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  Foreword

  by Chris Knight, author of Blood Relations

  Nearly everyone assumes that the way we live in the Western world today is somehow 'natural'. It is supposedly natural for childcare to be such hard work, for women to be exploited within nuclear families, for kids to feel needy and insecure and for adults to suffer such extreme emotional pressures as to become mentally unbalanced or ill. Many today are unaware of the possibility of organising society in such a way that playfulness is a central value, childcare the most basic priority and free time the measure of our wealth. We have forgotten how to rear children so that they become spontaneously generous and caring.

  This book by Suki Pryce surveys compelling evidence that for 90 per cent or more of our evolutionary history, humans have lived as egalitarian hunter-gatherers. The author reminds us that childcare throughout most of our evolution was co-operative, each child having several carers at all times. The effect was to produce emotionally balanced and joyous people. Anthropologist have long been aware of these facts, but this is the first book aimed at a general readership to break the conspiracy of silence on so much of our history. I do hope it is read widely and that its recommendations are taken up by all those who have ever asked themselves, "Isn't there a better way?"

  Chris Knight is a political activist and professor of anthropology, best-known for his book Blood Relations: Menstruation and the Origins of Culture.

  July, 2011


  Chapter 1

  Introduction

  "There is a considerable industry in anthropology, and especially pop anthropology, to show the primitive as a Hobbesian being – with a life that is 'nasty, brutish and short'."

  Lee, 1988

  How This Book Came About

  "History, such as it has hitherto been written, is almost entirely a description of the ways and means by which theocracy, military power, autocracy, and, later on, the richer classes' rule have been promoted, established and maintained... while, on the other side, the mutual-aid factor has been hitherto totally lost sight of; it was simply denied, or even scoffed at, by the writers of the present and past generation."

  (Kropotkin, 1902)

  "Tells me nothing that does not either vex or weary me"! I've always had an interest in simpler cultures – in hunter-gatherer and tribal peoples (for future reference, tribes are peoples who have domesticated plants and animals as opposed to hunter-gatherers who haven't); and from a young age read anything I could find on them. I also always had an instinctive disbelief in the sort of prehistory I was taught at school and in the popular stereotypes of cavemen; and an aversion to history generally as it was presented then. In fact, Jane Austen's character Catherine Morland in Northanger Abbey expresses my feelings very well:

  "History, real solemn history, I cannot be interested in... I read it a little as a duty; but it tells me nothing that does not either vex or weary me. The quarrels of popes and kings, with wars and pestilences in every page; the men all so good for nothing, and hardly any women at all – it is very tiresome."!

  As I got older, I increasingly tended to not subscribe to the agonic, 'nature red in tooth and claw' view of life – feeling that our culture consistently overemphasises the role that conflict, violence and so on has to play in animal and human societies.

  One simple question. I have an academic background, but this book arose when I wasn't an academic any more. In my fifties, I had left my university career and was working in the world of contemporary crafts and arts. Always a keen and eclectic reader, some chance encounters with a few key thought-provoking books – notably Hugh Brody's The Other Side of Eden, and Terence McKenna's Food of the Gods – caused a little light bulb to switch on in my head. Many strands of thought which had been winding through my life for years came together in the one simple question: "Do we humans actually need to be so screwed up?!" At first I assumed that such an obvious and important question must have been tackled in at least one authoritative book or paper. But, as I started to contact authors, universities and other relevant institutions in the fields concerned, seeking mentors or colleagues, it gradually became clear that this wasn't the case. My interest in the subject therefore continued to grow; and what began as a research proposal gradually developed into a discussion paper, an article, and finally a book. And the more I investigated, the more evidence I found that, indeed, it seems we don't need to be so screwed up – that it's our genetic birthright, and our true nature to be unscrewed up!

  It has certainly been a great relief to me, as I've researched and written this book, to find masses of new research that confirms my own instinctive beliefs. A wide range of authors provide evidence which supports them; and it seems that a real sea-change is occurring among open-minded scholars across multiple disciplines from animal ethology to child psychology and neuroscience. In fact, I'm surprised that no one else wrote this book before me, as all the main bits of it already exist in other works. The key to putting everything together seems to me to hinge on distinguishing between partnership and dominator ways of living – something that most books don't do. These terms, coined by Riane Eisler in The Chalice and the Blade (1987), are used throughout the book, and can be defined as follows.

