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The present book deals with the interrelationship between society and war seen
through the analytical eyes of anthropologists and archaeologists. The opening
quote B spoken by an informant to Torsten Kolind and published in his thesis
about discursive practices in Bosnia just after the war in 1992-95 B captures the
problems we face when we study war. Archaeologists and anthropologists alike
rarely possess war experiences of their own: we study past and present wars, but
remain total outsiders who depend on numerous and complex discursive layers
b material, written, and spoken D to bring us insight on this subject, so demand-
ing and so necessary to deal with. War is a ghastly thing, which unfortunately

is thriving almost everywhere in the world at present: we need to understand
better what war does to people and their societies. We are trained analysts, but
to insiders war is mostly chaos and death and hence in a sense beyond analysis.
It is a challenge in our studies to both ignore and include the compassion and
feeling this subject is also about. Nevertheless, under the chaotic conditions of
war and its aftermath people are fully aware of the changes happening to their
world even if they cannot describe them sociologically. Doubtless, war always
affects society and its agents. War does produce change, and archaeologists and
anthropologists are analytically equipped to pinpoint its direction, patterning,
scale and content. The perspective B and filter b of time provides one important
tool, context and comparison other tools. Looking at the history of war studies,
war is quite often perceived of and treated as something set aside from other
practices; almost personified. However, the results published in this book allow
us to say that it is never autonomous and self-regulating. War always forms part
of something else. Numerous questions arise and at least some answers, often
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Power, dominance and coercion are almost
inevitably connected to warfare and its principal
actors, soldiers and warriors, brutally interfering with
human existence almost everywhere in our late mod-
ern world. These factors, embedded in a 21st century
setting, make it obvious that warfare should be an
object of archaeological study. More generally, war
seems to be a central ingredient in social reproduction
and change, which constitutes another reason for
engaging in the study of war, warfare and warriors.
However, looking back at the Stone and Bronze Age
archaeology of the 20th century, it becomes clear
that archaeologists have studied weaponry, and in
some measure warriors, but not war. There are
notable exceptions, but possible reasons for the gen-
eral absence of an interest in violence need to be
outlined and debated. Warfare and violence began
to enter the archaeological discourse only after c.

1995. Compared to the general implementation of
anthropological and sociological theories in archae-
ology (late 1960s and early 1970s), war studies thus
arrive on the scene much delayed. Even after this
date the theme is quite often embarked upon as
something set aside from the rest of social practice.
Vencl (1984) has argued that the absence of war-
fare studies in prehistoric archaeology is linked to the
inadequacy of archaeological sources. It is undoubt-
edly true that archaeological data do not reflect the
ratio of war in prehistory. Trauma is probably under-
represented, and so are weapons of organic materials
(Capelle 1982). However, direct and indirect evidence
of war-related violence is by no means non- existent
(Figs. 1-4). The number of prehistoric weapons,
including fortifications, is huge, and iconographic
presentations of war and warriors in art and rituals
supplement the picture, as do examinations of pat-
terns of wear and damage on swords (cf. Bridgford
1997; Kristiansen 2002). Skeletal traumata are, in fact,
relatively frequent in European prehistory when it
is taken into account that skeletons are often not
well preserved, they are not routinely examined for
marks of violence and that much physical violence
does not leave visible traces on the skeleton. The
evidence is most certainly adequate as a basis for
studies of violence and war.
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A mainly reproductive vision of prehistory was
also clear-cut in studies by C. J. Becker and Mats

Malmer, who refuted that animosities between
Battle-Axe people and Funnel Beaker people ever
took place (Becker 1954: 132ff; Malmer 1962; 1989:
8ff). Becker expressed it this way:

When the two ethnic groups had the opportunity to meet B
according to our current knowledge of the finds D this proba-
bly happened quite peacefully and hardly in a warlike fash-

ion. (Becker 1954: 143, authorOs translation from German)

They envisioned peaceful interaction between the
various Stone Age cultures, hence stressing cultural
and social continuity. Battle-axes were status sym-
bols, not tools of war, since prehistoric society was
inherently peaceful (Malmer 1989: 8). H.C. Broholm
used much the same vocabulary, interpreting the
Nordic Bronze Age as a primitive and peaceable
peasant culture without marked social differentia-
tion (1943-44). In the early 1980s, Poul Otto Nielsen
even claimed that society largely remained static
throughout the Neolithic and the Bronze Age (1981:
154ff). These studies clearly underestimated the
potential social significance of large-scale material
changes and ignored the possibility of warlike
encounters. This tradition correlated remarkably
with the views of the Danish social anthropologist
Kaj Birket-Smith, who in an influential study from
the early 1940s characterised the primitive other
encountered by ethnographers as essentially peace-
ful and preoccupied with subsistence (Birket-Smith
1941-42: e.g., 138ff). B

Although concerned with processes of social
change, and with explaining it, New Archaeology
performed the reorientation of the discipline with-
out warriors and war, interpreting the weapons b
undeniable there B as symbols of social status (cf.
Vandkilde 2000: 6ff). Social evolution became a core
point due to substantial influence from the neo-evo-
lutionism that developed in social anthropology
from the 1940s onwards. Prehistoric society accord-
ingly progressed towards still greater complexity in
evolutionary sequences from band to tribe to chief-
dom and eventually the state. Change was either
imperceptibly slow or occurred at the transition
between these societal categories brought about by
population pressure and ecological crises. Thus, in a
long-term perspective social reproduction was
thought to be much more normal than social trans-
formation. J¢rgen JensenOs analyses of Danish pre-
history (1979; 1982) represented a Processual B neo-
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B While
this portrayal of the historiography is not entirely
wrong, it is inadequate. The recurrence of the warrior
theme throughout the 20th century supplements
the picture, as do early studies by Childe, Gimbutas,
Rowlands, Hedeager and Kristiansen, Nordbladh and
Vencl, who to varying extents incorporate or study
war. If anything, two myths have coexisted: the
peaceful savage and a fierce and potentially warlike

savage. Otterbein has expressed a similar critique
towards the anthropological part of KeeleyOs book
(1999: 794, 800ff).

The history of research can now be summarised.
Two opposite tales of prehistoric society have coex-
isted, and probably still do. The warrior tale with its
emphasis on revolution and migration grew strong
during the first half of the century while the peasant
tale with its emphasis on harmonious, industrious
and imperceptibly changing societies gradually came
into focus after c. 1945 and then receded again in
the 1980s. It is characteristic that the brutal and
deadly side of the warrior tale is usually left out or
transformed into soft warfare, while the possibility
of violence and war is completely ignored by those
advocating the peasant tale. During the last decade
or so the warrior tale has resumed a predominant
position, coinciding in part with a veritable boom in
war and violence studies from c. 1995. This whole
trajectory reflects differential social responses to con-
temporary politics and wars, while simultaneously,
however, incorporating deeply rooted European
myths that celebrate opposite ideals of society and
masculinity.

Anthropology, archaeology and war

Social anthropology has likewise had OhawksO and
Odovesd advocating opposite societal stereotypes
based on the myths of the peaceful or warlike savage
(Otterbein 1999). Anthropology has, however, been
much more willing to make war an object of study.

An explosion in anthropological warfare studies
occurred between 1960 and 1980, including classic
ethnographies as well as theoretical analyses of the
causes and effects of war (ibid.). Developments in
the anthropology of war can potentially improve on

the understanding of archaeological views on the
subject and ultimately enrich archaeological studies

of prehistoric war. A comparison is therefore under-
taken below.

Otterbein (1999) operates with a four-phased
process of development in the research history of the
anthropology of war: during the Foundation Period
(c.1850-c.1920) warfare was not a central concern for
the prevailing evolutionary approaches to ethnogra-
phy, but a strong database was produced showing
that very few societies were without war. During the
Classical Period (c.1920-c.1960) these data were large-
ly ignored. The myth of the peaceful savage emerged
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even if they do not occur completely separated from
each other.

First, a materialist-functionalist approach locates
the causes of war in the competition over scarce
resources (females, food, land, etc.). It is sometimes
argued that war has a positive effect in that it redis-
tributes agents more fittingly across the landscape.
Second, a structural approach claims that the expla-
nation of war lies in the patterns of social structures;
the individual actor is without much significance.
Warfare either results from a breakdown of social
norms, or war is capable of reproducing and chang-
ing social norms. A third tradition is the structure-
agency approach, which considers action/agent and
social structure as mutually dependent and insepara-
ble, and moreover does not see a dichotomy between
examining war as Overstehen® and OerkiSrenO.
and violent conflict are regarded as strategic action
situated within the continuities of social practice.
This approach has so far only been used in modern
settings, but doubtless also has potential in studies
of prehistoric war and violence. Fourth, a fairly new
approach strives to understand war by focussing
directly upon the violent acts and their meanings in
the cultural and social contexts that created them. A
related approach is concerned with the subjective
sphere of the war victims; that is, their personal feel-
ings of pain and hopelessness when they experience

War
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0 which may be summarised thus:
despite the experienced disorder of war it can be
analysed on its social and historical background and
it can be compared cross-culturally; structured and
ordered patterns will then reveal themselves in the
rear-view mirror. From an archaeological point of
view this is a reasonable approach, but it needs to be
supplemented by elements from the fourth tradi-
tion: the terrible face of war as experienced by the
participants should be added to the interpretation.
Likewise, the culturally specific meanings of war
and violence should be considered B even the possi-
bility that they may deviate substantially from our
own values in this respect. A past with deviating cul-
tural values should be allowed, but nevertheless
critically assessed. Simon Harrison has made this
important point by comparing warfare in the
Highlands and coastal areas of Papua New Guinea
(1989), illustrating how the attitude to war and vio-
lence varied even within this region.

