally prescribed reasons, such as shame or self-
sacrifice in battle. We can expect kungic societies to have a higher rate
of the kind of suicide that Emile Durkheim has called ‘anomic suicide’.*!

Interestingly, the differences between regal and kungic cultures in
social structure and worldview are also reflected in art, fiction, music,
architecture, and other forms of art. People tend to prefer psychological
congruence between the different aspects of their culture, and this also
applies to artistic taste. Various forms of art are efficient means for
communicating ideological values and cultural unity.®* Musical style,
in particular, has been observed to correlate with social structure,
lifestyle, personality, and political preferences.®® It cannot be ruled
out, though, that some of the observed correlations are due to cultural
diffusion.®
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Regal cultures tend to produce pictorial art that is highly perfectionist
and embellished with endless repetition of meticulous ornamentation
and thus reflects the glory of gods or kings. Regal fiction often glorifies
gods or kings with clear distinctions between good and evil, friends
and enemies. The architecture of regal societies is often particularly
conspicuous: large and pompous palaces and religious buildings
with luxurious ornamentation and oversized gates that make visitors
feel humble (see figure 1). Regal music is also highly embellished and
sometimes pompous.

Figure 1. Example of regal architecture. Cologne Cathedral
(Ko6lner Dom). Built 1248-1880. Photo by Tobi 87, 2009.
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The architecture, art, and music of kungic cultures is less rule-bound and
more individualistic, with appreciation of fantasy and innovativeness
and a broad range of themes (see figure 2).
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Figure 2. Example of kungic architecture. Residential buildings, Bispebjerg
Bakke, Copenhagen. Built 2004-2007. Photo by Agner Fog, 2017.

There is a systematic asymmetry in the human cultural heritage. Regal
societies are sometimes quite intolerant of art that is not congruent with
their culture, and they may even destroy art from previous more kungic
periods. For example, the government in Nazi Germany systematically
destroyed what they called ‘degenerate art’®® and the Taliban in
Afghanistan destroyed the great Buddha statues in Bamiyan.” Kungic
cultures (including our own modern culture) on the other hand, are very
tolerant and even admiring of foreign art and often go to great lengths
to preserve the magnificent art and architecture of previous more regal
times.

It appears that there was a similar difference between regal and
kungic art in prehistoric times. Kungic cultures have produced
smaller artifacts of perishable materials, while regal cultures have
typically produced large and impressive artifacts of durable materials
and perhaps destroyed any remaining artifacts of previous kungic
times. This effect most likely causes a systematic sampling bias in the
archaeological record.®®
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The cultural characteristics that are typical for regal and kungic
societies are listed in table 1. It has been observed that societies can
reshape these characteristics, not only as a response to changing threats
of war but also as a response to other dangers that threaten the social
group as a whole, such as economic crisis, famine, natural disasters,*
and even imaginary dangers such as witches and devils.” It is therefore
possible that the observed psychological responseis a general mechanism
of adaptation to the level of danger that threatens the social group as a
whole, or perhaps even to any problem that requires collective effort
to solve.” The effects of dangers to the individual may be different, as
discussed in chapter 3.3.

Regal societies Kungic societies
A hierarchical political system with a
strong leader
Strong feelings of national or tribal

A flat and egalitarian political system

identity High individualism

Strict discipline and punishment of Lax discipline and high tolerance of
deviants deviants

Xenophobia Tolerance of foreigners

The world is seen as peaceful and safe
with little or no distinction between
us and them

Belief that individuals exist for the Belief that society exists for the
benefit of society benefit of individuals

The world is seen as full of dangers
and enemies

Strict religion Religion has little or no disciplining

power
Strict sexual morals High sexual freedom
High birth rate Low birth rate

Low parental investment, i.e. short

childhood and low education Long childhood and education

Low suicide rate (except for culturally

. High rate of anomic suicide
prescribed reasons)

Art and music is perfectionist, highly | Art and music express individual
embellished, and follows specific fantasy with appreciation of
schemes individuality and innovativeness

Table 1. Regal and kungic cultural indicators.
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3. Contributions from Other
Theories

3.1. Influence of the environment: Contributions
from ecological theory

In ecology and niche theory, the competitive exclusion principle says that
complete competitors cannot coexist indefinitely.! While this principle
has mostly been applied to the areas of ecology and economics, other
aspects of niche theory have been successfully applied to eco-cultural
specialization.? We cannot expect two social groups in close proximity
to live in peace if they are adapted to the same environment and depend
on the same resources. The two competing groups may merge, separate,
differentiate, or fight. But they may not coexist indefinitely unless
something prevents them from fighting, such as geographic barriers,
technical difficulties, or third party intervention.

The competitive exclusion principle applies to humans as well as to
animals with territorial groups. It has been observed that chimpanzees
often attack and kill members of neighbor groups and gradually steal
their territory.? The intensity of intergroup conflict among chimpanzees
increases with the population density and the number of males.* The
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closely related species, the bonobo, is much more peaceful, although it
is very similar to the chimpanzee in other respects. The reason why the
chimpanzee is violent while the bonobo is peaceful may be that there
is a patchy distribution of food north of the Congo River, where the
chimpanzees live, but a more scattered distribution south of this river,
where the bonobos live. A concentration of food or other resources in
small patches leads to contest competition, where the strongest individuals
get the most. A more scattered distribution of food leads to scramble
competition, where the individual that finds a piece of food first will get
it. There is no reason to fight over access to food in an environment of
scramble competition.’

Chimpanzees and bonobos are our closest relatives among the
animals. Humans are equally closely related to both species because
the evolutionary split between chimpanzees and bonobos occurred
later than the split between humans and the great apes. This has led
many scientists to speculate whether human nature is violent like the
chimpanzee or peaceful like the bonobo.®

Anthropologists have turned to ethnographic and archaeological
evidence in order to find out whether warfare was common among early
humans, but the evidence is elusive. The few hunter-gatherer groups
that have survived long enough to be studied by anthropologists live in
marginal areas where the population density is too low for large-scale
warfare and where there are no defendable resources to fight over.” The
victims of warfare among prehistoric nomadic hunters and gatherers
were unlikely to be buried, so archaeological traces of injured skeletons
may be hard to find.?

Some scientists have claimed that humans are peaceful by nature
and that the limited evidence of prehistoric violence can be explained as
small-scale feuds and raids.” Others claim that lethal intergroup violence
has been common throughout the evolutionary history of humans.'
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Figure 3. Prehistoric cave painting showing warfare. Bhimbetka, India.
Photo by Nikhil2789, 2008."

An increasing amount of evidence indicates that there might have been
violent intergroup fighting throughout human prehistory.”? A study of
nomadic Australian aborigines has found that the level of violence was
independent of the population density,”® while studies in many other
areas have found that the level of violence depends on ecological and
environmental factors such as the concentration and defendability of
resources.'* Mass killings took place mainly in sedentary cultures and
most markedly in connection with agriculture or otherwise defendable
resources.'”” Recent archaeological findings show evidence of mass
killing among hunter-gatherers near a fertile lakeshore in the late
Pleistocene or early Holocene.'
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Nomadic hunter-gatherers would flee more often than fight, and
thus rarely die in a battlefield but more likely die from malnutrition
and diseases after fleeing to an inferior territory. Systematic studies
of nomadic hunter-gatherer groups show that intergroup violence is
common. A review of published examples of peaceful hunter-gatherer
groups finds that most of these cases can be explained by their isolation,
pacification, or being surrounded by cultures with a different ecology.
Typically, the peaceful hunter-gatherer groups were surrounded by
agricultural societies whom they would never attack.” This confirms the
competitive exclusion principle: Hunter—gatherer groups surrounded
by other hunter-gatherers will fight, at least occasionally, while hunter-
gatherer groups living in their own niche surrounded by groups with a
different means of subsistence can exist peacefully. While the peaceful
hunter-gatherer societies had little or no intergroup violence, they
had plenty of interpersonal violence.” The distinction between group-
internal and external violence is important here.