  Partnership societies, which are exemplified by hunter-gatherer cultures, are strongly egalitarian and cooperative, mainly peaceful, and comprise largely happy and contented members. (The term hunter-gatherers is used in this book to cover various sorts of first or indigenous peoples, including those formerly denoted by the older term 'savages', most of whom have a largely hunter-gathering/foraging lifestyle. Occasionally the terms foragers or indigenous peoples are used in a similar way.)

  This book is based on the premise that we evolved and lived in such societies from our prehuman beginnings maybe as much as two million years ago or even more, until the start of farming about 10,000 years ago. This ushered in the beginnings of dominator-style ways of life which have subsequently affected all cultures on earth to a greater or lesser extent, although partnership-style societies have continued to exist, and were widespread in historic times and into the twentieth century. And the point needs to be stressed that humans lived in this partnership-style way for at least 90% of our time on earth, and probably nearer 95% or more. This fact is widely agreed upon by authorities in the field (for example Hrdy, 2009).

  Dominator societies, in contrast, are what we are used to and believe to be normal and inescapable. To a greater or lesser extent they are hierarchical, inequal, patriarchal, exploitative and materialistic, and tend to use manipulation, intimidation, coercion or force to achieve their ends, even if this is well hidden, as it tends to be in modern Western-style democracies. The result is usually social stratification, institutionalised unfairness or corruption, widespread popular resentment, and their negative consequences.

  Mixtures of partnership and dominator ways. We also need to stress the point here that, although most societies have been largely dominator in nature for the past 10,000 years or so, partnership ways have always survived to some degree within them. For – if we are indeed designed by evolution and our genes (see the end of Chapter 3) to be partnership-type people, then dominator behaviour can only be an overlay on, or warping of, our fundamentally cooperative, egalitarian and cheerful natures. It may have been imposed on us by dominator upbringings and environment, but is a deviation from our innate temperaments – caused by nurture, not nature. So, if we look at everyday life, what we actually see is always a mixture of these two modes; and this point (which is touched upon again later in the book) needs to be borne in mind throughout the text. Nevertheless, much of what we experience in modern life is dominator-generated and driven; and this is discussed further in the last section of this chapter.

  Sources

  My academic and practical background is in amenity horticulture and landscape management – nothing to do with the subject of this book. So I'm not an anthropologist, archaeologist, sociobiologist, evolutionary psychologist, neuroscientist or expert in any of the fields used in making my case. However, it has been overseen by a professional anthropologist, which I trust ensures that it's free of any gross errors or omissions in that key area. Nor, in the writing of it, have I done any primary research in the relevant subjects or gone back to original papers. Do We Need To Be So Screwed Up?! is therefore based largely on other writers' reviews of information, and on key books which tie a lot of threads together or suggest new ways of looking at things. Writing the book has also involved rediscovery – presenting the work of others in a new context, or reviving the message that forgotten classics still have to give us.

  Esoteric/spiritual and popular culture sources. My main sources have been scientific and scholarly, but I've also used some esoteric and spiritual writings. Unfortunately, most professionals in the scientific community either don't believe in the actual reality of a spiritual dimension; or – if they do believe in it – usually don't feel free to admit this explicitly. So the importance of this aspect in, for example, the lives of hunter-gatherers or tribes is usually underplayed in professional accounts. Anthropologists have to acknowledge it, but they usually attempt to portray it 'objectively' in terms of beliefs, practices, rituals and so on ('non-utilitarian behaviours'), rather than entering sympathetically into the reality of the spiritual experiences themselves. And this lack of belief in alternative realities means that there must surely be a great gulf between the experienced reality of hunter-gatherers' actual lives, and what Western scientists describe? I have to break ranks with the scientific community here, as I do believe in the reality of a spiritual dimension, spiritual energies, and their effects – however, one wants to denote these; and am happy to talk about them directly. These matters are also relevant to this book's stance on its subject matter.

  I've used quite a lot of sources and examples from popular culture too in order to illustrate ideas; and trust that strict rationalists or scholars will be tolerant of both the spiritual and the 'pop' material employed, for I want the book to accessible to open-minded everyday readers.

  Below is a quick overview of the most important sources and their contribution to the lines of thought developed in Do We Need To Be So Screwed Up?!.

