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Introduction

Human nature contains the seeds of humanity’s destruction. Or so 
it seemed to popular consumers of evolutionary theory in the late 1960s who 
maintained that the essential quality distinguishing the human animal from 
its simian kin lay in our capacity for murder. This startlingly pessimistic view 
enjoyed wide currency in the United States between 1966 and 1975 and be-
came known, by its critics, as the killer ape theory.

Readers at the time associated the concept of humans as mere animals with 
three men. Robert Ardrey published The Territorial Imperative in 1966, which 
leapt off bookshelves across the country. He styled himself an amateur scien-
tist and believed his experience as a playwright gave him unique insights into 
the composition of human nature. Konrad Lorenz’s white-maned visage 
loaned him a distinguished appearance despite the black rubber boots he fa-
vored when showing people around his farm. Lorenz, the author of On Aggres-
sion, which appeared in English translation the same year as Ardrey’s Territo-
rial Imperative, would later share the Nobel Prize in Physiology or Medicine 
for his perceptive contributions to the scientific study of animal behavior. 
Desmond Morris unknowingly capitalized on the success of both authors 
when he published The Naked Ape the following year. Well known as the host 
of Granada TV’s popular Zootime program, based out of the London Zoo, 
Morris soon gave up scientific work to concentrate on writing scientific non-
fiction and refining his surrealist painting. The reading public, including a 
wide array of budding and established scientists, treated all three men as au-
thoritative voices who used their knowledge of animal behavior to discern 
unsavory truths of human nature.1

Just ten years earlier, their pessimistic vision of humanity would have 
struck scientists as odd. After the Second World War, liberal American bi-
ologists and anthropologists had struggled to make sense of the recent eu-
genic horrors predicated on the assumption that some human lives were  
less valuable, less human, than others. In response, they crafted an account 
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of humanity’s past that emphasized a common evolutionary heritage bonded 
through continued interbreeding into a universal family of man. They sought 
out and proselytized the best features of humanity: our quick intelligence 
and problem-solving skills, our capacity to cooperate with and learn from 
strangers, and the resulting exponential accumulation of knowledge. We had 
invented agriculture. We had built pyramids. We orbited Earth and, within 
a decade, landed on the moon. By working together, humans were capable 
of creating objects of surpassing beauty and technological complexity.

This book tells the story of how definitions of human nature came to grip 
the American public with such force and why purported scientific insights 
shifted, so dramatically and in such a short time, from seeing humanity as 
characterized by our unique capacity for reasoned cooperation to emphasiz-
ing, even lauding, our propensity to violence. By 1971, S. Dillon Ripley, then 
secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, remarked that despite Americans’ 
remarkable achievement in sending men to the moon, future historians would 
look back on this period and be struck by the “enormous awakening of public 
and scholarly interest in what one anthropologist has called ‘the humanity of 
animals and the bestiality of men.’ ”2 “Curiosity about lunar rocks,” Ripley 
continued, would appear alongside the “organized and capricious human vio-
lence” that marred the era—from Memphis to Algiers, Los Angeles to My Lai. 
The deepening quagmire of Vietnam lighting up television screens in homes 
across the United States fueled broad discontent and, eventually, anger with 
military adventurism. The slow pace of change produced by the Civil Rights 
movement, coupled with economic hardship, precipitated urban unrest and 
riots in Newark, Detroit, Baltimore, and other major American cities. News-
papers carried accounts of political revolutions in Africa, Asia, and Latin 
America, not to mention the assassinations of President John F. Kennedy, 
Malcolm X, Martin Luther King Jr., and Robert Kennedy. Popular accounts 
of human evolution emphasized that the violence of humanity was too wide-
spread to be an aberration and too common to dismiss as being against our 
better nature.