We can now answer the long-debated question of whether humans
are violent or peaceful by nature: it depends on the environment. A
sedentary culture concentrated around defendable resources invites
conflict, while a nomadic lifestyle in an environment of sparse resources
leads to scramble competition rather than fighting. Regality theory
posits that humans have a flexible psychology that allows fast adaption
to a peaceful or warlike environment and culture.

It may be possible to roughly predict the degree of intergroup
conflict for a particular culture if we study the ecology, mode of
subsistence, available technology, and geography. We will expect
conflicts to be unlikely for a social group that has adapted to its own
specialized niche, but likely for a group that depends on the same niche
as a nearby neighbor group. Conflicts can be impeded if traveling is
difficult because of geographic barriers or if it is technically difficult to
collect and transport sufficient food and water for supporting a troop of
warriors.

If food is sparse, and consequently the population density is low,
then it will be difficult to assemble a sufficiently large group of warriors
to attack an enemy, the warriors will have a long way to travel, and it
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will be difficult to supply enough food for them. Some people find it
counterintuitive that low food supply should lead to peace. However,
we have to distinguish between a low but stable food supply and a
fluctuating food supply. If the food supply is permanently low but
stable, then the population density will necessarily be low. Imagine a
landscape where food is sparsely distributed and people live in small
villages or camps far from each other. How would it be possible to
assemble enough warriors from allied neighbor groups to attack an
enemy, travel together to the distant enemy territory, and provide and
transport enough food and other necessities for the traveling troops?
The logistic problems simply make large-scale war impossible in the
absence of technological means for food preservation and transport.
In any case, there would be little reason for warfare among nomadic
peoples in sparsely populated areas, because they would have few
possessions worth plundering and territories would be too large to
defend.”

However, if food is plentiful or concentrated in rich and fertile
patches, then the population density will soon become high, geographical
distances between enemy groups are likely to be shorter, and it will
be easier to organize larger political groups. If, furthermore, the food
supply is fluctuating and unpredictable, then there will be occasional
periods of famine where contest competition prevails and people fight
over the insufficient supply of food. Anthropologists and archaeologists
have found evidence of higher levels of conflict connected with
settlements in fertile areas such as river valleys. Along with the higher
levels of conflict came also alliance formation, peacemaking efforts, and
exchange of prestige goods.?

In conclusion, we predict that the level of intergroup conflict will be
low in areas where food is sparse or where mountains, dense vegetation,
aridity, or other environmental factors make traveling difficult. On
the other hand, we can expect frequent wars where food production
is efficient and concentrated in defendable patches, and where there
are efficient means of traveling and food preservation. It has been
observed that efficient food production and food storage is connected
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with conformity, which we may interpret as a sign of regality. The
predictability of the food supply is also important. Unpredictable
famine and natural disasters are factors likely to cause war.?

The anthropologist Kirk Endicott has suggested that it might be
possible to predict whether a population is violent or peaceful based
on the environment. As an example, he describes the Moriori of the
Chatham Islands near New Zealand, who changed from violent to
peaceful after living a few hundred years in isolation.” We will test the
feasibility of this kind of prediction in chapters 7 and 8.

3.2. Nature or nurture: Evolution of sociality

Collaboration between biologists, archaeologists, and anthropologists
has led to new insights into human social behavior. The modern human
species has evolved a large brain in parallel with a more complex social
organization. The brain size of our ancestors has tripled over a period
of two million years. It is generally believed that the increased brain
capacity has been necessary for dealing with more complex social
structures, for advanced language, and for developing culture.*
Culture is information that is transmitted from person to person
through teaching, observation, and imitation. Culture can evolve just
like genes evolve, but cultural evolution is much more efficient than
genetic evolution because it can involve goal-directed innovation and
intelligent problem-solving. New inventions can also be transmitted
from any person to any other person, unlike genes, which are transmitted
only from parent to child.?> While many animals are able to learn from
conspecifics, the human capacity for culture is far more complex than that
of any animal. The huge advantage that cultural evolution gives has
only been possible through the evolution of a large and efficient brain.?
Neuroscientists have found that specific regions of the human
brain are involved in various aspects of social behavior and cognition,
such as empathy, cooperation, identification with an arbitrary group,
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distinction between in-group and out-group, in-group favoritism,
group competition, and recognition of social status.” A hormone
and neurotransmitter called oxytocin, which is involved in many
aspects of social behavior in animals and humans, has been found to
increase in-group favoritism in humans.?® These findings support the
theory that social organization, hierarchy, and intergroup conflict are
important factors that have influenced human evolution and shaped the
functioning of our brains. They also show that culture plays an important
role, because it is demonstrated that humans are able to identify easily
with an arbitrary group of people of mixed races.”

Several studies have confirmed that test persons show more
cooperation and in-group favoritism when given oxytocin.*
Interestingly, the effects of oxytocin are different for men and women.
The hormone increases the perception of competition in men and the
perception of kinship in women. This finding throws new light on the
male warrior hypothesis, according to which men are more adapted for
fighting and competition than women are.”

However, oxytocin is not unambiguously connected with regality,
because it does not increase punitiveness.®> It would be naive to think
that we can find a single biological signal for regality. What the new
findings of neuroscience tell us, however, is that behaviors that are
relevant for regality theory, such as group identification, ethnocentrism,
and intergroup conflict, can be influenced by biological signals without
the persons being conscious of any such influence. We can therefore reject
the theory that violent conflict is caused solely by culture and rational
decision-making.* While biological processes have a strong influence on
social behavior, the opposite is also true. There is plenty of evidence that
social processes and cultural differences can influence the human brain
and hormonal processes.* The role of culture in the shaping of regal
psychological reactions is further discussed in chapter 4.1.
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3.3. Fertility: Contributions from life history theory

The regal versus kungic culture dimension has an interesting connection
with the r versus K strategy dimension in evolutionary ecology, which
applies toboth animals and humans. An r-strategy means thatindividuals
start early to reproduce, have many children, and care little for each
child. A K-strategy means a high age at first reproduction, few children,
and a high investment in the care and upbringing of each child. The r
versus K strategy parameter (also called ‘fast’ versus ‘slow’ strategy) is
a simplification of a more complex set of parameters in biological life
history theory, but this simplification will be sufficient for the current
purpose.®

Humans have a typical K-strategy compared with most animals.’
This strategy is not completely fixed, however. Recent research
has shown that there is some room for individual differences and
adjustment to the environment. Several studies have found that humans
choose a more r-like strategy when they live in an environment where
the mortality and morbidity of adults is high. A more K-like strategy
is chosen where the mortality is low, where resources are predictable
and defendable, and where the population density is near the carrying
capacity of the environment.” Economic factors and education also
influence the strategy.’®

While the r versus K life history theory sees reproductive strategy
from the point of view of the individual, the regal versus kungic culture
theory is more concerned with a social-level perspective. The optimal
strategy from the perspective of the social group in times of war is
to produce many children and to raise them as quickly as possible to
become fierce warriors. In times of peace, the optimal strategy from
the group’s perspective is to produce few children in order to avoid
overexploitation of the environment and ecological collapse. Group
selection theory has not provided a satisfactory explanation of why
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reproduction is limited, but life history theory seems to provide at least
part of the explanation.