  Conspiracies? However, first I'd like to explain something to lay readers who – like me – are naïve about anthropology and related disciplines such as sociobiology, evolutionary psychology, palaeontology, ethnography, ethology, neuroscience and so on. Be warned! Some of them are minefields of bias – riddled with hidden agenda and the skewing of information for ideological or political reasons. I was aware of some of the biases involved early on; but kept on being surprised and shocked by the extent to which valid information has been avoided, ignored, misread, belittled, dismissed, withheld, misinterpreted or explained away in the past, and even during the twentieth century and up to the present time. In his 1891 Preface to the Fourth Edition of The Origin of the Family (1884), Friedrich Engels described scholars as "attempting to kill" Karl Marx's Capital and Lewis H. Morgan's Ancient Society: "by silence"; and that the latter was "systematically suppressed". Tout ca change, one could say, as this is a process that has continued ever since.

  Christopher Boehm (1999) highlights the fact that there are two opposing "philosophical folk traditions" about human origins and human nature in what he calls the Endless Debate; and that these are roughly aligned with the views of Rousseau ('noble savage') and Hobbes ('nasty, brutish and short'): "One tradition is hawkish and the other dovelike, and they lead many scholars to view humans as either essentially nice or essentially nasty." The biases I'm talking about mainly align with the hawkish, 'nasty' side, and are typically pro-dominator, pro-capitalist, pro-patriarchal, pro-nuclear-family, pro-Christian monogamy, pro-Protestant work ethic, and support a 'we are all selfish, competitive and warlike' nature-red-in-tooth-and-claw view of human nature. They are anti-feminist, anti-communism (in its true 'mutual aid' sense), and seek to hide or undervalue evidence for innate human egalitarianism, cooperativeness, altruism, kindness, peacefulness or other partnership-style traits. To what extent these biases are deliberate and to what extent unconscious let the conspiracy theorists among you decide! I just wish to alert readers to this issue, which runs through the disciplines above and has warped or limited much of what they have offered to date.

  Thankfully, these biases have increasingly been challenged and redressed, particularly since the 1980s. For example, anthropologist Richard Lee tackled the egregious anti-communist agenda in his field head-on in his 1988 paper Reflections on Primitive Communism, wondering why: "If the evidence for primitive communism is so obvious and widespread, on what grounds do half the anthropologists in the world attempt to ignore it or explain it away?" Good publications have come out recently challenging the pro-nuclear-family, anti-matriliny agenda which has pervaded anthropology and its sister disciplines during the last hundred years (Knight, 2008; Alton, 2011). Recent research is also challenging unwarranted biases in fields such as ethology more and more; and new evidence is increasingly supporting the 'nice' point of view – a definite paradigm shift. This has encouraged me to believe that my own instincts about humans' innate unscrewed-upness, which initially got me writing this book, are valid. Opposing my views are many big-gun 'nasty' writers and schools of thought which oppose (vehemently, even) the stance of this book, and have amassed abundant contradictory evidence and reasoning to support their own, more dominator, views. We will look at both arguments throughout the book, and trust that this will give readers a fair basis on which to decide between them. Biases and suppression are discussed further in Chapter 8.

  Main sources used. Clearly, in seeking sources, I've wanted to find authoritative, well-thought-of texts that broadly support my pro-partnership point of view regarding human origins and what's 'natural' to us. I've used four such books, all of which are discussed in much more detail Chapter 2. The first is Wild Justice (2009) by animal ethologist Marc Bekoff and his co-writer philosopher Jessica Pierce. This up-to-date book brings together the burgeoning scientific literature on animal prosocial behaviours and emotions such as cooperation, empathy, kindness, succourance, fairness, trust, and reciprocity; and makes a compelling case for common neural architecture and evolutionary continuity between social animals and humans. Bekoff is Professor Emeritus of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology at the University of Colorado. With Jane Goodall, he co-founded Ethologists for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, and is a patron of the Captive Animals Protection Society.

  The other main sources comprise works by anthropologists.

  Christopher Boehm is Professor of Anthropology and Director of the Jane Goodall Research Center at the University of Southern California. His Hierarchy in the Forest: The Evolution of Egalitarian Behaviour (1999) focuses on the 'puzzle' of egalitarianism and altruism in humans; and uses studies from primates and hunter-gatherers plus evolutionary theory to investigate how and why these might have arisen. (Altruistic behaviour is defined in social biology as reproductive donations to non-kin.)

  Reader who, like me, are puzzled in turn as to why sharing and cooperation are 'puzzling', may be helped by this explanation:

  "Almost all evolutionary biologists assume that without sufficiently close genetic relatedness and an appropriate ratio of benefits to costs, caretaking and other cooperative propensities that do not directly increase the helper's own reproductive success would not have evolved."

  (Hrdy, 2009)

  In other words, why do anything that doesn't directly aid the transmission of your own genes? This 'selfish gene' view is increasingly being challenged, and the issue is discussed further in later chapters of this book.