In the Highlands, warfare was conducted and per-
ceived in a manner that Europeans find fairly easy
to understand. Warfare was regarded simply as a vio-
lent form of sociability, and anger and aggression
were conceptualised rationally as a drive to use vio-
lence. In a strategy of revenge, killings were recipro-
cated as a harmful alternative to gift exchange,
simultaneously emphasising and confirming male
companionship (Harrison 1989: 586). By contrast,
in the endogamous villages of the Lowlands all out-
siders were regarded as enemies inasmuch as they
threatened the internal universe of everyday social
life; this demonisation of the other, however, was a
mainly male point of view. Warfare was aimed at
outsiders, legitimated through the use of hunting
metaphors and undertaken as ritual action centred
on the village male cult. Through a ritual process
each of the men became transformed into another
person: the initiated men took on a ritual mask of
war making them capable of extreme and indiscrim-
inate violence; their Ospirits® went ahead of them
performing the atrocities (ibid.: 586ff). This is not
aggression in the Western sense; rather it is impas-
siveness, withdrawal from emotion and suspension
of any feeling (which was probably not shared by
the victims). Marshall Sahlins explained warfare

among tribes as a total breakdown of existent nor-
mative rules of sociability, but this theory is not
valid in Lowland New Guinea, says Harrison (ibid.:
583, 590f). Through secret rituals of magic the initi-
ated men divorced themselves entirely from the
social world of their community and outsiders alike,
thus setting aside morals and norms (Harrison 1989:
591; 1993; cf. also 1996). Rituals are thus in this
context used to create a social space for the enact-
ment of violence.

In summary, prior to 1995, when archaeology
finally broached the topic of warfare more consis-
tently, social anthropology experienced a renewal of
the subject in the direction of a marked interest in
uncovering the multiple cultural meanings of atroc-
ities committed during ethnic wars and in revealing
the human pain and disaster involved in all wars.
The archaeology of war, as performed hitherto, com-
pares best with the first and second of the above four
attitudes to war in social anthropology and sociolo-
gy. There is, however, no doubt that the remaining
positions can provide useful alternatives and sup-
plements. The structure-agency approach may prove
especially valuable to archaeology, but obviously the
fourth approach contains subjective elements that
cannot be ignored.

Towards an archaeology
of warfare and warriors

The question is how to avoid the pitfalls associated
with dealing with the issues of warfare and warriors
in the past? The answer can never be definite,
because we all fall victim to subjective influences. A
few suggestions should nevertheless be made. One
possibility for a better understanding of warfare and
warriors clearly lies in theoretical reflection, but of
course also in taking into account the empirical data-
base as it stands. In addition, archaeological studies
have to mediate the viciousness of war-related vio-
lence even if the participants in prehistoric wars can
no longer be interviewed.

Archaeology must resist thinking in dichotomies,
and thus discard the historically and ideologically
rooted, contrasting pre-understandings of the other.
We are in the habit of thinking in rigid categories,
often in contrasts, as lan Hodder points out (1997).
The possibility of a variety of in-between positions
must be considered, the growing database optimisti-
cally exercising an increasing constraint on the
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In the early nineteenth century, von Clausewitz
(1832) believed he had good reason to think that
Oabsolute ward had arrived with the Napoleonic Wars
of about 1800, and most of the European fighting
that Wright (1942) designated as Ogeneral war®
occurred between 1700 and 1783. With the Thirty
Years® War of the seventeenth century civilians and
soldiers were equally vulnerable to violence, and
Othe Owar aimsO of all sides in this conflict addressed
fundamental questions of the social and moral order®
(Chikering 1999: 23). Concerning the American
experience of violence and destruction, it can be
argued that at least the first of the world wars was
less OtotalO than the Civil War of the nineteenth cen-
tury. Moreover, the imperial wars that were fought

in the same period belong to the most violent wars
that modern Westerners ever initiated. Nevertheless,

a good deal of history has been written that, along
with MalinowskiOs anthropology, brands the twenti-
eth century the OCentury of Total War® (Marwick
1967). Military historians who have subscribed to this
view have tended to proceed like the Malinowski |
quoted above, branding all warfare before 1914 as
less violent, less destructive, and less economically,
socially, and culturally consequential than the wars

of modernity. In the context of such claims, many
military historians have stated that the anthropolo-

gy of war reveals a Onon-violent® type of warfare.
Thus, Michael Howard wrote in  The Laws of War:

Anthropological studies show that although war in some form
was endemic in most primitive societies, it was often highly
ritualised and sometimes almost bloodless. It could be a rite
de passage for adolescents, a quasi-religious ceremonial sub-
stituting for legal process, or a legitimised form of violent
competition comparable to team sports in contemporary soci-
ety (1994: 2, cp. Dawson 1996: 13-24)

Ever since MalinowskiOs day the anthropological
literature on war in New Guinea has been more
complex, though. While in some of his writing he
explicitly denied the horrors of modern total war to
New Guinean warfare, specialists on New Guinea
have been more influenced by another strand in his
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Whereas, in presenting exchange as primitive
International Law, Malinowski himself did not yet
explicitly articulate an interpretation of war as a
violent problem, in following years Marcel MaussO
comments on the gift in New Guinea would make it
quite clear that MalinowskiOs suggestion entailed
that New Guineans tried to avoid war, and that they
did so because their war too was a horror. Just as
convinced as Malinowski that all had to be done to
establish peace in Europe, the author of LOEssai sur le
don declared that Q[s]ocieties have progressed in the
measure in which they , their sub-groups and their
members, have been able to stabilise their contacts
[and] people can create, can satisfy their interests
mutually and define them without recourse to arms®
(1954[1923-34]: 80). That savage people had man-
aged to do so, the French ethnologist explained as in
part derived from their reverence for their gods who
taught them to share their wealth. Nevertheless, in
the final pages of his study Mauss pointed out that
the exchange practice of savages was a rational act
inspired by dread of war and the recognition that
exchange was the way to avoid its Orash follies®. Here,
Mauss reported that O[tlhe people of Kiriwina said to
Malinowski: Othe Dobu man is not good as we are.
He is fierce, he is a man-eater. When we come to
Dobu, we fear him, he might kill us!OO (ibid.: 79-80).
Following Richard Thurnwald (1912: Vol.3, Tab. 35,
n.2), Mauss related that elsewhere in New Guinea,
OBuleau, a chief, had invited Bobal, another chief, and
his people to a feast which was probably to be the
firstin a long series. Dances were performed all  night
long. By morning everyone was excited by the sleep-
less night of song and dance. On a remark made by
Buleau one of Bobal®s men killed him; and the troop
of men massacred and pillaged and ran off with the
women of the village® (1954[1923-24]: 80). According
to Mauss, it was awareness that such things could
happen that made the Savage exchange. Olt is by
opposing reason to emotion and setting up the will
for peace against follies of this kind that people suc-
ceed in substituting alliance, gift and commerce for
war, isolation and stagnation®, he wrote, adding:

In tribal feasts E men meet in a curious frame of mind with
exaggerated fear and an equally exaggerated generosity which
appear stupid in no oneOs eyes but our own. In these primitive

and archaic societies there is no middle path. There is either
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B After Papua New
Guinea gained independence in 1975, spokesmen
for various tribes from the highlands started to claim
that warfare was a richly rewarding OcustomO that
they had inherited from their ancestors and that a
truly postcolonial, rather than neocolonial, Onational®
state should thus not oppose this. In this changing
context, Marilyn Strathern (1985: 122) came to see
that the interpretation of gift exchange that had
seemed so illuminating around 1970 Opre-judges the
nature of violent confrontations, as they occur in
the Papua New Guinea HighlandsO. In her view, time
had come for anthropologist to rethink the work on
the gift and war that they had authored in the past.
Along with this rethinking, anthropologists should
then also reflect upon their own analytic practices,
for, from Marilyn StrathernOs point of view, these
too often seemed to reproduce too much of Western
culture. The result of this double rethinking was an
interesting new body of ethnographic writing that
well fits my claim that anthropologists had certainly
not just denied war or downplayed violence. From a
historiographic point of view, the reflections on the
anthropology of war in New Guinea presented with-
in the context of this literature are not too convinc-
ing, however.