In times of war, mortality is high and individuals will choose an r-like
strategy. In times of peace and stability, we can expect the population
density to match the carrying capacity of the environment, and we can
expect to see a K-like strategy. The interesting observation is that there
is a fairly good agreement between the interests of the group according
to regality theory and the interests of the individual according to the
r/K life history theory. There is some degree of synergy between the
two mechanisms and we will expect a positive correlation between
the regal/kungic culture dimension and the /K life history strategy
dimension. The names regal and kungic were in fact chosen to reflect
the resemblance with /K life history theory, although the analogy
should not be taken too far.

There is one important difference between the predictions of the two
theories. Regality theory predicts that fertility will go up as a response to
collective danger that requires collective action, while the #/K life history
theory predicts that fertility will go up as a response to any danger,
including dangers that affect only the individual.

We will return to the connection between regality theory and r/K
theory in chapter 4.1.

3.4. Contributions from political demography

Political developments, including war and peace, depend on
demographic factors. Many momentous historical events are related
to the so-called demographic transition, which is illustrated in figure 4.
Throughout most of human history, the birth rate and death rate have
been almost equally high, so that the total population was constant or
growing only slowly. At a certain time in history, the death rate began
to decline due to improvements in sanitation, hygiene, medicine,
nutrition, and living conditions. The higher life expectancy gave parents
confidence that they did not need so many children, and after several
decades the birth rate began to decrease as well. In Europe, the birth rate
began to fall rapidly in the 1960s. In the 1990s, the birth rate had fallen
to the same level as the death rate, and population growth stagnated
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in Europe.* This pattern of demographic transition has since been
repeated in other parts of the world, including Asia and the Americas,
and we are now beginning to see a demographic transition in Africa as
well. We can see in figure 5 that the population size has reached a peak
in Europe and that the growth rate is tapering off in Asia, America, and
Oceania. The growth rate has hardly begun to decrease in Africa.*’

The fact that the death rate begins to fall first while the birth rate
decreases only several decades later has the consequence that we see
a very rapid population growth in the intermediate period, where the
death rate is low and the birth rate is still high.*'
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Figure 4. Demographic transition. By Max Roser, 2016.

The demographic transition can be interpreted as a shift in reproductive
strategy from r-strategy to K-strategy, relatively speaking, as explained
in chapter 3.3. It is necessary to have many children as long as the death
rate is high. As the death rate falls and improvements in living conditions
make it possible to feed more people, the population grows until the new
carrying capacity has been reached. Rapid population growth does not

39 Goldstone (2012)

40 Green (2012)

41 Goldstone (2012)

42 CC BY-SA 4.0, https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Demographic-Transition
OWID.png


https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Demographic-TransitionOWID.png
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Demographic-TransitionOWID.png

3. Contributions from Other Theories

necessarily lead to violent conflicts,* but the new situation with a larger
population and growing urbanization makes life more competitive.
The optimal strategy for parents in this new crowded environment is
to have fewer children and to invest more in the education of these few
children—in other words, a more K-like strategy. When these children
grow up, they have to spend their most fertile years competing for social

positions rather than raising large families.**
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Figure 5. World population by year. Millions, logarithmic scale.
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A period of rapid population growth leaves a cohort of people that
is much more numerous than the parent generation. The bulge in the
population pyramid that is seen when a large cohort reaches maturity
is called a youth bulge. The young people in a youth bulge are likely to
have problems finding a suitable social position. If tradition dictates that
the family inheritance goes to the oldest son, then the subsequent sons
are likely to feel superfluous and they will have to fight hard to get a
position that matches their expectations. This causes political instability.
Disinherited, jobless, unmarried young men are often willing to take
high risks in their attempts to find their place in life because they have
nothing to lose.* Such youth bulges of frustrated young men have fueled
many violent conflicts in history. In fact, violent conflicts can hardly be
fought without a surplus of venturesome young men.*”

The European population could not have colonized half the world
if they had not had a surplus of young men. In fact, most of the major
wars, conquests, and revolutions in European history happened after
periods of rapid population growth.*®

When a large surplus of young people combined with economic
stagnation leads to underemployment and low wages, the likely
reaction is social discontent and cycles of rebellion and repression.* This
can destabilize any political system. The frustrated young people will
always be able to find a political or religious ideology that can justify
their need to fight against a social system that has no place for them.*
This can lead to revolution and rebellion against a dictatorship, but it
can just as well lead to rebellion against a democratic system. Statistical
studies show that civil conflicts are much more likely to break out, and
democracies to become unstable, in times with large youth cohorts.”

The sharply declining fertility rate in the last stage of a demographic
transition provides a window of opportunity for economic development
called a demographic dividend. Savings increase as the number of people
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of working age increases and the number of dependents decreases. This
is likely to lead not only to economic prosperity but also to political
stability and democracy.®

We can conclude that a youth bulge can drive political changes in
any direction, depending on the conditions. Youth bulges have been
connected with ethnic conflicts® and even large territorial conflicts such
as the two world wars,* but also with rebellions that have their origin in
social and economic factors, such as the French Revolution, the Iranian
Revolution, and the Arab Spring.® It appears that a surplus of fearless
young people is necessary for the regal process of building an empire as
well as for the kungic process of breaking it down.

3.5. World view and personality:
Authoritarianism theory

The psychological characteristics that we call regal have a striking
similarity with the phenomenon that social psychologists call
authoritarianism, and in fact many of the findings of the current study
could possibly be explained with the theory of authoritarianism.
Authoritarianism was originally regarded as a mainly fixed part
of a person’s personality that is formed in childhood.”® Later studies
contradict this and find that authoritarianism is influenced by threats,
danger, and uncertainty.” Interestingly, it is found that threats to a
group that the person belongs to have stronger effect than threats to
the person as an individual, and that this increases group cohesion,
exactly as predicted by regality theory.®® However, the evidence is
somewhat mixed on the question of individual versus collective threat.
Some studies show no authoritarian effect on the test persons unless
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they are personally affected by the (collective) threat.”® There are also
disagreements among theorists about the role of predispositions and
the direction of causality.®

Given the importance of group threat and collective action, it is
peculiar that most studies regard authoritarianism as an individual
phenomenon and only a few studies treat it as a group phenomenon.®!
There are many different theories about how authoritarianism is
generated. Some of these theories are in accordance with the predictions
of regality theory, others are not.

A newer version of authoritarianism theory distinguishes between
two measures called right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) and social
dominance orientation (SDO), each of which is connected with certain
characteristic world views.®? RWA is linked with the view of the world
as a dangerous place, and SDO is linked with the view of the world as a
competitive jungle where might is right. RWA leads to social conformity
and SDO leads to tough-mindedness, according to this theory, and both
lead to negative attitudes towards out-groups.®®

RWA and SDO are often regarded as two different forms of
authoritarianism, where RWA represents authoritarian submission, while
SDO represents authoritarian dominance.** Both lead to discrimination
against minorities but for different reasons. People with high RWA
discriminate because of fear, while people with high SDO discriminate
because this gives them a higher status than those they discriminate
against.®®

The RWA theory is particularly relevant for regality theory because
the view of the world as a dangerous place in RWA theory can be
regarded as very similar to perceived collective danger in regality
theory. People with high RWA make society more hierarchical, while
people with high SDO use this hierarchy to their personal advantage.
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Research in these theories has led toresults that are in good agreement
with regality theory because they link social conformity, punitiveness,
and xenophobia to collective danger. Evidently, authoritarianism theory
and regality theory are two different paradigms looking at the same
phenomenon. However, many of the predictions of regality theory that
are tested in the present study would have been difficult to make from
authoritarianism theory because the latter has more focus on individual
psychology than on social and cultural structures.