  Also of great relevance here is London School of Economics-based British social anthropologist James Woodburn, particularly noted for his works on the nomadic Hadza hunter-gatherers of Africa, and his concepts of immediate return systems as opposed to delayed return systems. Woodburn adds an economist's penetrating analytical view, and unsentimental insights, to discussions of egalitarianism.

  Sarah Blaffer Hrdy is Professor Emeritus of Anthropology at the University of California-Davis. Her Mothers and Others: The Evolutionary Origins of Mutual Understanding (2009) looks at the evolutionary basis for our striking "empathic responses to others and our eagerness to help and share with them" which make humans so unusual and different from other apes, and enabled us to develop shared parenting ('cooperative breeding') – a vital evolutionary gain.

  Chris Knight was Professor of Anthropology at the University of East London from 2000 to 2010, and is a founding member of the Radical Anthropology Group. His groundbreaking Blood Relations: Menstruation and the Origins of Culture (1991) draws on anthropology, archaeology, primatology, human evolution and sociobiology; involves pre-capitalist economics, kinship, ritual and mythology; utilises Marxist theory, and is rooted in Engels' The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State. Knight's radical and far-reaching theory is based on the idea of a 'sex strike' by women some time between 40,000 and 100,000 years ago bringing to an end prehuman ape-style behaviour, and instigating the great Homo sapiens social, sexual and cultural revolution.

  These principal sources provide, I trust, sufficiently authoritative theoretical underpinnings to Do We Need To Be So Screwed Up?! In turn, their pro-partnership stance is a continuation of work done by others in the past – sometimes forgotten or misunderstood, but still of value. Writers and their works in this category that I've used include the following (in roughly chronological order).

  Lewis Henry Morgan (1818–1881) was a pioneering American anthropologist and social theorist, "most readily, and justly, compared with those other giant intellects of his age, Charles Darwin and Herbert Spencer." (Fox, 2000, in Morgan, 2000 [1877]), and best known for his work on kinship and social structure, his theories of social evolution, and his ethnography of the Iroquois Native American peoples. He was excited to discover living matrilineal institutions among the Iroquois and other Native Americans; described comparable systems across much of the globe; and championed the historical priority of the matrilineal clan over patriliny and the nuclear family. He also championed the case for 'savages' having equal abilities to our own, in contrast to many of his contemporaries who viewed them as innately inferior; as "social fossils"; or as cul-de-sac "side branches of the main trunk of the evolutionary tree." (Fox in Morgan, 2000 [1877])

  Friedrich Engels: The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State: in the light of the researches of Lewis H. Morgan (1884) is an anthropological classic – a discussion of 'Ancient Society' which describes the major stages of human development as they were commonly understood in Engels' time; and attempts to connect the transition into these stages with changes in the way that family is defined and the rules by which it is governed.

  Peter Kropotkin was a zoologist, evolutionary theorist, geographer and anarcho-communist. Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution (1902) is his principal scientific work – an exhaustive scholarly and scientific investigation of collaborative, as opposed to competitive, behaviour in the plant, animal and human kingdoms. It provides a view of alternative life strategies to those of competition and hierarchy ('nature red in tooth and claw') proffered at the time by social Darwinists such as Francis Galton and Julian Huxley. Chris Knight describes Robert Briffault's 1927 The Mothers as an "encyclopaedic, magnificent, yet almost wholly ignored cross-cultural work"; and I feel that Kropotkin's Mutual Aid can be described in similarly glowing terms. Though aspects of it may be dated, or details have proved to be inaccurate, it is still an inspiring survey of its subject. Its overall message is as true now as it ever was; and some of Kropotkin's thoughts are decidedly prescient and are only lately being revealed as correct – for example, his belief in the extent of mutual aid among social animals, which is increasingly being confirmed by modern research and is reversing a long-standing pro-selfishness stance among scientists. And his overview of mutual aid in human history is, to my mind, a model of the way to teach history in schools – dealing with it as he does from the point of view of the long fall from, and battle for the mutual-aid way of life in the face of increasing dominator pressures. Largely unknown today, or ignored by scholars, I have found Mutual Aid to be a continuingly educational and inspirational work that has resoundingly survived the test of time. Bekoff and Pierce (2009) share this view, saying: "we might wonder what the intellectual history of evolution would look like had Kropotkin's ideas been taken more seriously."