When Marilyn Strathern (1985: 122) wrote that
Olilf we do not pre-judge the nature of OviolentO
behaviour, then we need not pre-judge the nature of
OpeaceableO behaviour eitherd, that opened the way
for a new view of exchange and warfare. It enabled
Strathern to think that big men, calling upon com-
batants to stop fighting and exchange wealth, did
not necessarily express the normative aversion to
war that ethnographers had formerly recognised.
What now seemed to matter to local actors was the
spirited efficaciousness of these men, who, calling
for the exchange of wealth, converted the exchange
of blows and arrows into an exchange of wealth.
People valued this power, rather than the conse-
quences B peaceful conduct D that the established
anthropology had valued. This was not to say that
New Guineans did not recognise warOs harmful

effects, but that to these people such harm was not
the most salient thing about war. From a New
Guinean perspective, warfare occurs within a ritual
space, and, as Simon Harrison (1989; 1993) observed,
the men who operate within this space are expected
to sidestep the morality that structures domestic
practice. The value of their acts is measured in terms
of the amount of ancestral force that they demon-
strate. This perspective suggests that men deserve a
big name for knowing how to converse with the
ancestral spirits. What matters is the ability to get in
touch with the OwildnessO of the spirit world; and
this capacity can be demonstrated equally well by
a violent exchange of blows as by an impressive
exchange of gifts (cf. OOHanlon 1995; LiPuma 2000). B
To some extent, anthropology thus returned once
more to Malinowski, who, when he wrote of the
possibility of writing of war and exchange in 1935,
suggested that both were seen in New Guinea as
forms of heroic action. For M. Strathern and
Harrison the domain of the OwildnessO was not to be
represented, however, in the romantic idiom that
Malinowski had used, but in Marxist terms. To
them, the symbolism of the wild presented an ide-
ology, which ensured that only some (males) bene-
fited from politics, while all suffered the hard work

of wealth production and the distress and deaths of
combat.

Though some have suggested so (Jolly 1992;
Josephides 1991; Keesing 1992; Macintyre 1995),
this ethnography was thus not the site of romantic
fantasies of Onoble savageryO. But if this new ethnog-
raphy of war and exchange was critical of OwildnessO,
it was even more critical of the older ethnographic
literature that attributed a preference for peace to its
New Guinean subjects. Apparently, Marilyn Strathern
(1985) suggested, anthropologists had been less con-
cerned with the concerns of the New Guineans they
met in the field, than with reconfirming an ethno-
centric idea they knew from Owestern® philosophy,
i.e. that all humans of sound reason understand war
as problem that they have to overcome. Supported
by references to Sahlins (1972: 176), who in the
1960s observed that MaussOs work on war and the
gift elaborated an an thropological vision Obrilliantly
anticipated® already by Thomas Hobbes, this cri-
tique fits my argument. For to suggest that the argu-
ment concerning the gift as a pacifying institution
is Hobbesian, is to make it more difficult to con-
vincingly associate this argument with a fiction of
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Recapturing Sahlins® decontextualising analysis, the
critique that Marilyn Strathern and Simon Harrison
presented of the ethnographic tradition that authors
such as Andrew Strathern extended around 1970
has a similar effect. It helps to understand the
argument of the pacifying gift, but obscures the
contemporary challenge that motivated the argu-
ments for the gift as a means of social control made
around 1970. That many ethnographers of New
Guinea around 1970 wrote of a war that was con-
trolled by gift exchange was not because Hobbesian
principles dominated their Western imagination.
These authors adopted (and creatively reformulated)
the neo-Hobbesian idea of the pacifying gift they
knew from Mauss and Malinowski, because they
recognised that idea as a valuable means to improve
the ethnography of New Guinea of their time. At the
time, much of New Guineast anthropology had come
to emphasise a specific image of war, and writing of
the gift an author like A. Strathern sought to under-
mine the stress on that image of war. And this image
of war was not really Hobbes® image of war, for the
war that Hobbes wrote about posed a problem that
people could handle, whereas the war that spurred
Andrew StrathernOs writing of around 1970 was a
Ototal warQ that effectively impaired the human
capacity to overcome the state of war. Behind this
rendering of warfare as total war lay a sense of
despair, whereas the Hobbesian vision reflects a
strong faith in human rationality. Like the Oanarchic
war® that was said to be overcome by the gift in the
neo-Hobbesian writings of Malinowski and Mauss,
this Ototal warQ is also a representation that must be
situated historically in relation to a public response
to the warfare 1914-1918, but this war was even
more radically different from the image of Oprimitive
war® that anthropology is unjustly criticised for.

At the time when Malinowski and Mauss first
stressed the relevance of New Guinean exchange to
the condition of the modern world of nation-states,
in the United States public debate on World War |

and international politics had turned into a debate

on American identity. Fearful that the vengefulness
of the French and British that was expressed in the
Versailles Treaty had turned the Allied victory of 1918
into the cause for another war, many OAmericansO
regretted that the United States had intervened in
Othe European warQ. In this context, people felt that
time had come for the citizens of the United States
to develop a Ogenuine nationalistic self-conscious-
nessO, and to Ospeak the truth about American civi-
lization® (Stearns 1922: vii, iv). Several anthropologists
joined this project, among them Ruth Benedict and
Margaret Mead. Both of them felt that it was most
important to redefine American identity in terms of
culture, rather than race, and set out to make their
compatriots think about what true American culture
should look like. The representation of New Guinea
became involved in this project when Benedict recog-
nised that the study on Dobu by (MeadOs partner)
Reo Fortune (1932) offered much she could use for
making her readers Oculture conscious®. Comparing
Dobu life to ways of two native American tribes,
Benedict made Dobu practice appear so different as
to make the impression that culture mattered
inescapable, and that it also mattered in what direc-
tion people decided to develop the pattern of their
culture. As interpreted by Benedict, the ethnography

of the Dobu became a call to consider what American
culture should not become, and served to alert
readers to the attractiveness of BenedictOs favourite
model for American society, the OApollonianO pattern
of culture of the Native American Zuni. As rendered
by Benedict, the culture of the Dobuan formed a
Oparanoid® pattern that ensured that Oall existence
appears to him as a cut-throat struggle® (1946: 159).
Introducing Dobu, she wrote:

They are said to be magicians who have diabolic power and
warriors who halt at no treachery. A couple of generations ago,
before white intervention, they were cannibals, and that in an
area where many peoples eat no human flesh. They are the
feared and distrusted savages of the islands surrounding them.
The Dobuans amply deserve the character they are given by

their neighbours. They are lawless and treacherous. (ibid.: 120-21)

In BenedictOs account this people did Olack the
smoothly working organization of the Trobriands,
headed by honored high chiefs and maintaining
peaceful and continual reciprocal exchanges of goods
and privilegesO (ibid.: 121).8
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By the time Andrew Strathern first arrived in New
Guinea, so many other New Guineasts had rendered
the warfare waged in the islandOs high valleys in
such terms that this had provoked advocates of the
Omodern British school® (Kuper 1983) in anthropolo-
gy to put a premium on the creation of an alternative
account that would demonstrate how New Guinea
Guinea Highlanders Oachieve a kind of social articu-
lation or order that outlasts the bursts of conflictO
(Glasse 1959: 289). John Barnes® widely discussed
1962 contribution to  Man was most important in
this respect. Authors like Read and Langness could
be right that Othe disorder and irregularity of social
life in the Highlands [E] is due in part to the high
value placed on killing®, but, Barnes (1962: 9) con-
tinued, an important obser vation pointed to a fact
that was not yet fully recognised:

the pre-contact population was large and often densely settled,;
indigenous social institutions preventing excess violence and
destruction must necessarily have been effective, for other-

wise the population would not have survived. (ibid.)

Articulated in reaction to the anthropology of unre-
strained warfare and the militarisation of culture,
such writing spurred a search for effective means
towards ensuring social order. In that context, col-
leagues of Barnes and their students recapitulated the
anthropology of war and the gift that Malinowski
and Mauss had developed in the 1920 and 1930s.
Although the 1980s critics of Hobbesianism would
suggest that it was their own presuppositions that
guided authors like Strathern towards the image of
big men who preferred gift exchange over war, these
authors re-turned to the exchange of gifts only in
order to demonstrate that New Guinea was not the
site of total war that many of their colleagues
reported it to be.

The composition of Andrew StrathernOs The Rope
of Moka should leave no doubt about this, for
Strathern (1971: 53) not only discussed big men and
their gift exchange, he also discussed the anthropol-
ogy of war in New Guinea. ! Much anthropological
work had characterised interior New Guinea by
violent warfare, Strathern wrote, continuing that
indeed people there frequently went to war. Still,
he insisted that the anthropology that had made
violent warfare the key to the highland regions in
interior New Guinea Oneeds correcting in numbers
of waysO (ibid.). Whereas it had become convenient
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For the New Guineasts who first made the cri-
tique of Hobbesianism, this facilitated the thick
description necessary to make sense of the evalua-
tion of war in terms of ancestral power. This was
something they had to do in order to get beyond the
arguments on cultural paranoia that had first pro-
voked the counter argument of the pacifying gift. By
focussing on Hobbes, these authors could draw
attention to the need to relate understandings of war
to understandings of the person. After all, Hobbes
(1651) had made it exceptionally clear that his view
of war and peace was intimately related to a partic-
ular view of the human being, and he had first
devoted a long series of chapters to the nature of
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Intensive  Army command structure A general strike

(Mann 1986: 9)

The army is an example of concentrated and coer-
cive organisation of power which is intensive, in
contrast to the militaristic empire where power is
also Owilled® and based on Odefinite commands and
conscious obedience®, but which is likely to get only
a low degree of commitment from its subjects. The
general strike is MannOs example of a diffuse, inten-
sive organisation of power showing a high degree of
commitment and happening more or less sponta-
neously. Finally, market exchange, which is volun-
tary and involves transactions that may extend over
vast areas, is an example of a diffuse, extensive
organisation of power.