The area of authoritarianism research is rich in experimental
studies.®® Many of these studies have found that authoritarian responses
can be elicited by quite small stimuli, such as making known threats
more salient or even by asking the test persons to imagine a particular
threatening scenario. The experimental methods that have been
developed in the area of authoritarianism research might be useful
for testing the effects of different kinds of threats in connection with
regality theory.

My main criticism of authoritarianism theory relates to its poor
theoretical foundation. Authoritarianism theory has its roots in
psychoanalytic theories, which are not falsifiable,” though modern
versions such as RWA and SDO theories have little or no connection
to psychoanalysis. The theoretical model behind traditional
authoritarianism theory has limited empirical support, and the theory
has often been criticized for political bias.®® The term ‘right-wing
authoritarianism’ is ill chosen because of its inherent political bias, and
also because the concept of right-wing ideology makes sense only in a
certain cultural context. In fact, some studies have found the same kind
of authoritarianism among communists, who by definition must be
called left wing.® One researcher even made the contradictory finding
that some persons who scored high on the right-wing authoritarianism
scale also scored high on a ‘left-wing authoritarianism” scale.”
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While many authoritarianism theorists regard certain political
ideologies as undesired psychological aberrations, regality theory sees
the same ideologies as adaptive responses to perceived collective danger
(or, at least, would-be adaptive in the environment of evolutionary
adaptation). The evolutionary theory is less likely to lead to biased and
ethnocentric thinking, and we should bear this in mind in our choice
of terminology. While authoritarianism theory certainly needs revision
and a change of terminology, it builds on a research tradition that has
produced many interesting experimental results that may be valuable
when reinterpreted in the light of regality theory.”

3.6. Contributions from other social
psychological theories

There are several other theories that resemble authoritarianism theory
but avoid some of the problems mentioned above.

The influential realistic group conflict theory finds that hostility
between groups is likely to occur when their goals conflict or when they
are competing for the same resources.”

Integrated threat theory finds that several different kinds of threat can
lead to hostility towards outgroups. Realistic group conflict is one of
them, symbolic threat is another. Symbolic threat occurs, for example,
when immigrants with different values, norms, and beliefs are perceived
to threaten one’s own culture. Some cases of prejudice are caused
mostly by realistic conflicts, while other cases are caused mostly by
symbolic conflicts. Other kinds of threats include negative stereotyping
and intergroup anxiety, which may be regarded as independent factors
in some models.”

The theory of group-based control restoration finds that people tend
to show in-group favoritism in times of social or personal crisis. The
proposed mechanism requires that the in-group is relevant to the
problem at hand and that the person feels a lack of personal control.”
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This is in accordance with regality theory in predicting that people
want to strengthen their group when facing threats that they cannot
handle alone. An interesting question is whether the discrimination
against out-groups is directed specifically against a certain out-group
that is blamed for the threat, or whether there is a more unspecific
discrimination against any group of deviants. In fact, there is evidence
for both possibilities.” For example, the fear of Islamic terrorists has led
to widespread hostility against Arabs and Muslims in general, but also to
more punitive attitudes towards perpetrators of totally unrelated crimes
such as car theft and rape, as well as to more authoritarian parenting.”
In the light of regality theory, we may see this as an indication that the
regal psychological response is only partially goal-directed towards
a specific danger. To some degree, the regal response seems to be an
unspecific reaction of strengthening the in-group against any type of
danger. A clear example of an unspecific response is homophobia.
Many studies have found a strong correlation between authoritarian
attitudes and hostility towards homosexuals, even though homosexuals
in general pose no threat to the authoritarian person.”

People who are uncertain about their social identity are likely to look
for a prototypical leader in order to define their identity, according to
the social identity theory of leadership.”® People with a high degree of self-
uncertainty are more likely to join radical extremist groups, according to
uncertainty—identity theory. The essence of this theory is that uncertainty
about oneself and one’s identity motivates people to join groups with
high entitativity: clear boundaries, internal homogeneity, and possibly
a hierarchical structure and strong leadership.” Most of the literature
is unclear about what kinds of uncertainties have this effect. All the
examples of uncertainty mentioned in the uncertainty—identity theory
literature are threatening uncertainties, such as economic problems,
ethnic conflicts, and natural disasters.® A recent study focusing mainly
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on economic problems finds that both individual and collective economic
problems have this effect, but the measure of individual uncertainty is
very coarse.®!

This takes us back to the already well-known connection between
threat and authoritarianism. Uncertainty and threat are known to
be connected with political conservatism, according to the so-called
uncertainty—threat model.® It appears that uncertainty and threat are
better at explaining conservative and authoritarian extremist groups
than anti-authoritarian extremist groups. Additional factors that have
been suggested to explain extremism in minority groups include
perceived injustice, group threat, perceived illegitimacy of authorities,
and a feeling of being disconnected from the majority of society.*

Terror management theory is based on the assumption that people
become anxious when thinking about their own future death. Anything
that reminds people of their own mortality will provoke a psychological
defense that emphasizes their social group and a world view which gives
meaning to life and death.® Critics of this theory have found that the
same psychological reaction is seen when threats unrelated to mortality
are made salient. This supports an evolutionary explanation related to
group defense (in accordance with regality theory) rather than the terror
management theory.® Another study finds that terrorism salience, but
not mortality salience, invokes a group defense response. This finding
supports system justification theory, but not terror management theory.*
A meta-analytical review of the evidence finds that mortality salience
has the same effect as other threats to the world view, but the effect
of mortality salience is delayed whereas the effect of other threats is
immediate.

A recent theory about the connection between conflict and political
attitudes is the stress-based model of political extremism. This model is
based on studies of protracted conflicts such as the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict and the conflict in Northern Ireland. The studies find that
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a population exposed to political violence will develop symptoms of
psychological distress. This distress leads to increased perceptions of
threat, which in turn lead to political extremism and lack of support
for political compromise.®® The distress and perception of threat is
particularly strong in cases of terrorism where random civilians are
victims. This explains why peace negotiations often fail in conflicts that
involve frequent episodes of terrorism.*” The research also finds that
the effect can be ameliorated by reassuring messages or aggravated by
alarming messages.” The stress-based model contradicts the rationalist
view, held by many negotiators, that the conflicting parties will be more
motivated to accept negotiations and compromises when the violence
becomes intolerable. On the contrary, they will be less compromising
the worse the violence they experience.”” This model is not based on
evolutionary theory but on psychological theories of coping. Yet the
findings are in perfect agreement with regality theory: people become
more regal and uncompromising the more threatening they perceive
their situation to be.

3.7. Contributions from social values theories

A network of social scientists have created the World Values Survey,
which is a research project aimed at measuring people’s values and
beliefs around the world. Ronald Inglehart and Christian Welzel have
analyzed these data and found that most of the variance in cultural
values can be expressed by two factors:”

1. Traditional versus secular—rational values, reflecting the contrast
between the relatively religious and traditional values that
generally prevail in agrarian societies, and the relatively
secular, bureaucratic, and rational values that generally
prevail in urban, industrialized societies.
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2. Survival versus self-expression wvalues, reflecting an inter-
generational shift from emphasis on economic and physical
security in the industrial society towards increasing emphasis
on self-expression and subjective well-being, and the focus on
rights above duties of a democratic, post-industrial society.