  Finally, of the older sources, Robert Briffault's aforementioned 1927 The Mothers is a classic which has also shamefully fallen out of sight. Thankfully, however, it has been brought back into visibility through booklets prepared by Hilary Alton and published by the Radical Anthropology Group. Alton's 2011 Matriarchy Really Did Exist, which summarise Briffault's chapter on matrilocal marriage, is particularly relevant to this book. It also includes Briffault's references, which are omitted from most readily available copies of The Mothers.

  Other scholars who have been important in the making of my case include Canadian anthropologist Professor Richard B. Lee, particularly famous for his work with hunter-gatherer societies. In 1966, Lee, with Irven DeVore, organised the seminal symposium (and subsequent 1968 book) Man the Hunter which aimed to bring together for the first time a comprehensive look at recent ethnographic research on hunter-gatherers. It marked a turning point in the way hunter-gatherers were viewed, ushering in an era where 'primitive' peoples began to be more widely recognised as the sophisticated and successfully adapted human beings that they are. Lee's ideas about primitive communism are particularly relevant to this book (Lee, 1988).

  Because I'm not a professional anthropologist or archaeologist, I was helped to understand the field best by people who are, but who can also write readably for lay people like me. Such authors tend to reveal more about the kind of things relevant to this book (like fun, laughter and enjoyment of life, for example) than more scientific accounts do. An early inspiration for this book was anthropologist and activist Hugh Brody's The Other Side of Eden (2001), which counterposes the nomadic yet psychologically-rooted and peaceful lives of hunter-gatherer peoples with the settled yet restless, expansionist, and potentially aggressive lifestyle of farmers. Like all the best anthropological writing for lay people it is observant, empathic, poetic and philosophical. British-American anthropologist Colin Turnbull's classic The Forest People is a deservedly famous ethnographic study of the three years he spent with the Mbuti pygmies of the then-Belgian Congo in the late 1950s, in which he contrasts his forest-living subjects' lifestyle with that of nearby village-dwelling Africans, and compares the interactions of the two groups. The book became a best-seller when it appeared in 1961 – not surprisingly, as his style is accessible, and his observations are highly sympathetic and expressed in a most poetic way. Daniel Everett, US linguist and activist on behalf of indigenous peoples, is best known for his award-winning best-selling study of the Amazon Basin's Pirahã people and their language Don't Sleep, There Are Snakes: Life and Language in the Amazonian Jungle – a description of the decades that he and his family spent living with the Pirahã. This is another book that is both scientifically insightful, and sympathetic and readable. I also found Annette Hamilton's in-depth analysis of the hunter-gatherer approach to childrearing in her excellent Nature and Nurture (1981; unfortunately not in print and expensive to obtain second-hand), based on her studies of Arnhem Land Aborigines in the late 1960s, invaluable. And well in advance of its time, too, is social worker Hilary Alton's excellent 1984 unpublished paper, much inspired by Hamilton, on alternative approaches to childrearing and adoption.

  More controversial authors who have been important to this book are Riane Eisler and Marija Gimbutas. Eisler is a social scientist, attorney and author whose work on cultural transformation has inspired scholars and social activists. Her best known book is The Chalice and the Blade (1987), which wove together evidence from art, archaeology, religion, social science, history and many other fields to tell a new story about humanity's cultural origins – painting a picture of peaceful, egalitarian, women-centred ancient societies which challenged patriarchal conceptions about our prehistoric past and our possible future. Eisler's invaluable concepts of partnership and dominator societies underlie the reasoning used in my book.

  Eisler drew strongly on the works of Gimbutas – a Lithuanian-American archaeologist famous for her research into the Neolithic and Bronze Age cultures she termed "Old Europe". The Civilization of the Goddess (1991) set out what Gimbutas saw as the differences between the Old European system, which she considered peaceful, egalitarian, and goddess- and woman-centred ('matristic', 'gynocentric', or 'partnership' cultures in Eisler's terms), and the Bronze Age Indo-European patriarchal, male-centred (Eisler's 'androcratic' or 'dominator' cultures) societies which supplanted it. Unfortunately, both Gimbutas and Eisler are considered by many mainstream scholars to have unacceptably feminist, 'goddessy' or neopagan leanings, and tend to be distrusted for those reasons.