Power in its distributive and collective aspects
thus has four ideal typical forms of organisation:
economic (production and exchange of subsistence
needs), ideological (giving meaning, morale and
aesthetics to actors), military (providing means of
defence and aggression) and political (centralised,
institutionalised and territorialised aspects of social
relations). Below is a graphic representation of my
perception of society as constituted by four networks
of power. The broken circle indicates that only the
socio-spatial overlap and condensation of these net-
works lead to what we normally characterise as
OsocietyO:

Military Economics

Networks
of Power

Political Ideological

FIG. 2: War at the level of society.

All of the four main organisations of power entail a
mixture of the above-mentioned aspects of power.
Military organisation Omobilizes violence, the most
concentrated, if bluntest, instrument of human
power® (Mann 1986: 26). The concentration and tac-
tical use of this form of power is crucial in battles,
sieges and skirmishes, so violence that is organised
authoritatively, distributively and intensively provides
decisive advantages in such situations. However,
military organisation also has a more extensive aspect
in that raids and punitive actions may be launched
over extensive areas:

Thus military power is sociospatially dual: a concentrated core
in which positive, coerced controls can be exercised, sur-
rounded by an extensive penumbra in which terrorized popu-
lation swill not normally step beyond certain niceties of com-
pliance but whose behavior cannot be positively controlled.
(Mann 1986: 26)

Likewise, the economic organisation of production,
distribution, exchange and consumption has an
extensive reach, since distribution and exchange may
imply networks crossing vast distances, but it also
has an intensive side since, for example, production
involves intensive practical, everyday labour.

These four ideal types of social power broadly
have the function they indicate, according to Mann,
there is no one-to-one relationship between form
and function. Economic functions can be handled
by states, armies and churches as well as specialised
circuits of exchange, just as ideologies can be bran-
dished by economic classes, states and armies. On
the one hand, there are obviously important inter-
dependencies between the different kinds of power.
Military organisations may, for example, rely on or
lean to hierarchies of authority in political networks,
be dependent on ideological networks for the cre-
ation of solidarity between warrior-soldiers and the
endowment of meaning and legitimacy to their
task, and be dependent on access to economic net-
works for campaigns of any size and duration. Such
interdependencies are evident in ancient Polynesian
chiefdoms like ancient Fiji and Hawaii, where the
political status of chief was not only linked closely
to divinity but also to the chiefOs capabilities as a
warrior (Kirch 1981; Valeri 1985), and in the case
of European state-building in the 18th and 19th
centuries (Giddens 1985b; Tilly 1990). On the
other hand, military power may be extended into
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B |n the
following article | will examine some aspects of war
and peace and discuss those theories of war, which
are in the centre of current discussions. | will not deal
with civil wars and ethno-political wars, which have
also occupied anthropological thinking in recent
decades, nor will | discuss the contribution of war to
the formation of states. Instead | shall concentrate
on war and peace among tribal populations, which
are not (no longer, or not yet) completely subordi-
nated to a state power (Ensminger 1992: 143). BThese
so-called tribal wars B as can be observed still today
in Amazonia, in the Highlands of New Guinea, in
East Africa and elsewhere D are of course not Omodern
warsO (i.e. in the sense of wars for secession from a
state or for the control of the state apparatus). But
they are, nevertheless, wars occurring in the present
world of states and in the context of an economic
world system B contexts, which have manifold
impacts on these wars and modify their character. B

Besides discussing some concepts (such as war,
conflict, feud and violence) as well as five important
theories on war, | will deal with four issues which
may be considered important for future research
on war in anthropology. First, we should take into
account theories of international relations, which
may considerably inspire the anthropology of war.
These theories are relevant for anthropology because
states are political units waging war, as local groups
in societies without a state are, and the logic and
dynamics of war between states are, despite all the
differences between Oprimitive® and Ocivilisedd war
(Keeley 1996), comparable to those in war between
local groups. Second, the phenomenon of alliance
has been neglected by anthropology so far, but this
must be taken into consideration because whoever
has to wage war also needs allies. Alliance formation
influences the regional relation of force between
warring local groups, and both victory and defeat
may depend on the support of allies. Third, any
theory of war also has to explain why in some (but
few) tribal societies conflicts between local groups are
never carried out by warlike means. Hence, we have
to tackle the problem of explaining tribal societies
without war. Fourth, the anthropology of war also has
to consider the question of pacification. Pacification
of warlike tribal groups is not only an interesting
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Tribal warfare can take different forms: from ambush-
es and surprise attacks to open armed clashes on dif-
ferent levels of escalation, ranging from an exchange
of insults and the use of long-range weapons, which
only cause minor losses, to pitched battles and close
combat with spears and axes that cause far more
casualties (Turney-High 1949; Hanser 1985). Battles
such as these are not common in all societies. For
instance, they occur in New Guinea, but not in
Amazonia (Hanser 1985). Surprise attacks are by far
the most frequent form of tribal warfare and cause
the highest proportion of war related casualties.
Head-hunting and other forms of conspicuous cruel-
ty are tactics of warfare often used in areas with low
population density. By means of such instrumental
brutality enemy groups can be terrorised and
expelled from an area, which could not be achieved
as easily using military force (see Morren 1984 on
the Miyanmin; Vayda 1976 on the Iban). Coalitions
may be of different size and may differ in stability.
In the Highlands of New Guinea, the coalitions
described amounted to anything up to 800 or 1000
warriors on each side (see Meggitt 1977 on the Mae
Enga; Larson 1987 on the llaga Dani), but mostly
did not comprise more than about 200 warriors
(Hanser 1985: 158ff). In these societies, alliances may
be strengthened by gift exchange, alliance feasts
and by marriage relationships, all of which are quite
costly but render alliances more reliable and long
lasting (see Meggitt 1977 and Wiessner and Tumu
1998a; 1998b on the Mae Enga). In other societies,
alliances are purely ad-hoc pacts without gift
exchange and marriage relations of any importance
and are, therefore, far more unstable (see Chagnon
1983 on the Yanomami).
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Turney-High (1949), Keegan (1993) and others
maintained that the difference between Oprimitive®
and Ocivilised® war is absolute and essential (see
Otterbein 1999). According to them, Oprimitive war-
fare® is determined by religious-cultural factors and
is mainly a harmless, playful form of fight, causing
only minor casualties. In contrast, states rationally
calculate the advantages and disadvantages of a
war; Ocivilised (real) wars® aim at territorial gains or
political advantages and cause far more losses than
Oprimitive warsO. However, this distinction does not
make sense against the background of empirical
evidence: local groups in tribal societies compare
possible gains and losses of a war as well, and they
behave strategically and use certain tactics to beat
their enemies D as states do. Furthermore, war-related
mortality seems to be even higher in Oprimitive warsO
than in Ocivilised warsO: war-related mortality as a
percentage of total mortality averages between 20%
and 30% in tribal societies, whereas it lies below 5%
in most state societies (see Keeley 1996: 88ff, 196f).
Thus, it is tribal warfare which deserves the descrip-
tion Ototald (in the sense of involving the whole pop-
ulation) rather than wars between states, even
though OunrestrictedO and OrestrictedO warfare can also
be distinguished in tribal societies (Feil 1987: 67f).

Several anthropological theories of war in tribal
societies are distinguishable. I will discuss five theo-
ries, which take centre stage in current debates on
tribal warfare (for a more comprehensive list of
theories, see Otterbein 1973 and 1990). But before
examining these theories more extensively and pre-
senting yet another new theory of tribal war, we first
have to discuss some of the concepts involved, such
as war, violence, feud and conflict.

2. War, conflict, feud and violence

War is a planned and organised armed dispute
between political units (Otterbein 1973: 923ff;
Ferguson 1984a: 5). The political units in a society
without a state are local groups (i.e. villages) or coali-
tions of local gr oups. Local groups display an inter-
nal hierarchy and a leadership structure (elders and
juniors, men and women, village headmen, councils
of elders etc.), as well as a specific kin composition
(such as local kin groups which possibly form polit-
ical factions). Internal conflicts are usually settled in
a peaceful way within the group or B if they cannot
be resolved (i.e. if violent self-help prevails) B they



I However, the difference between war and feud
is often blurred, since feuds may escalate into war
between local groups under certain conditions. Some
wars D often called Oritualised warfare® B have much
in common with feuds as they are waged with the
intention of Omaking peaceO after a show of force, and
end with an exchange of compensation payments.

The difference between violence and war is not
merely a terminological exercise, as can be seen in
the case of hunter-and-gatherer societies (such as the
IKung San, BaMbuti, Yaghan and the Inuit). In these
societies wars usually do not take place, but a high
level of inter-personal violence may be observed,
with homicide rates even higher than in tribal soci-
eties.B In contrast to that, the social relations within
the groups are largely peaceful in many warlike
tribal societies, as among the Dani, the Cheyenne
and the Iban (see Kelly 2000: 21). Because war, as
an armed conflict between groups, must be distin-
guished from violence between individuals and
families, biological or psychological explanations of
tribal war can also be refuted. These theories see war
as an extension and accumulation of individual vio-
lence and do not distinguish between individual
and collective violence, which is a planned and
organised endeavour of a local group achieved by a
bargaining process within the group. Furthermore,
such theories explain violence by some biological
potential or psychological mechanism (such as frus-
tration leading to aggression). While nobody has ever
contested the proposition of a (biological) capability
for aggression, the same also holds true for the abil-
ity to behave peacefully, which may also be rooted
in our biologically determined behavioural reper-
toire. The main problem of all theories referring to
human universals is that they can explain neither
the regional and temporal variation of war within a
society, nor its variation between different tribal
societies or between different types of societies.