Figure 6 shows the average position of citizens in different countries
on these two dimensions in 2011 to 2012. The traditional values reflect
the importance of religion, deference to authority, traditional families,
moral standards, desire for a large number of children, and resistance
to abortion. The survival values reflect traditional gender roles, hard
work, confidence in government, and intolerance of deviants. Inglehart
and Welzel explain the traditional values on the first dimension by the
need for collective action in complex agrarian societies. The shift from
traditional to secular-rational values is connected with the change from
religious authorities to secular authorities that follows industrialization.
The survival values on the second dimension express the need for
physical security in terms of economy and health. The shift from survival
values to self-expression values reflect a relief from the immediate
threats of the industrial society to the higher economic security that
comes with a higher level of education and a modern welfare state. The
self-expression values also reflect an emancipation from authority and a
criticism of the risks of technology.”

Inglehart and Welzel’s study does not focus on war or bellicosity, but
on how people react to changing perceptions of existential security.”* As
existential security is essential in regality theory, we will expect both
factors to correlate with regality. The traditional versus secular-rational
values focus on how to deal with collective survival, while the second
dimension, survival versus self-expression values, has more focus
on individual threats. But the self-expression values also reflect an
emancipation from authority that we can relate to a kungic development.

Some studies described in the next chapter seem to support these
expected correlations with regality,” but we should not draw wide-
ranging conclusions because the studies are partially based on the
same data.
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A further study of religious values shows that the transition from
agrarian to industrial to postindustrial societies is followed by a decrease
in religiosity.” This is explained by increasing security. Religion is more
important to people when they feel insecure. The study shows that basic
religious beliefs are not easily changed, but the importance of religion
in people’s lives is higher in societies with poverty, poor education,
poor health, and high population growth. For example, the importance
of religion is high in countries with high economic inequality such as
the USA, Ireland, and Italy. The data do not support other theories of
religiosity, such as secularization theory and religious market theory.
Interestingly, both individual threats and collective threats seem to
increase people’s need to seek comfort in their religion.”
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Figure 6. Inglehart and Welzel’s Cultural Map (wave 6).
World Values Survey Database.”
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Another study found that religiosity increased after an earthquake
in New Zealand.” Religiosity also increased after a financial crisis in
Indonesia in 1997,'° but not after a financial crisis in Europe in 2008.'%!
Regality theory may give a clue why the latter financial crisis did not
lead to increased religiosity. Regality is predicted to increase when a
crisis is blamed on external enemies or uncontrollable forces of nature,
but it is predicted to decrease when a crisis is blamed on one’s own
despotic leaders. The 2008 financial crisis was frequently blamed on
greedy bankers and corrupt or incompetent politicians rather than
on some nebulous external power or economic laws of nature. The
prediction from regality theory is that this should cause a revolt, and
indeed there were large protests in the streets in much of Southern
Europe as a reaction to this crisis.

Whether personal values reflect shared norms of the surrounding
society or just personal differences is a matter of debate. One study
finds that some personal values reflect social norms while other values
are less culture-bound.'” Chapter 3.8 will look at values at the cultural
level.

3.8. The theory of tight and loose cultures and
other culture theories

The distinction between tight and loose cultures is an old idea in
anthropology that has received renewed attention in the last decade.!®
This theory is very similar to the theory of regal and kungic cultures,
but the two theories have in fact been developed independently
without any cross-fertilization. A tight culture is defined as a culture
with strong norms and low tolerance of deviance from these norms.
A loose culture has weak social norms and a high tolerance of deviant
behavior. The tightness of a culture is increased by ecological or
external threats such as high population density, resource scarcity,

99 Sibley and Bulbulia (2012)
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103 Gelfand et al. (2011), Uz (2015), Harrington and Gelfand (2014)
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disease, natural disasters, and external conflicts. These threats
lead to the development of strong norms for enhancing the social
coordination needed to effectively deal with such threats, according
to the theory. The tightness is also provided by and reflected in social
and political institutions such as the government, media, education
system, legal system, and religion. People adapt to the strength
of norms and intolerance of deviance by the psychology of self-
regulation.'™ The older definitions of tightness have more focus on
political organization,'® while later definitions focus more on norms
and deviance. Both sets of definitions are relevant to regality theory.

The tightness/looseness theory does not go into detail with
any mechanisms beyond a general functionalist explanation and
the assumption that cultural evolution somehow brings about the
necessary norms and institutions. There is agreement between regality
theory and tightness/looseness theory on the basic claim that collective
threats lead to strict norms and psychological restriction, but the two
theories disagree on the chain of causality. The basic model of regality
theory is:

Collective threats — Psychological adaptation < Cultural norms

whereas tightness/looseness theory says:

Collective threats — Cultural norms < Psychological adaptation

The available data cannot distinguish between these two models
because the direction of causality cannot be deduced from statistical
correlations.

Tightness/looseness theory focuses mainly on ecological threats,
while the threat of war plays only a minor role and bellicosity is not
among the psychological reactions mentioned by this theory. While
tightness and regality are very similar constructs, they are not the
same. It would be more appropriate to say that tightness is one of
several indicators of regality and in fact a very important indicator.
Virtually everything that can be predicted from tightness/looseness
theory can also be predicted from regality theory, while the opposite is

104 Gelfand et al. (2011)
105 Pelto (1968)
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not true. We will now look at a number of statistical studies that have
been made to test tightness/looseness theory and compare them with
the predictions of regality theory.

In a pioneering study, Michele Gelfand et al. asked people in thirty-
three countries how much they agreed with statements such as ‘People
in this country almost always comply with social norms’. This was not
a direct measurement of cultural tightness but rather a measurement
of perceived tightness. The results were correlated with a number of
social and cultural variables and the results are shown in table 3.1%
Critics have pointed out that the perceived tightness may not be cross-
culturally comparable, because people may have different kinds of
norms in mind when answering the questions or they may be judging
by different standards or frames of reference.!”” Later studies have
used more direct criteria to gauge cultural tightness, and this turns
out to give better correlations.

Psychologist Irem Uz has calculated three different measures
of cultural tightness for sixty-eight countries: (1) a domain-specific
index based on people’s tolerance for various morally debatable
behaviors, such as prostitution, abortion, divorce, euthanasia, and
suicide in the 2006 World Values Survey; (2) a domain-general index
based on people’s endorsement of 124 different sets of values and
behavioral practices in the World Values Survey. The index is based
not on the mean but on the standard deviation of the responses. A
high standard deviation of the responses is taken to indicate a high
diversity of opinions, while a low standard deviation indicates that
opinions comply with social norms; (3) a combination index based on
a factor analysis of values in the domains of work, family, and religion
in the World Values Survey.!® A strong correlation was found between
these three measures of cultural tightness, as shown in table 2. The
correlation with Gelfand’s perceived tightness was not statistically
significant, but all three measures of tightness correlated significantly

106 Gelfand et al. (2011)
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with the secular-rational values and the self-expression values
described in chapter 3.7. The measures of tightness showed highly
significant correlations with various measures of collective threat and
with various measures of tolerance.