  Also controversial is US author Jean Liedloff, whose tremendously insightful and lastingly influential The Continuum Concept (1975) has been a key source for this book. As a young woman, she joined an expedition to Venezuela, and became fascinated by the indigenous Yequana people with whom she lived for two and a half years. The Continuum Concept documents her experience of the Yequana way of life, particularly their style of childrearing. Liedloff's prescient ideas relate to attachment theory; to Eisler's concept of a partnership way of life; and to this book's ideas about unscrewed-upness and its roots in undamaged childhoods, but she is definitely an outsider as far as mainstream academia goes. However, many scientists' work now backs up Liedloff's ideas – psychoanalytic psychotherapist Sue Gerhardt's research in particular. Her highly-regarded 2004 book Why Love Matters (2004) proffers much the same message as Liedloff but reinforced with the accompanying underpinning biochemistry and neuroscience (see Chapters 6 and 7).

  Another cogent critic of modern life and civilisation, and champion of the qualities of so-called primitive peoples, is anarcho-primitivist John Zerzan who brings what he calls a "Luddite/feminist/decentralized/anti-civilization" perspective to bear on modern life. As archaeologist Theresa Kintz puts it in her introduction to Zerzan's Running on Emptiness (2002):

  "The question of how we got from the Stone Age to the space age should be of interest to all inhabitants of planet earth. Zerzan argues that in understanding the primitive past we take the first step towards rejecting the pathological present and actualizing a future primitive."

  Strangely parallel in attitude to Zerzan is D.H. Lawrence, whose Lady Chatterley's Lover (1928) expressed nearly identical views to Zerzan's three quarters of a century earlier!

  My main spiritually-oriented sources include Steve Taylor's The Fall (2005). This book has been important to me because its basic 'we don't need to be 'fallen'/screwed up' thesis is so similar to mine, although Taylor focuses on different aspects of the subject. The Fall has been criticised for its lack of academic rigour, and I disagree with some of its contentions; but its passionately-made case for the qualities of unfallen societies, for the ills of dominator society, and for the possibility of new, unfallen modes of life are very sympathetic to the theme of my book.

  More classic spiritual writings which I've found helpful throughout my life as well as in the writing of this book are those of the early twentieth century practical visionary Rudolph Steiner (Wilkinson, 1993); and of the extraordinary Sufi-based teacher George Gurdjieff (Ouspensky, 1950). I've found both men proffer thought-provoking questions about, and satisfying answers to, many of life's big questions.

  I've also felt I had to include Marlo Morgan's Mutant Message Down Under (1991). I understand that this book is controversial, particularly in Australia, where it is set, because of its evident lack of authenticity and misrepresentation of Aboriginal life. However, if one takes it, as I do, simply as a sort of imaginative exploration of how human beings (Morgan's 'Real People') might once have existed – physically living in the simplest foraging way, but emotionally living in the most fully prosocial way, complete with extended spiritual abilities (telepathy, healing, ESP and so on) – I find it extraordinarily interesting and full of spiritual wisdom and inspiring ideas.

  What's a Normal Human Being?

  "New discoveries by evolutionarily minded psychologists, economists, and neuroscientists are propelling the cooperative side of human nature to center stage. New findings about how irrational, how emotional, how caring, and even how selfless human decisions can be are transforming disciplines long grounded in the premise that the world is a competitive place where to be a rational actor means being a selfish one. Researchers from diverse fields are converging on the realization that while humans can indeed be very selfish, in terms of empathic responses to others and our eagerness to help and share with them, humans are quite unusual, notably different from other apes."

  (Hrdy, 2009)

  "Society as we know it now in the industrialised world is pathological... " (Kintz in Introduction to Zerzan, 2002). We currently live in a world in which a whole suite of dysfunctional behaviours and unhealthy states are considered to be normal or inevitable – caused by human nature, or contemporary pressures. These include burgeoning physical and mental health problems; an ever-increasing range of addictions; unhealthy sexuality; institutionalised injustice, inequality and corruption; all sorts of cruelty and violence; crime; and war. Most of us are taught, and believe, that life for human beings has always been more or less like this, that we are irredeemably aggressive and competitive; and that no other condition is possible for our species, which is doomed to this fate by Darwinian theory. This way of life and looking at the world is the dominator mode outlined earlier in this chapter (hierarchical, patriarchal, inequal, exploitative, materialistic).