3. Five theories of tribal warfare

In the following, | will discuss the five main theories

of tribal war: 1) the biological, 2) the cultural, 3) the

ecological and economic, 4) the historical and 5) the
political theories of war.
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The
theoretical background of this proposition is the
assumption that more aggressive men are not only
more attractive to women (because they improve
their childrenOs chance of survival) but are also able
to outdo less aggressive men. Aggressive men are
assumed to have a reproductive advantage, because
they can control more women and transmit their
genes to more (surviving) descendants than their less
aggressive competitors. The aggressiveness of men
is therefore favoured by sexual selection and ulti-
mately leads to warlike competition between local
groups including the abduction of women from
enemy groups and allies alike, as Chagnon (1983)
has maintained for the Yanomami. BCurrently two
variants of socio-biological theories are discussed
(see van der Dennen 1995; 2002). Alexander (1977)
has proposed a theory of Oimbalance of powerQ,
according to which a group attacks if it is superior
in power, and will be rewarded with women and
resources (see also Wrangham 1999). This argument,
however, already presupposes the existence of inter-
group hostility. Hence, an imbalance of power may
be a plausible reason for a specific war to break out,
but it is neither an explanation for tribal war nor is
it a biological theory. The theory of Omale coalitional
warfare® (Tooby and Cosmides 1988; van der Dennen
1995; Wrangham 1999) maintains that men in war
pursue a high risk, high gain reproductive strategy:
the surviving men will gain more women (on aver-
age) after a war because war-related female mortality
is much lower than male mortality. This theory may
explain the (reproductive) interest of men in partici-
pating in wars, but it does not explain why war is
the dominant mode of interaction between local
groups in tribal societies.

To explore the impact of individual and group
strategies in a warlike environment on the relative
reproductive success (on mortality and fertility) is
one matter. To maintain, however, that war is adap-
tive (in this biological sense) B Oa master adaptationO,
as Barash (1981: 188) puts it B is not very plausible
considering the high costs of war (including the loss
of life, the practice of infanticide and the destruc-
tion of resources), as even Barash (1981: 181ff) has
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to concede. Rather, war constitutes a specific social
environment, to which local groups have to adapt
in order to survive. Such a warlike environment may
have emerged for the first time in world history as
an unintended result of becoming sedentary (first
among Mesolithic fishers and then among Neolithic
farmers), as archaeological data suggest (see Ferrill
1985: 26ff; Gabriel 1990: 31ff; Keeley 1996: 31, 39;
Thorpe http://www.hum.au.dk/fark/warfare/thorpe
_paper_1.htm; Haas http://www.santafe.edu/sfi/
publications/Working-Papers/ 98-10-088.ps: 6, 8, 10,
13, 18).

The sociobiological explanation of war is also
implausible for empirical reasons, as even the example
of the Yanomami shows. Although conflicts between
men of different villages may emerge because of
women (wife stealing and adultery), most of these
conflicts are settled in a peaceful way. They may
provoke duels, but this only leads to war if the rela-
tionships between the villages were already, for other
reasons, in a bad state (Lizot 1989: 105f; Ales 1984:
92). Although wife stealing is a welcome side-effect
of a successful war campaign (more fertile women,
more children and, thus, more influence within a
group for a man and more future warriors for the
group), it is neither the cause nor the purpose of
wars (Alss 1984: 97; Lizot 1989: 106; even Chagnon
1983: 175f). I According to Lizot (1989: 104f) aggres-
sive men do not enjoy higher status within their
local group, but they do earn greater respect from
their enemies: to kill a successful warrior improves
oneOs reputation. Therefore, they become preferred
targets in warlike clashes, and their life expectancy
is lower than the male average. Excessively aggres-
sive men, who involve their group in unnecessary
and unwanted wars, are often killed by their own
people, even by close kinsmen (Biocca 1972). Besides
that B and this is the crucial point B successful war-
riors do not have more wives or more children than
other men (Lizot 1989: 104f; Albert 1989; 1990;
Ferguson 1989b). The proposition of a relative
reproductive success of aggressive men is, thus, not
confirmed (see also Robarchek and Robarchek 1998:
133ff on the Waorani and Moore 1990 on the
Cheyenne). It seems that wife stealing can only be
understood against the background of an already
existing warlike environment. Men or local groups
try to acquire more women and to have more chil-
dren, in order to improve their political position
within the group or to enhance their military
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3) Ecology and economy

According to the ecological-economic theory, war
is the result of competition due to scarce resources
and population pressure (Vayda 1961; 1976; Harris
1977; 1984; Rappaport 1968). The shortage of agri-
cultural land and/or of game, on which local groups
are dependent as resources, leads to stress (frustra-
tion and aggression) within the groups, as well as to
competition between adjacent local groups. These
conflicts easily escalate into wars, aiming at appro-
priating more land from neighbouring enemy groups
or at expelling them from their hunting grounds.
Rappaport (1968) on the Maring, as well as Harris
(1974; 1977) on the Yanomami, reformulated this
theory using a functionalist model. According to
them, war has the function of lowering population
growth (through a reduction of local population
by war or, indirectly, through female infanticide)
and of preventing the overuse of local resources (by
reducing pig population for alliance feasts or by
spacing out enemy groups and creating buffer zones
where depleted game may recover). But even if war
had such ecological functions B which is highly
questionable (see Helbling 1991; 1992; 1996a) D it
would still have to be explained why local groups
acting according to their interests, not in order to
meet the requirements of their ecosystems b decide
to wage war. This is even more questionable if one
considers the fact that war always entails consider-
able risks (such as loss of life and the destruction of
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resources) and high costs (such as war preparations
and recruitment of allies through gifts).

There are examples of warlike tribal societies (espe-
cially in the Highlands of New Guinea) with high
population densities, where land resources represent
a frequent reason for conflicts between adjacent
groups, as Meggitt (1977: 14) has argued for the Mae
Enga. However, there are several arguments against
such a theoretical position. First, conflicts over scarce
resources B as other conflicts B do not necessarily
lead to war. There are alternatives to a warlike zero-
sum struggle over scarce resources, such as reloca-
tion of a village or migration of a faction into a thin-
ly populated area, a peaceful exchange of land and
trade between local groups, as well as the intensifi-
cation of agriculture (Ferguson 1989a: 196; Hallpike
1977: 231).8 Land scarcity may increase conflicts,
but conflicts do not have to lead to wars. The same
is also true for the Yanomami, who according to
Harris (1977) wage war because of scarce game. Lizot
(1971: 149-68; 1977: 190-202) and Chagnon (1983:
57, 85f) have shown that the Yanomami consume
vegetable and animal protein in sufficient quanti-
ties. Many species of wild animals are locally avail-
able in high densities and not all species are hunted;
the high resource selectivity also weighs against the
proposition concerning a general scarcity of hunt-
ing game. The hunting territories are sufficiently
large and exclusively defined; they are, therefore,
never the object of conflicts between local groups
(Lizot 1977: 195). Second, there are numerous war-
like tribal societies in which population densities
are low and resources cannot be said to be scarce at
all (Hanser 1985: 269, 285 on the Eastern Highland
of New Guinea; for Amazonia see the examples of
the Jivaro, Mekranoti, Waorani and the Yanomami).
And there are societies with very high population
densities, in which hardly any conflicts break out
over land or other resources, as among the llaga
Dani (Larson 1987: 405). Hence, population density
is neither a relevant indicator of resource scarcity
nor of frequency of conflict or war (Knauft 1999:
124). Third, in many warlike societies with resource
scarcity, it is the necessity to prepare for war and to
recruit war allies, which forces local groups to pursue
an expansive reproductive policy (high birth rates,
wife stealing) and to increase production for alliance
feasts and gift exchange. As local groups have to
compete for allies with multiple alliance options, an
inflationary increase in the production of political



4) History

According to Ferguson and Whitehead (1992: 27f)
tribal war is not rooted in the structure of indige-
nous societies, but first occurred in the course of the
expansion of (colonial) states B and the formation of
the world economic system. Tribal wars are thus not
explained by reference to the internal logic of tribal
societies, but as a consequence of the expansion of
the state into the Otribal zoneO, in which the state
interacts with tribal populations. Ferguson and
Whitehead maintain that tribal wars break out when
local groups start to compete for scarce trading
goods (such as iron tools and weapons), for the con-
trol of export products (such as slaves) and for a
favourable position in regional trading networks
(cp. Ferguson 1992 on the Yanomami). Furthermore,
the expansion of the colonial state triggered rebel-
lions and wars of resistance in indigenous popula-
tions. And the states often supported and supplied
groups with arms in order to attack other tribal
groups, to punish them for rebellions, or to capture
slaves (Ferguson and Whitehead 1992: 19). All these
factors have contributed B according to Ferguson and
Whitehead D to the emergence of tribal warfare.