A study by Jesse Harrington and Gelfand calculated an index of
cultural tightness of the fifty US states based on objective indicators
such as corporal punishment in schools, death penalty execution,
punishments for marijuana law violations, alcohol restrictions, same
sex civil unions, religiosity, and immigrant population. This index
showed high correlations with indicators of collective threat such as
natural disasters, health, and infant mortality, but not with population
density. The index also showed strong correlations with various
measures of law enforcement and attitudes toward regulation and
deviant behavior.'” The results are shown in table 4.

The findings of these three studies are in perfect agreement with
the predictions of regality theory indicated in tables 2, 3 and 4. The
indication > 0 means that a positive correlation is predicted. < 0 means
that a negative correlation is predicted. 0 means that no correlation
is predicted or that the prediction is ambiguous. The directions
of the correlations found in the tightness/looseness studies are in
agreement with the predictions of regality theory in all cases where
the correlations are statistically significant (p < 0.05) as well as in most
cases where the correlations are not significant (p > 0.05). These results
are very interesting because they demonstrate the predictive power
of regality theory. The methodology used in these studies can be
adapted for future studies aimed specifically at testing the predictions
of regality theory.

Another study by Lazar Stankov, Jihyun Lee and Fons van de Vijver
found similar results for two factors that they called ‘conservatism
versus liberalism” and ‘harshness versus softness’, but their study did
not investigate the influence of threats.'"

109 Harrington and Gelfand (2014)
110 Stankov, Lee and van de Vijver (2014)



Variable Cultural tightness
Domain | Domain N Expect from
. Combination c
specific | general ®) regality
(4] 2) theory

Historical threat .636*** A476%%* .685*** >0
Current threat .520%** .326%** .514%** >0
Traditional/industrialized .549%** 405%** .630%** >0
Institutional repression .626*** .402%** .639%** >0
Subjective well-being -279* -.196 -376** <0
zrelfih;gist;)(flfreedom of choice 077 230 _314* <0
V.Vill.ingness to live near dis- 40 383w _G75H <
similar others
g(e)ieiatlirgfsfor personal-sexual g4 500 703 <0
Tolerance for violation of legal 236 a4 219 <0
rules
Behavior inhibition 406*** .369* .590%** >0
Inglehart and Welzel factors:
Secular-rational values -577%* -.302* -.448** <0
Self-expression values -.533** -.284* -.557** <0
Hofstede and Minkov factors:
Power distance 242 .038 .332* >0
Collectivism 411 .316* A17%* >0
Masculinity -.043 -.141 .028 >0
Uncertainty avoidance .003 -171 -.061 >0
Indulgence versus self-restraint -.263* -.303* -.382% <0
Stankov, Lee, and Vijver factors:
Conservatism versus liberalism .39 .33 40 >0
Harshness versus softness 20 41 46* >0

Table 2. Correlation of the three tightness measures of Uz with various

variables, compared with the predictions of regality theory.'! Levels of
significance: * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, ** p <0.001. The signs of the coefficients
have been adjusted for clarity.

Perceived Expect from
Variable . regality
tightness
theory
Percentage of population using left hand -.61* <0
Accuracy of clocks in major cities .60** >0
Justifiability of morally relevant behavior -48** <0
Unrestricted sociosexuality orientation -.44* <0
Alcohol consumption -46%* <0
Preferences of political systems that have a strong
38* >0
leader or are ruled by the army

111 Uz (2015), Stankov, Lee and van de Vijver (2014)




Most important responsibility of government is to 61+ >0
maintain order of society

Agreement on ways of life need to be protected from 57 >0
foreign influence

Would not want to have immigrants as neighbors A43* >0
Percentage of population of international migrants (log) -.32 ?
Agreement on one’s culture is superior .60** >0
Individualism - 47 <0
Power distance 42 >0
Uncertainty avoidance -27 >0
Masculinity index -.08 >0
Long-term orientation index -.05 0
Harmony -.26 <0
Conservatism A3* >0
Hierarchy A7* >0
Mastery .18 0
Affective autonomy -23 <0
Intellectual autonomy -28 <0
Egalitarian commitment -.41 <0
Family collectivism 49** >0
Institutional collectivism A3* >0
Performance orientation .35 0
Power distance 32 >0
Gender egalitarianism -.35 <0
Assertiveness -29 0
Uncertainty avoidance .32 >0
Future orientation A7* 0
Humane orientation .30 0
Loyalty versus utilitarian involvement 45* >0
Traditional versus secular rational values -11 >0
Self-expression values -.13 <0
Fate control A44* >0
Spirituality 52 >0
Reward for application .60** >0
Cynicism 14 >0
Flexibility -20 <0
Vertical sources of guidance 40* >0
Guidance from widespread beliefs .54** >0
Guidance from unwritten rules .18 >0
Guidance from specialists -18 >0
Guidance from coworkers -.16 <0
Gross national product .05 0
Global growth competitiveness -.08 0

Table 3. Correlation of the perceived tightness measure of Gelfand'?
with various variables, compared with the predictions of regality theory.
Levels of significance: * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01.

112 Gelfand et al. (2011)
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Expect from

Variable Tightness e e
Natural disaster vulnerability 84%* >0
Food insecurity 467 >0
Parasite stress index 55 >0
Infant mortality rate 76%%* >0
Environmental health: green index - 77 <0
Percentage of slave-owning families, 1860 78%* >0
Population density (log) .05 >0
Law enforcement employees .29% >0
Civil liberties -.63** <0
Attitude towards government control of media .68** >0
Behavioral constraint index 81% >0
Relativistic attitude to right and wrong -.38*** <0
Attitude against immoral actions 52 >0
Desire for strict law enforcement 49¥ >0
Support for police use of force .65%* >0
Support for buying US products 78%** >0
Support for import restrictions ST >0
Interest in foreign cultures -.587** <0
Collectivism 37 >0
Gender equality index - 77 <0
Discrimination charges per capita 61 0
Alcohol binge drinking -29* <0
Mlicit drug use -.52%** <0
Murder rate 19 0
Burglary rate 22 0

Table 4. Correlation of tightness of US states with various variables,

113

compared with the predictions of regality theory. Levels of significance:
*p <0.05, * p <0.01, ** p <0.001.

Most studies of culture types refer to modern industrial cultures, but

a theory of Marc Howard Ross about cultures of conflict explicitly

refers to non-industrial societies.!* His hypothesis is that psycho-

cultural dispositions for conflict and violence are formed through harsh

childhood socialization and male gender identity conflict, and the targets

for the aggressive tendencies can be either group-internal or group-

external depending on structural factors, which he calls ‘cross-cutting

ties’. The correlation he finds between harsh childrearing practices and

violent conflict is actually in agreement with the findings of regality

113 Harrington and Gelfand (2014)
114 Ross (1993)




theory, but there is disagreement about the direction of causality, which
cannot be determined from the available statistical data. The idea that
cross-cutting ties can mitigate conflicts is quite reasonable, but the
hypothesis that internal and external conflicts form equivalent targets
for an aggressive disposition is not in accordance with regality theory,
and Sigmund Freud’s drive-discharge theory of violence has often been

3. Contributions from Other Theories

criticized.™®

Theories of culture types have also been developed for organizational
culture. Geert Hofstede, Gert Jan Hofstede and Michael Minkov have
defined a number of dimensions based on studies of organizational

culture. The most important dimensions are:''

Power distance. This is a measure of hierarchy and the degree
of inequality between leaders and followers or between
teachers and students.

Collectivism versus individualism. This is a measure of the
degree to which people identify with their organization or
social network rather than rely on themselves and pursue
their individual self-interests.