  It is the aim of this book to muster opposing evidence, and to try to prove that another – quite different – way of life is possible for human beings. Indeed, as the rest of Do We Need To be So Screwed Up?! seeks to show, abundant evidence from a wide range of authoritative sources indicates that Homo sapiens evolved as an almost entirely egalitarian and cooperative species, abundantly capable for at least 100,000 years (and probably much longer) of behaving in a largely prosocial, helpful, peaceful and – almost certainly – cheerful way! This different type of behaviour is the partnership way of living, again outlined earlier in this chapter. Moreover, modern scholars such as Boehm (1999), Knight (1991), and Hrdy (2009); and Kropotkin (1902) and Darwin himself before them, have mustered extensive evidence to show that our success as a species apparently entirely depended upon a radical leap from African Great Ape dominator-type, despotic, self-serving behaviour to cooperative childcare, food-sharing and other prosocial behaviours which enabled early humans to successfully rear children and exploit a wide range of new habitats some 100,000 years ago or more.

  "Hardwired to connect". New discoveries in psychology, neuroscience, behavioural ecology, primatology and genetics are also providing increasing support for the basic premise of this book, showing that humans are "hardwired to connect" (Goleman, 2006); are biologically adapted to share, collaborate and cooperate; have an instinct for compassion; and that helpful, empathic behaviour is innate and the human default setting. Moreover, in animal studies:

  "There's now an enormous body of research on prosocial behaviour and new research is being published all the time on cooperation, altruism, empathy, reciprocity, succorance, fairness, forgiveness, trust, and kindness in animals ranging from rats to apes."

  (Bekoff and Pierce, 2009)

  This animal research shows that humans have arisen from a mammalian past chock full of prosocial qualities; and that our own neurological underpinnings are simply an extension of those of many social animals.

  Innately 'sane'. A basic premise of this book is therefore that human beings are innately capable of being far more sane, unneurotic or civilised in their behaviour than contemporary Western-style dominator societies believe to be possible. In order to prove this, Do We Need to Be So Screwed Up?! draws upon evidence from contemporary, historic, and prehistoric hunter-gatherer1/partnership-style societies, and from animal studies, in order to demonstrate that most of the dysfunctional behaviour and unhealthy states which modern Westernised societies consider to be normal or inevitable are neither, but are cultural and a result of conditioning – of damaging childhoods in particular (see Chapter 7). In other words, they are a product of nurture, not nature.

  Partnership and dominator people are intrinsically different. So the view taken in this book is that undamaged, unscrewed up human beings have always been and still are capable of living peaceful, happy, kind, cooperative lives. However, a time came around 10,000 years ago when changes occurred in human society which began to harm people's psyches and to incline them towards more despotic, aggressive, hierarchical ways of life (see Chapters 5 and 6). So began the growth of fighting, wars, hierarchical social structures, institutionalised injustice, brutality, tyranny and other manifestations of the dominator psyche which have continued, and even worsened in some ways, up to the present day.

  From the point of view taken in this book, people who have been reared in unscrewed up cultures are qualitatively different in many ways from those who have grown up in, and been psychologically damaged by, dominator societies. Obviously there are degrees; and people are more, or less, screwed up in dominator societies. But they pretty well all have common negative traits which stem from dominator-style socialisation (see Chapter 7); whereas undamaged people are all pretty much unscrewed up, and display suites of positive characteristics and abilities which I believe stem from this unscrewed-upness (see Chapters 3 and 6).

  Clearly, I am one of Boehm's 'nice' protagonists, so perhaps "I would think that, wouldn't I?"! Nevertheless, there does appear to be plenty of evidence which indicates that damaged and undamaged people are intrinsically, qualitatively, largely irreversibly different from each other in many key ways – different in the way that, say, a broken (even if glued-back-together) and an unbroken glass are. And I believe that the evidence also shows that this is largely a result of the deep, usually permanent, physiological, neurological and hence both physical and psychological harm which dominator-style childhoods inflict on infants (see Chapter 7). For this reason, I part company from some of my main sources because – excellent and scholarly though they are – it seems to me a real problem that they treat human history as a continuum; write as if people in dominator societies (either today or in the past) are essentially the same as undamaged partnership-type peoples; and don't see a problem in extrapolating back in time from dominator life and peoples in order to make assumptions about our prehistoric hunter-gatherer forebears.

  This factor also applies more generally. For example, from this book's point of view, all standard analyses of human nature such as those which underlie personality tests or assessments of psychological health are flawed because they're based upon 'damaged goods' – on dominator-influenced people rather than upon healthy humans. They therefore treat as within the normal spectrum traits which would be considered definitely abnormal within partnership societies.

  Questions This Book Seeks to Answer

  To sum up this introductory chapter so far, then: the purpose of this book is to try to shed light on that most simple and straightforward of questions: do human beings need to be so screwed up? In order to do this, it examines the linked questions below.