Itis true that the expansion of colonial states cre-
ated new constellations of conflict as well as new
forms of war, as Ferguson and Whitehead have
shown. However, numerous archaeological findings
(see extensively Roper 1975; Vencl 1984; 1991,
Keeley 1996; Haas http://lwww.santafe.edu/sfi/publi-
cations/Working-Papers/98-10-088.ps, LeBlanc 2003)
and ethno-historical data (Knauft 1999: 99ff) indi-
cate that this proposition, according to which tribal
wars are caused by the expansion of states into the
tribal zone, is wrong. @ Even the less radical version
of this theory B claiming that wars did not emerge
for the first time but intensified in the tribal zone

b seems to be one-sided. The interaction of tribal
groups with expanding states had different effects.
As well as intensifying warfare it also reduced war-
ring in many regions, or even stopped it altogether.
As Service (1968) has already shown, defeated pop-
ulations were forced to retreat into inhospitable areas
and to transform themselves into peaceful hunter-
and-gatherer societies (see also Dentan 1992; 1994).
Even Ferguson (1990a: 242) argued in an earlier article
that epidemics decimated indigenous populations
(such as the Pemon and the Piaroa) and reduced
regional settlement densities to such an extent that
local groups were henceforth too far removed from
each other to wage war. Furthermore, it should not
be forgotten that the politics of all colonial states
ultimately aimed at pacifying warlike tribes and at
establishing a monopoly of power, which they always
achieved sooner or later (see Bodley 1983).

The fact, however, remains uncontested that the
states and the world economic system constitute
contexts for tribal wars which must be considered
in their historical dimensions much more than has
been the case up to now, as has been shown by
Ferguson (1995) on the Yanomami, Sandin (1967),
Pringle (1970) and Wagner (1972) on the lIban,
Renato Rosaldo (1980) on the llongot, Keesing (1992)
on the Kwaio on Malaita, Meggitt (1977), Gordon
and Meggitt (1985) and Wiessner and Tumu (1998a;
1998b) on the Mae Enga and others (see also Wolf
1982; 1987). B But it is important to analyse not only
the wider regional and historical contexts but also
the internal logic of indigenous warfare.

5) Politics
According to Koch (1973; 1974a; 1974b; 1976),
Spittler (1980a) and Sahlins (1968: 5), war in tribal
societies must be explained by the absence of a triadic
mode of conflict management (adjudication), i.e. of
a superordinate power (such as a state), which can
enforce peaceful settlement of conflicts between
groups and prevent the escalation of conflicts into
wars. If no (efficient) state is present, a Opermanent
state of war® will prevail, in which wars may break out
at any time. This Hobbesian proposition, however,
may hold for tribal societies, but not for hunting-
and-gathering societies, which also lack a state, but
usually do not wage war.

Marcel Mauss (1926) saw the solution for this
Hobbesian problem in gift exchange, presenting
an overall alternative to the general state of war.
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Otterbein (1985; 1990) put forward yet another
political explanation of tribal war, which refers to
kinship relations within and between groups.
According to him, it is highly probable that wars
break out in societies with patrilocal and patrilineal
groups (fraternal interest groups), because no rela-
tions of kinship amity and loyalty exist between the
local groups (see also Murphy 1957, Thoden van
Velzen and van Wetering 1960). However, Ember
and Ember (1971) and Lang (1977) argued that D if
such fraternal interest groups occur D they are the
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consequences rather than the causes of war. Moreover,
rules of descent and locality are cultural norms,
which do not even allow us to predict the actual kin
composition of local groups (Sahlins 1965). Local
groups in a warlike environment most often display
a heterogeneous kin composition, comprising defeat-
ed allies and immigrants from weaker groups who
joined the stronger group in order to enhance their
military strength (Hanser 1985: 297ff). Nevertheless,
patrilineal kinship rules may form the core of an
ideology, which is the normative result of adapta-
tion to a warlike environment, and may enhance
the solidarity of co-resident men (Lang 1977; Ember
and Ember 1971).

The propositions regarding Ofraternal interest
groups® and the lack of an adjudicative power (put
forward by Koch 1974a; 1974b), however, converge
in the more general approach suggesting that polit-
ically autonomous local groups in a multi-centric,
anarchic system are an important element for the
explanation of tribal warfare. But the emergence of
conflicts is still not explained in this way, and social-
isation inducing aggressive behaviour (Koch 1974a)
or biological dispositions like Othe primate past of
man® (Otterbein 1985: 168f) are not convincing
either. In contrast, the absence of a superordinate
power (such as a state) is able to explain both the
conflict ridden relationships between local groups,
as well as the high probability that these conflicts
will escalate into wars. | have tried to develop such
an explanation, which I will sketch in the following
(see Helbling 1999).

4. War as a strategic interaction between
groups in an anarchic environment

| shall focus on tribal societies in which the state B
before pacification B did not play a role, or at least
not a decisive one. | will first address the precondi-
tions for the likelihood of war in these societies by
referring to both structural conditions and interac-
tion in the form of conflict between local groups.
However, those theories which have been refuted as
causes of war in the preceding part must also be
accounted for in an alternative theory of war. My
main proposition is that the cultural, economic,
socio-structural and political factors, which these
theories hold responsible for tribal war, are merely
dependent variables, i.e. the consequences of watr.
Let us start with the fact that war B as a purposeful



A huge volume of resources is destroyed or
misallocated, and a considerable number of the labour
force as well. The question then, is how this state of
permanent war can be explained. My proposition is
that tribal war can be explained by two structural
conditions: 1) the anarchic structure of the political
system consisting of politically autonomous local
groups, and 2) the relative immobility of local groups,
i.e. their dependence on locally concentrated
resources.

These structural conditions render strategic inter-
action between local groups warlike, which may be
described in terms of game theory. B | should add
that game theory neither refers to games nor is it a
theory. Rather, it is a parsimonious description of dif-
ferent constellations of strategic interaction between
social actors, and its logic may be described in purely
colloquial terms without any mathematical techni-
calities. These simplified descriptions should make
sense of what we observe, i.e. they are not a priori
models into which reality has to fit. Game theory is
also a decision theory assuming that actors behave
according to their interests and to their evaluation
of the advantages and disadvantages of different
strategic options. Ultimately this boils down to the
assumption that actors always have good reasons for
behaving in the way they do. Without this assump-
tion hardly any behaviour could be explained. The
analytical aim is to understand the structural prop-
erty of the environment which may explain why
local groups interact the way they do.

Let me first elaborate on the structural conditions
of war in tribal societies.

4.1 Structural conditions

The first structural precondition in the explanation
of warfare is the anar chic system in which local
groups interact, as Thomas Hobbes (1994[1651]), but
also Sahlins (1968), Hallpike (1973), Koch (1974a),

Colson (1975), Spittler (1980a; 1980b), Keeley (1996)
and others have argued. Conflicts between local
groups can be settled either by peaceful or by war-
like means. The reason why conflicts between local
groups lead to war is that there is no superordinate,
centralised power (adjudication) such as a state that
could prevent violent settlement of conflicts between
local groups and punish those who break agree-
ments for peaceful conflict resolution. This impossi-
bility of precluding violence through bilateral agree-
ments ultimately forces each group to use violence
in the first place, in order not to fall victim to the
violence of others. However, war b though not inter-
personal violence B is extremely rare among nomadic
bands of hunters-and-gatherers (see Helbling n.d.b
and footnote 6), in spite of the fact that these soci-
eties also lack a superordinate power. Hence, the lack
of an overarching power or, to put it differently, the
political autonomy of local groups is only one struc-
tural condition, but not the only one.

The second structural condition responsible for
the prevalence of warfare in tribal societies is their
dependence on locally concentrated resources, such
as fields, herds, pasture or fishing grounds. If local
groups depend on locally concentrated resources, they
cannot afford to move away and thus avoid armed
confrontation with adjacent groups, without incur-
ring high opportunity costs: this would entail losing
property, forgoing harvests and risking starvation. In
contrast, resources in hunting-and-gathering-soci-
eties are usually widely scattered. Hence, mobility is
not only a successful production strategy, but also a
precondition for evading conflicts and avoiding war
(Dyson-Hudson and Smith 1978; Carneiro 1994: 12;
Keeley 1996: 31; Haas http://www.santafe.edu/sfi/
publications/Working-Papers/ 98-10-088.ps: 8, 10, 18).

Where these two structural conditions exist, wars
can break out at any time. They therefore explain the
permanent state of war, i.e. constitute the precondi-
tions for the likelihood of war in tribal societies.