Masculinity versus femininity. The masculine values include
strength, competition, care for money and material things,
and prioritization of economic growth. The feminine values
include warm relationships, empathy, care for the weak, and
preservation of the environment.

Uncertainty avoidance. This is a reflection of fear and stress.
Uncertainty avoidance includes conservatism, fear of change,
fear of ambiguity, repression of deviance, need for precise and
formal rules, nationalism, and xenophobia.

Indulgence versus self-restraint. Indulgence includes personal
life control, optimism, happiness, leisure, and individual
freedom. Self-restraint includes moral discipline, order, and
pessimism.

Long-term orientation. This is a focus on perseverance,
thrift, self-discipline, humility, learning, pragmatism, and
adaptiveness. The opposite is short-term orientation, which

115 Sipes (1975)
116 Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov (2010)
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includes a focus on quick results, pride, saving one’s face, and
respect for tradition.

These dimensions include many elements that relate to regality theory,
and we will expect the dimensions of power distance, collectivism,
masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance to be positively correlated
with regality, while indulgence should be negatively correlated with
regality. We can test these predictions by using cultural tightness as an
approximation for regality. The results in table 2 confirm the predicted
correlations for power distance, collectivism, and indulgence, while
there is no significant correlation for masculinity and uncertainty
avoidance. The basic principle of long-term orientation is not related
in any obvious way to regality, although both long-term and short-
term orientation have elements that are typical of regality, namely
self-discipline and respect for tradition, respectively. No significant
correlation is found for this dimension.

We have now seen that psychological preferences or values can be
described with many different measures or dimensions, and these can
be studied both at the individual level as described in chapter 3.7, and
at the collective level as described in this chapter. The regal-kungic
dimension seems to be involved in or to interfere with many of the
other dimensions that have been defined, both at the individual level
and at the collective level, and the effects are in good agreement with
the predictions of regality theory. More research is needed to figure out
which of the many proposed dimensions are most useful, how they
interact or overlap, and which factors they are influenced by. Regality
theory is useful here because it identifies a mechanism by which many
psychological preferences are influenced.

3.9. Contributions from human
empowerment theory

Christian Welzel has developed a new theory of human empowerment
based on the findings of the World Values Survey."” Welzel’s theory
posits that, as humans get more resources and freedom of action, they
will give higher priority to principles of freedom and this will lead

117 Welzel (2013)
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to democracy and other civic institutions that guarantee individual
freedom. Welzel’s model can be summarized as follows:

Action resources — Emancipative values — Civic entitlements

The concept of action resources defines the resources necessary for
existential security, including material resources (equipment, tools,
and income), connection resources (networks of exchange and contact),
and intellectual resources (knowledge and skills). Under a shortage
of action resources, people will give priority to survival values, as
explained in chapter 3.7. When people have plenty of action resources
so that existential security is no longer a concern, they will give higher
priority to emancipative values. Welzel has replaced the factor named
‘self-expression values’ in the previous study with a very similar index
named ‘emancipative values’. The latter index is composed in a way
that puts more emphasis on theoretical relations and less on statistical
coherence (Cronbach’s a is lower). Emancipative values give people
the impetus to organize collective action against tyrannical overlords,
replace an authoritarian government with a more democratic rule, and
implement civic institutions that guarantee individual freedom. This
model explains the growing democratization in the world during the
last several centuries, according to Welzel's theory."'®

Welzel's theory aligns neatly with regality theory, although it is seen
from the opposite perspective. Regality theory is based on the model:

Collective danger — Psychological preference for a strong leader —
Authoritarian political structure

Welzel's theory is expressed in the opposite terms:

Existential security — Psychological preference for emancipative values
— Democratic political structure

The two theories are not perfectly equivalent, though: Welzel does
little to explore the effects of danger, which is central to regality theory;
Welzel’s theory does not distinguish between individual and collective
danger; and war plays hardly any role in Welzel’s theory. Studying a
phenomenon from a different perspective is likely to lead to different

118 Welzel (2013)
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discoveries, and Welzel’s theory throws new light on the processes
during peaceful development.

A very important outcome of Welzel’s study is that he finds evidence
for the direction of causality by means of statistical analysis of time
series over ten years or more. His analysis shows that the direction of
causality is as indicated by the arrows above, whereas there is much
less causal influence in the opposite direction. A similar study has not
yet been carried out for regality theory because it would require the
collection of large amounts of data over a prolonged period of time.

We may notice that democratic institutions come at the end of the
causal chain rather than the beginning. This explains why many political
attempts at forced democratization have failed. Political initiatives that
aim at spreading democracy should focus on existential security before
doing anything else.

The first link in Welzel's model, existential security, depends
on external geographic factors. The most important factors can be
summarized in what Welzel calls the cool-water condition.""® This includes:

* A relatively cold climate, which makes work less physically
exhausting, reduces the danger of infectious diseases, and
reduces soil depletion.

¢ Permanently navigable waterways, which facilitate trade and
democratic market access.

¢ Continuous rainfall all year round. This makes irrigation
unnecessary so that farmers are autonomous and independent
of a centrally controlled irrigation system.

These conditions are found in particular in Western Europe and Japan.
Historically, farmers living under cool-water conditions had high
productivity, autonomy, and existential security. This made it rewarding
toswitch from astrategy of maximizing fertility to a strategy of improving
skills (from an r-strategy to a K-strategy). This demographic transition
was a necessary condition for technological progress and economic
growth, according to unified growth theory.' Artisans and urban markets
came into being. The workforce was small and its quality high. The high

119 Welzel (2013, p. 15)
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cost of labor was an incentive to search for technologies that save labor.
Technological advances and higher productivity contributed further to
existential security. Democratization and individual economic freedom
made it profitable to invest in technological inventions. This explains
why technological innovation was particularly strong in Western
Europe, according to Welzel.'!

If we want to compare the predictions of Welzel’s theory of human
empowerment with regality theory, we have to take war into account.
Environmental factors that facilitate high productivity and easy transport
are also factors that facilitate war. According to regality theory, we will
expect to see wars, empires, and tyrannical kings in such an area rather
than human emancipation. An authoritarian rule is not conducive to
individual inventiveness, but the ruler may command the development
of a large and efficient infrastructure, including cities, roads, ships, and
harbors, which is a precondition for technological progress. Empires
wax and wane for reasons explained in chapters 4.1 and 4.2, and there
may be a window of opportunity for inventiveness and technological
progress when a government is too weak to confiscate the profits of
individual enterprise but not too weak to protect the private property
of inventors.'” Inventiveness and technological progress is also possible
in remote areas that are less regal or when war is prevented by factors
such as economic interdependence, alliances, or deterrence. It is no
coincidence that the industrial revolution started in England, which had
fewer enemies to fear than central Europe at the time. Technological
progress brought prosperity and democracy, in accordance with
Welzel’s theory.

3.10. Moral panics: Contributions from the
sociology of deviance
The human mind is notoriously bad at making rational decisions in the

face of uncertainty and low probabilities.'® Some people buy lottery
tickets even though the average losses are higher than the average
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gains, and some people have an extreme fear of terrorism even though
the risks of dying in a traffic accident or from a lifestyle disease are
many thousand times higher. Sometimes we ignore serious risks, and
sometimes we overreact to even the smallest risks. Often, a certain
group of people are blamed for causing danger and they are labeled as
deviants, such as criminals or terrorists.