  •  Do hunter-gatherer, partnership-style societies (in other words, those that are closest in type to the earliest – prehistoric – forms of society) create psychologically healthier, happier people than dominator-style cultures do?

  •  What are the values, attitudes, and behaviours which characterise such partnership societies?

  •  Can partnership-type values also be found in more developed or 'civilised' cultures, or in villages, towns or cities – that is, in non-hunter-gatherer societies?

  •  Why and how did dominator societies first come into being? How are dominator cultures and their accompanying ills perpetuated?

  •  What are the chief effects of dominator culture on people's bodies, minds, and spirits?

  •  Why are we so unaware of our partnership history?

  •  What are health and happiness? What are their roots?

  •  Can we learn from partnership societies how to create saner, happier people? What's stopping us from doing so? How can we help the world move towards a happier future?

  The Concepts of Partnership and Dominator are Powerful Analytical Tools

  As the start of this chapter indicates, I have found the concepts of partnership and dominator to be very powerful ones; and they have been extremely useful in analysing the scientific and other material used in compiling the book. One can apply them as a kind of litmus test in order to evaluate all sorts of things or ideas – trivial, popular or low culture matters as well as serious or scientific ones – and locate them on a cooperative-competitive spectrum. In this section we give some examples in order to illustrate the usefulness of these terms. Let's also remind ourselves again that people and their works in dominator societies are always a blend of partnership and dominator characteristics, reflecting whatever mix of innate partnership nature, plus dominator conditioning, prevails in them.

  Science. Starting with the serious side, clearly the idea of partnership or dominator approaches to life applies to the scientific sources that are relevant to, say, the subject matter of this book. Needless to say, because we live in a dominator culture which has been powerful for many thousands of years, the prevailing points of view or paradigms in our culture are dominator ones too. Science is no exception to this; and – as we've already seen in Sources above – the main sciences relevant to Do We Need to Be So Screwed Up?! have definitely tended to have a pro-dominator agenda, even if this is largely unconscious. So, for example, early writers such as Morgan, Engels, Kropotkin and Briffault, who experienced or described primitive communism, mutual aid, matriliny, classificatory kinship (see Chapter 2 for definitions), and the absence of the nuclear family in simple hunter-gatherer societies, have subsequently largely been sidelined by mainstream anthropology, despite the validity of their findings. Much archaeological and anthropological evidence was also viewed, analysed and interpreted from a highly patriarchal point of view. Dominator culture chooses the science that upholds its views, and has therefore tried to suppress work that supports – as in the above example – the idea of primitive communism as opposed to capitalism, matriliny as opposed to patriarchy, or mutual aid as opposed to 'nature red in tooth and claw'. This process continues today, with – for example – funding for scientific work tending to flow towards projects that sustain the prevailing pro-capitalist, pro-patriarchal agenda of modern developed states. This issue is discussed further in Chapter 8.

  Politics, business. Moving on to everyday life, we can see the effects of the dominator ethos everywhere. For example, politics and big business tend by their very nature (close to the heart of the state) to have a strongly dominator flavour, and to be very hard to steer towards more partnership ways: think of the jeering, bullying, non-woman-friendly style of the English House Of Commons, or the sociopathically competitive culture of the City of London. Right-wing newspapers and news media tend to have a strongly dominator cast too, as they are key upholders of dominator norms. And business management can be seen as an interesting 'struggleground' between dominator and partnership approaches to life, with increasing – though still tentative – attempts to introduce more sympathetic, cooperative, women-friendly, non-hierarchical – that is, partnership-style – systems into the dominator-inclined world of work.

  Architecture is a fine indicator of where its builders are at. For example, there are definite styles of dominator architecture – think castles, the Nuremburg stadium, Roman coliseums, Catholic churches, Egyptian temples, skyscrapers: "Monumental constructions doubtlessly proclaim an elite," (Conrad, 2011). These are structures specifically designed to vaunt the status and prestige of the possessor and to inspire awe or even fear in the beholder. Dominator governments also tend to impose particular styles of building on their subjects – faceless high-rise flats in grey concrete are popular (think Communist twentieth century and even socialist British social housing). The cubicles of US office life are another example. Dominator planning – and dominator utopias – like straight lines and grids: think how US state boundaries and street layouts cut across natural landmarks and terrain. In contrast, typical vernacular architecture is broadly partnership in flavour – low-key in style and usually low in stature, practical, homely, welcoming, unpretentious. And vernacular, unplanned settlements are higgledy-piggledy, interesting, organic and aligned with natural geographical features.
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