4.2 Strategic interaction

A tribal society thus constitutes an anarchic system
of autonomous local groups dependent on locally
concentrated resour ces. This structural framework
also represents an incentive system in which each
local group pursues its own interests in interacting
with others, i.e. it causes a specific form of strategic
interaction between local groups. The logic of the
warlike strategic interaction, resulting from the two
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It may be assumed that politically autonomous
local groups would prefer to (co-operate and to) settle
their disputes in a peaceful, non-violent way, because
they could avoid high losses of human life and
resources. (According to the logic of the prisonersO
dilemma, co-operation between the groups would
provide the highest collective gains for them.)
However, because bilateral agreements between local
groups aiming at settling conflicts peacefully are
neither sanctioned nor enforced by a superordinate
power, none of the groups involved can be sure that
the other groups will keep such agreements. Hence,
it is too risky to pursue a peaceful strategy unilater-
ally, because a one-sided peace strategy would be
interpreted by the other groups as a sign of weak-
ness and this would encourage them to attack. This
is because a bellicose strategy not only brings higher
gains (by decimating the other groups or expelling
them from their territory, and by capturing booty),
but it also helps to reduce the highest possible risks,
by being prepared for surprise attacks, and so deter-
ring enemies. The adoption of a bellicose strategy is
all the more necessary as local groups are dependent
on locally concentrated resources and therefore can-
not opt for withdrawal, as an alternative to war. The
aim of war is thus to deter enemies, to decimate
them and weaken them by stealing their women,
their animals and their land, in order at the same
time to gain strength. To get rid of them D by anni-
hilating them or driving them out into unfertile,
disease-stricken areas b is even better.

Thus the two structural conditions create a warlike
environment in which local groups have to survive.
The mutual mistrust and reciprocal threat of force
ultimately compel each group to take steps to ensure
its survival. The conflicts, leading to war in an anar-

chic Ostate of warre®, are themselves a result of this

anarchic system. It is thus not an innate human
propensity for aggressiveness (the Hobbesian posi-
tion has sometimes been misrepresented in that
sense) which propels collective violence, but fear.
But what about the cultural factors explaining war?

Culture

Although | consider the practical reason of social
actors to be the most important aspect, | am not
denying the importance of the cultural dimension.
It should be stressed that game theory already takes
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into account and explains the perceptions and expec-
tations of social actors. It does not ignore them b as
some have criticised B but considers them as a part of
the game, i.e. controlled aggressiveness is supported
by cultural norms and rewarded with prestige, but
mistrust and fear are also culturally expressed. The
adequacy of cognitive systems and the effectiveness of
norms and values may vary. However, if local groups
do not realistically perceive their warlike environ-
ment and male actors are not motivated to overcome
their fear of participating in a war, they will be pun-
ished militarily in a selective social environment. B
It is thus not astonishing that warlike behavioural
ideals, norms and values, as well as corresponding
modes of socialisation, aiming at rewarding coura-
geous behaviour and punishing cowardice, correlate
with the occurrence of war as we have already seen.
However, they only make sense in a social environ-
ment which is already warlike; they must therefore
D contrary to what a cultural theory of war main-
tains B be treated as dependent variables, as cultural
and behavioral adaptations in a warlike environment.
It does not come as a surprise that values rewarding
readiness for violence make sense in a warlike envi-
ronment, because the military success of a local
group also depends on the motivation and skill of
its adult men in war. It is only by such norms and
values, as well as war rituals and protective amulets,
that reluctant men are motivated to overcome fear,
to participate in a war and to muster the courage
and determination to fight, as Harrison (1993) shows
for the Manambu (see also Goldschmidt 1997). But
despite all these cultural incentives there are still
many reasons for a man not to participate in war:
bad omens, such as certain birds® song, bad dreams
and so on, that allow warriors to stay at home
(Goldschmidt 1989). Even staunch tribal warriors
dislike war: they fear war-related risks and suffer
from war trauma (Knauft 1999; Keeley 1996). They
seem to have a meta-preference for peace but see
themselves compelled to wage war for reasons of
defence. Meggitt (1977: 33) mentions this OHobbesian
view of war® among the Mae Enga:

Fear is probably a more potent force in shaping human and
social destiny than bravery or entrepreneurial skill. ... A climate
of suspicion and distrust appears to be a common characteristic
of loosely structured or acephalous societies, which like the
Enga espouse a fiercely egalitarian ideology. (Gordon and
Meggitt 1985: 147)



There is no way out of this security
dilemma, and groups that behave differently risk
being defeated, routed or even annihilated. B

4.3 Military strength, group size and alliances
Under the conditions of a security dilemma, the sur-
vival of ever y local group depends on their ability to
become stronger, i.e. to become larger and to recruit
more allies than their enemies.

Group size
The security dilemma forces each group to enhance
its military strength, which basically depends on the
number and determination of its warriors. Hence,
local groups have b as a consequence b to adopt an
Oexpansive population policy® (high fertility, posi-
tive balance of marriage exchange, wife-stealing)
and to encourage immigration. This also explains
the relatively high population growth in tribal soci-
eties. Each group thus tries to become at least larger
in size than its neighbouring rivals.

What about the social organisation of local groups
and its relation to war? B

Social organisation

The incorporation of refugees (from defeated, allied

groups) or regrouping (after a defeat) b as they often
occur in warlike tribal societies (see Colson 1975:
29f on the Iroquois; Watson 1983: 231ff on the

Tairora) B may explain why patrilocal, patrilineal
male groups are neither common nor necessary in
warlike tribal societies. They certainly do not explain
war, as the theory of fraternal interest groups main-
tains (Otterbein 1994). However, an ideology of male
solidarity, irrespective of the actual kin composition

of a local group, may enhance the unity and soli-
darity of a groupOs fighting force, as do rituals and
co-residence in a menOs house. Such an ideology may
well be expressed using (fictive) kinship terms. The
crucial elements enhancing the unity of a local group
are co-residence and the common threat posed by
neighbouring local groups. Adoption and incorpo-
ration of refugees into local kin groups does not
mean that kinship is a determining factor, but that

it is used as a metaphor for amity and  co-operation.

Political leaders

As for political organisation, local groups with more
efficient leaders will have military advantages
(Otterbein 1985: 95; Hallpike 1977: 122-26, 129,
135f). But people will be loyal to a local leader only
as long as he is a shrewd organiser of war campaigns,
an able mediator in internal disputes and a success-
ful recruiter of allies for his group. The support for
leaders within a group is usually stronger in times of
war than in peacetime (see Meggitt 1971 on the Mae
Enga; Godelier 1982 on the Baruya). This is because
unsettled disputes within a local group, or even open
violence between group members, may seriously
degrade the military strength of a group. The local
group is an organisation with a system of sanc-
tioned norms, and it should be a realm of co-opera-
tion. A political leader delivers collective goods by
organising and co-ordinating war campaigns and
alliances, as well as by contributing more than other
group members to alliance feasts and compensation
payments. For his superior contribution to the mili-
tary success of the group, he is awarded high status
and a good reputation, as long as he delivers. A local
leader who turns into a despot, bullying the other
group members, is either killed by his own people,
or his group masterminds a secret pact with their
enemies to have him killed, as among the Tairora
(Watson 1971; 1983), the Yanomami (Biocca 1972)
or the Baruya (Godelier 1982).

Men and women, seniors and juniors
The most war-prone individuals in a local group are
usually young, unmarried men. They stand to gain
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B Almost exclusively,
it is men who wage war, and most warlike societies
are characterised by a marked asymmetry between
men and women which, however, varies widely in
tribal societies. This can be shown by examining
some examples of warlike tribal societies, although
the terms used here are rather vague, such as higher
/lower or better/worse to characterise the relative
position of (fertile, married) women. B The relative
position of women among the Yanomami is low
(Chagnon 1983; Biocca 1972), perhaps because gift
and marriage exchange between groups are not
important. Female infanticide and abduction of
women are practised, and women appear to have
little say in political matters. Nevertheless women
often press their men to go to war, because they fear
rape or abduction by enemies (Biocca 1972). A simi-
lar constellation concerning gift exchange, marriage
relationships and the position of women prevails in
the Eastern Highlands of New Guinea (see Langness
1967 on the Bena Bena), in contrast to the Western
Highland groups. In the latter societies the position
of women seems to be better, because women are
the objects of marriage exchange controlled by men
and they are responsible for raising pigs, which are
used in gift exchange between allies. Hence they are
highly valued as labour. But women have only
minor political influence; in-married women are
mistrusted, because quite often they originate from
hostile groups (Meggitt 1977). However, women
play an important role in opening peace negotia-
tions (Wiessner and Tumu 1998b: 262). Among the
Waorani, however, who resemble the Yanomami in
many respects, women seem to be in a better posi-
tion. Their war-related mortality of about 55% is
one of the highest in all warlike societies; this is
due to the fact that women also participate in raids,
and war-related female mortality was at 46% (male
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mortality at 63%; Larrick et al. 1979). Maybe this is
the reason why the relationship between men and
women is described as more equal, in contrast to
most of the other warlike societies (Robar chek and
Robarchek 1998). Kinship and residence may also
play a certain role: among the bilaterally organised
Iban, the position of women seems to be better and
they have more say in choosing their spouse than in
other tribal societies (Komanyi 1971; 1990). Among
the matrilineal, matrilocal Iroquois B famous for
their external warfare B the position of women is
high (Colson 1975; Schumacher 1972); however,
this is not so among the matrilocal, patrilineal
Mundurucu who also wage external wars, but where
the in-marrying, unrelated men reside in a men's
house (Murphy and Murphy 1974). As this brief
overview illustrates, a clear connection between war
and gender relations cannot be demonstrated. A lot
of systematic and comparative study has still to be
done on this topic; but let us now turn to alliance.