As already mentioned, the regal reaction to collective dangers
depends not on the objective risk but on the perceived risk. An
exaggerated perception of a minor or unlikely danger can have a strong
regalizing effect. A highly emotional and exaggerated collective fear
is called a ‘witch hunt’ or a ‘moral panic’. The fear is likely to lead to
strong reactions against a group of deviants who are seen as threatening
the social order.'*

The longest witch hunt in history—and the one that gave the
phenomenon its name—took place in Europe around the period of
the Renaissance. The Catholic Church needed scapegoats in order to
consolidate its dwindling power, and the scapegoats were first heretics
and later witches. The witches were accused of worshipping the devil
and causing all kinds of evil. People who were accused of witchcraft were
tortured until they confessed, and they were forced to inform against
other witches so that the process could continue.'”” The dangers that
the Church was fighting against may have been completely imaginary,
but the social effects of the witch hunts were real. The regal effect of the
witch hunts strengthened the authority of the Church and enabled it to
defend its power against the threat of secularization.

Invisible dangers are particularly effective in witch hunts and moral
panics because it is easier to exaggerate a danger when it cannot be seen
and its objective magnitude cannot easily be estimated. This is also the
case today. In modern society, the fears of many people have changed
from a concern about how to get food to a concern about technological
risks. Ulrich Beck calls this the ‘risk society’.’* Many risks are more
or less invisible, such as pollution, nuclear radiation, and genetically
modified foods. These risks—or rather the perception of these risks—
can be manipulated up or down to serve the interests of various actors.
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Environmental protection organizations claim that the risks of pollution
are high, while the polluting industries claim that the risks are small.
This contest over defining the risks is also a power game where the
winner will gain more control of the situation.'”

Governments and powerful elites often use witch hunts in order
to consolidate their power. Well-known modern examples include
McCarthyism, the ‘war on drugs’, and the ‘war on terror’.!® Take the
‘war on drugs’ in the United States as an example. Opinions are divided
over whether this campaign has actually reduced the consumption of
illegal drugs, but the intense focus on the dangers of drugs has fueled
a ‘tough on crime’ attitude. The pursuit of drug criminals has led to
many secondary crimes, such as economic crimes to pay for drugs,
gang violence, weapons proliferation, corruption, vigilantism, and
social deterioration. These secondary menaces have led to still more
punitive sentiments and erosion of the standards of justice.'® This self-
amplifying process has driven the whole society in a more regal and
punitive direction, which is part of the explanation why the USA has the
highest incarceration rate in the world.

There is no clear distinction between a witch hunt and a moral panic.
The term ‘witch hunt’ is used mainly when the fear and persecution
of deviants is controlled by a powerful elite, while the term ‘moral
panic” usually describes a more spontaneous collective fear generated
by gossip and mass media without any central control. An example
of a moral panic is the child abuse panic, which began in the USA
in the early 1980’s and spread to large parts of the world. This panic
was started by social workers, physicians, psychologists, and child
protection organizations. The initial focus was on physical abuse and
neglect of children," but the focus gradually changed to sexual abuse,
which was even more emotionally touching.’ While child abuse is
certainly a real problem, the reactions were highly emotional and many
innocent people have gone to jail because of overreactions and disregard
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for common standards of justice.'® This is typical of a moral panic. The
most characteristic symptoms of a moral panic include:

¢ There is a highly emotional collective reaction to a problem
that has hitherto been largely ignored. The issue itself has high
emotional appeal.

* Exaggerated claims are made about the incidence and effects
of the problem.

* A group of scapegoats is stigmatized as responsible for the
problem.

¢ The phenomenon is considered so dangerous that common
standards of evidence and due process are violated.

* The definition of the deviance is unclear and expanding. The
limit between normal and deviant shifts so that more and more
people or behaviors can be defined as deviant and dangerous.

¢ If any experts contradict the claims, they are accused of being
deviants themselves or allied with the deviants and therefore
persecuted. Soon, there is hardly anybody left who dares to
contradict the claims, and the new consensus allows even
stronger claims to be made.

* A group of often self-appointed experts appear who claim to
understand the problem and get resources to fight it.

The regal effect of a moral panic is obvious, but it is not always
obvious who benefits from it. The experts who are allowed to define
the problem and devise a strategy to fight it benefit in several ways.
They get money and resources; they gain prestige and respect for
their profession; and they gain power by being allowed to redefine
the norms for the society and ultimately change social structure and
laws in their own interest.'® The problem is sometimes fought with
means that have little connection with the problem."* Often, there
is a competition between different professions over who ‘owns’
the issue, in other words, over which people are recognized as the
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experts allowed to define the problem.” The ‘issue owners’ may
be priests, psychiatrists, psychologists, social workers, police, legal
experts, economists, military figures, industry figures, grassroots
movements, politicians, etc. The social structure and power balance
of a society may change profoundly when the ownership of social
problems is transferred from one group of experts to another. Such
societal changes are not necessarily the result of a planned strategy
on the part of the persons involved, but a witch hunt or moral panic
provides a convenient perpetual source of enemies to keep the
hysteria going.'*® Those who gain power and prestige from fighting
a social problem are indeed likely to keep promoting and expanding
the fight.

Moral panics are characterized by exaggerated claims and
exaggerated reactions. Many sociologists have discussed whether
it is possible to determine that a claim is exaggerated if we have no
objective standards to judge it by. Typically, we have to involve a
different branch of science that deals with the subject matter of the
problem. Erich Goode and Nachman Ben-Yehuda have proposed a list
of simple criteria for judging exaggeration,'” and Michael Schetsche
has proposed an analytical framework that tries to separate the subject
matter of the problem from its social construction.'*

Conflicts about the definition of a social problem occur all the
time, for example when environment protection organizations and
industry lobbyists disagree over how dangerous a certain technology
is. These conflicts rarely escalate into genuine moral panics with all
the symptoms listed above. The less intense conflicts have little or
no regalizing effect, but they are still important for defining social
boundaries.

The kinds of deviance that cause strong emotional reactions are
often of a religious or sexual nature.’ Attempts to suppress sexual
deviance are typically seen in connection with regal reactions. We
may speculate why. It is hard to find a rational reason why anybody
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is concerned about, for example, homosexual activities carried out
in private. The following hypotheses are possible explanations why
concern over sexual deviance is so common:

¢ Controlling the sexual behavior of others may have important
consequences for biological fitness. It is possible that a
psychological tendency for controlling the sexual behavior
of others has been shaped in our prehistory by selection
mechanisms that are not yet fully understood.

¢ A social group under threat needs to produce many children. It
is therefore likely that the regal reaction includes an impulse to
suppress non-reproductive sexual behavior (see chapter 3.7).

¢ Elite members may control people by suppressing their

sexuality.'*

* Stories about sexuality have pornographic value regardless
of whether the story is positive (about pleasure) or negative
(about danger). A discourse about sexual deviance may
be titillating because it appeals to the person’s hidden, and
perhaps repressed, desire to do the same.'"!

e Titillating stories are more likely to be retold. In other words,
they have memetic fitness.'*

¢ The mass media have an economic interest in telling titillating
stories.' This is further discussed in chapter 5.1.

¢ Stories about sexual deviance have political consequences and
may be promoted by groups with a certain agenda, such as

feminists or religious groups.'*

More research is needed to find out which of these effects are most
important.
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4. Ditterent Kinds of War in
Human History

4.1. The rise of empires: Contributions from
cultural selection theory

Regality is a self-amplifying phenomenon. Regal gr