Alliance
An expansive population policy will enhance group
strength only in the long term. In the short term,
the military strength of a local group basically
increases with the number and reliability of its allies.
Local groups have to form alliances against com-
mon enemies, and it is the common enmity against
third parties that makes (conditional) co-operation
between allies both necessary and possible. Alliance
partners can expect more from forging an alliance
against third parties than from waging war against
each other; however, the modalities of the alliance
have to be negotiated (Schelling 1960; Elster 1989).
Anthropological theories of war mostly concen-
trate on war and its causes, but neglect the forma-
tion of alliances. Of course there are ethnographical
accounts of alliance formation by kinship, marriage
and gift exchange, but hardly any theoretical reflec-
tion on this significant phenomenon. However,
alliances are a crucial phenomenon in the context of
war, as victory or defeat of a group often depends on
the number of its allies: whoever has to wage war
needs allies. The military strength of a local group
depends not only on its size and the number of its
warriors, but also on the number and reliability of its
allies. And whether a local group will attack or not,
will also depend on the number of its own allies, as
well as on those of its enemy. Again, anthropology can
learn a lot from models, which have been developed
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B One impor-
tant factor is the regional relations of force between
local groups. The relative strength of a local group is
b as we have seen D a function of its relative size and
solidarity, as well as of the number and reliability
of its allies. A local group will only start a war if it
thereby expects to improve its present position or to
prevent a future deterioration of its situation. Thus
the starting point for any analysis is the local groups
in a region and the individual factions within these
local groups that evaluate the advantages and disad-
vantages of the different options: waging a war,
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But not
only are there more studies and theories relating to
war than to peace, but warlike tribal societies are
also far more numerous than peaceful ones.
According to Sipes (1973) only five of the 130 soci-
eties he investigated are peaceful, and Otterbein
(2973) found only  four peaceful societies in a sample
of 50 (cited in Gregor 1990: 106; Bonta 1993). Most
of these peaceful societies are hunters-and-gather-
ers, hardly any tribal shifting cultivators, pastoral
nomads or sedentary fishermen (Sponsel 1996:
103ff; see footnote 2). This points to the fact that
tribal societies are warlike, in  contrast to hunters-
and-gatherers, who usually do not wage war.

Basically, two different conceptions of peace
require discussion: positive and negative peace
(Dentan 1992: 253f). The first definition B positive
peace B not only includes non-violence between
local groups but also political and economic equality
as well as harmonious interaction within groups
(Fabbro 1978).B This conception of peace, also
implying
too restrictive, for very few societies would fit into
this category: even in societies without war, vio-
lence between individuals within a group is not rare
(for the BaMbuti, 'Kung, Inuit and Yaghan, see Kelly
2000). Therefore this first conception hardly suits
the analysis of tribal societies without war. The sec-
ond conception B negative peace b only entails the
absence of collective violence between local groups,
whether or not the interaction between individuals
is violent. Hence peace is the absence of war, but
not of violence between in dividuals. According to
this conception, war and peace may represent two
modalities of relationships between groups in a tribal
society: peace between allies and simultaneously
war against hostile groups. There may be even peri-
ods of peace (truce) between hostile groups. In these
cases, we may speak of a relative peace in a warlike
environment. But there are also societies in which
local groups do not wage war against each other (see
Dentan 1968 and Gregor and Robarchek 1996 on
the Semai; Helbling 1996b; 1998 on the Mangyan).
In these societies conflicts are solved through avoid-
ance and retreat, never by means of war, although
violence between individuals may occur, as already
mentioned. Hence negative peace as an antonym of
war refers both to an occasional alternative to war in
warlike societies as well as to the general absence of
war (but not of violence between individuals).

If peace were the opposite of war, then the expla-
nation for tribal societies without war would just be
the reverse of theories of war in warlike tribal soci-
eties: that is, the absence of those elements which
cause wars, would then also explain the lack of war.
However, not all the theories of war listed above are
relevant for the explanation of peace, for the same
reasons that they are not convincing in explaining
war. Thus, Robarchek and Robarchek (1992; 1996;
1998) and Gregor (1990) explained the peacefulness
of tribal societies (such as the Mehinaku and the
Semai) by cultural values and norms that reward
peaceful behaviour and disapprove of violence. But
as | have already shown, the peacefulness of tribal

non-violence between individuals, is far
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In this they
differ from tribal societies, which © as can be seen
from archaeological findings (Gabriel 1990: 31ff;
Kelly 2000: ch. 4) B were predominantly warlike
before their pacification. Hence, we have not yet
explained the phenomenon of tribal societies with-
out war.

2) Tribal groups, which seem to be peaceful, such
as those in the Upper Xingu Basin (Gregor and
Robarchek 1996). However, if the wider regional and
historical context is taken into consideration, we
can discern that the Xingu groups were militarily
weakened by wars against powerful adversaries, as
well as by epidemics, and had to retreat into inac-
cessible areas. They found refuge and recovered in a
protectorate where they had access to medical care
and Western goods. And it was in this OsanctuaryQ
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(Dentan 1992: 221ff) that the Xingu groups formed
a kind of permanent alliance against warlike neigh-
bouring groups outside the protectorate, against
which they successfully waged defensive, but also
offensive wars (Menget 1993). The alleged peaceful-
ness of the Xinguanos, thus, turns out to be an opti-
cal illusion: they do not form a peaceful tribal soci-
ety, as Gregor and Robarchek maintained, but a per-
manent alliance between local groups of different
ethnic origins in a sanctuary.

3) Nevertheless, there are tribal societies beyond
state control in which conflicts between local
groups are not settled by means of warfare. These
are tribal groups which were forced by militarily
superior populations from the lowland to retreat
into inaccessible forest and mountain areas, but
continue to depend economically on the adjacent
dominant population for the provision of goods
they cannot manufacture themselves. This situation
D described as an OenclaveO by Dentan (1992: 211ff)
b can be found among the Semai (Dentan 1968) and
the Mangyan (Helbling 1998), who face a lowland
population B far superior in numbers and power
and far more aggressive b in a tribal zone that is not
completely controlled by the state. At the same time
they have to work for settlers and to exchange forest
products with traders in order to get desired goods
such as bush knives, cloth and iron pots. Under
such circumstances avoidance of conflicts by retreat
and withdrawal or by a peaceful, submissive behav-
iour are far better survival strategies than armed
resistance and sporadic attacks. These local groups
must, therefore, adapt to their structural inferiority
and factual powerlessness and to their simultaneous
economic dependence on their superior neighbours
on the social, economical and political levels. Small,
mobile groups, a wide network of bilateral kinship
and extensive agriculture, combined with hunting
and gathering, allow a quick withdrawal and disper-
sion of the groups, with the possibility of taking
refuge in other groups in the case of emergency. It
does not come as a surprise that these marginal groups
see themselves as timorous and the neighbouring
populations in the lowland as violent (McCauley
1990: 14f), for this corresponds to their historic
experiences as losers, who always had to withdraw
and to retreat. The fear of violence in all its forms
(physical and spiritual) is an important regulator of
behaviour. This fear makes plausible the norms and
behavioural ideals that reward peacefulness and



http://www.
santafe.edu/sfi/publications/Working-Papers/98-10-
088.ps; Martin and Frayer 1997; Thorpe http://
www.hum.au.dk/fark/warfare/thorpe_paper_1.htm
LeBlanc 2003 and contributors to this volume). But
still, The Oxford Companion to Archaeology(of 844
pages), edited by Brian Fagan (1996), has no entr y
on war and war is not even listed in the index (of 24
pages). Our aim should be not only to provide
ethnographic and archaeological data on warlike
societies but also to explain tribal warfare based on
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(http:/Awww.hum.
au.dk/fark/warfare/thorpe_paper_1.htm), Haas (http:/Amww.
santafe.edu/sfi/publications/Working-Papers/ 98-10-088.ps)
and Keeley (1996: 39). LeBlanc (2003) maintains a con-
trary view, although he only presents cases of individual
violence rather than of war and cases of OMesolithic
peoplesd (such as those at the American Northwest Coast)
rather than real hunters-and-gatherers.

7 For older biological theories, focussing on territoriality,
cp. Eibl-Eibesfeldt (1984).

8 Durham (1991), Chagnon (1990b) and Gat (2000) also
take the competition over scarce food into consideration.
The military success in competition over scarce food also
leads to (relative) reproductive success. | will address this
economic explanation of tribal war, also shared by
anthropologists not favouring a biological theory, below.

9 Even in hunting-and-gathering societies, which display a
high level of violence between individuals, violence is not
predominantly between men and not because of women
and sexual rivalry. Adultery and jealousy are only rarely
recorded as reasons for violence (Kelly 2000: 31ff).

10 Examples of such descriptions are provided by Harrison
(1993) on war rituals among the Manambu (Avatip) of
the Sepik, as well as by Michelle Rosaldo (1980) on the
llongot in the Northern Philippines.

11 Moreover, as Wiessner and Tumu (1998b: 148f) and oth-
ers have pointed out, not land but rather labour seems to
be scarce among the Mae Enga.

12 Ferguson (1990b) made differentiations in the ecological-
economic theory of tribal wars, by also taking into
account socio-structural and ideological elements. He
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