Debates over the malleability of human morality had a long tradition. Pro-
ducers of publicly engaged science in these years—both those who supported 
and those who abhorred this new vision of humanity as innately aggressive—
recognized this. Commentators on books by Ardrey, Lorenz, and Morris 
speculated that these authors had rewritten the battle between brothers at 
Eden’s gate in evolutionary guise (Figure 1).3 Just as the biblical story in which 
Cain slew his brother Abel had introduced murder as a human vice, contem-
porary evolutionists sought to inscribe in human nature the moral depravity 
of Cain’s descendants. Readers noticed, too, that Ardrey had positioned his 
contention that aggression was ingrained in human nature against Jean 
Jacques Rousseau’s eighteenth-century conviction that humans were born 



Figure 1. Illustration accompanying Harry F. Guggenheim’s editorial, “The Mark of Cain,” Newsday, 25 
September 1967, 33. Drawing on his reading of Robert Ardrey’s Territorial Imperative and Konrad Lorenz’s 

On Aggression, Guggenheim wrote that “man bears an evolutionary mark of Cain”—instinctual aggression. 
With this essential nature, each harm against Cain would be magnified against his transgressors until 
presumably the world fell into chaos. Illustration by Ken Crook. © 1967 Newsday. All rights reserved.  

Used by permission and protected by the Copyright Laws of the United States. The printing, copying, 
redistribution, or retransmission of the Content without express written permission is prohibited.
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virtuous but corrupted by the society in which they matured.4 The question 
of human nature in the 1960s was thus infused with both moral and scientific 
valence, sketched through evolutionary time. At issue was not merely if men 
needed to be taught to kill or to compromise, but whether humanity’s capac-
ity for interpersonal violence had provided the crucial ingredient that caused 
our evolutionary lineage to diverge from those of the other great apes, making 
us truly human.

The question of humanity’s biological nature carried implications for the 
social and political concerns permeating college campuses, from civil rights 
to the feminist movement. Were race and sex, intelligence and charisma, in-
delibly etched in our bones, bodies, or genes? The cultural reverberations of 
such questions contributed to the authority that an evolutionary vision of a 
universal human nature played in the development of educational programs 
for American youth, domestic civil legislation, Hollywood movies, and recon-
figured research programs across the social and natural sciences. The psychol-
ogist Charles Osgood, for example, argued that because the biological tools 
with which we understand and control our own actions were limited by our 
Stone Age nature, the pace at which we invented new methods of destruction 
had long ago outstripped our capacity to deal with these weapons. He echoed 
the concerns of an entire generation when he wondered, “Perhaps Modern 
Man, with his head in the sky, still has Neanderthal feet that are stuck in the 
mire.”5 By understanding our instinctual urges, Osgood and others hoped, 
perhaps they could alter humanity’s self-destructive course.

In the decades after the Second World War, scientific authors became public 
figures in the United States, trusted as experts on a range of topics from child-
rearing to death.6 At the same time, violence emerged as a site of particular 
concern at every level of American society. In literature, politics, film, and 
science, writers rethought and re-presented the role of violence in modern 
life.7 Creatures of Cain traces conceptions of aggression and the human animal 
through the “colloquial science” literature in these years, calling attention to a 
new kind of public intellectual who wrote, backed by the authority of science, 
in a style intended to engage readers only passingly familiar with his (or her) 
subject.8 Hailed as experts in their respective fields, and sometimes beyond, 
Cold War scientists spoke on The Tonight Show, wrote best-selling paperbacks, 
produced regular columns in magazines, starred in documentary films, and 
served as advisors to the president.9

By emphasizing the colloquial language of these scientific books, essays, 
and films, I avoid locating them along a charged continuum of popular and 
professional publications.10 Postwar scientists learned to communicate their 
work in at least two different registers: a professional language they used 
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among peers and a colloquial one used when discussing their work with un-
dergraduates, journalists, family members, and crafting so-called popular pub-
lications.11 When contributing to the technical scientific literature of their 
field, whether reconstructions of humanity’s past or descriptions of chimpan-
zee behavior in the wild, evolutionary scientists identified specific questions 
with solidly defensible answers, leaving little space for speculating about 
larger issues like, what does it mean to be human? Even a middlebrow intel-
lectual magazine like Scientific American, for example, allowed its authors a 
scant final paragraph relating their research findings to social questions of the 
day. Colloquial scientific discussions embraced this larger context, including 
enough technical detail to establish the plausibility of their claims and directly 
addressing the social or political implications of their work. Put another way, 
readers enjoyed colloquial scientific works precisely because of the privilege 
they granted to the expertise of the author and the everyday, accessible lan-
guage of the publication itself.12 Drawing a sharp distinction between special-
ist and nonspecialist audiences would distort the history of ideas about 
human nature in these decades. After all, scientists read (and reviewed) col-
loquial scientific publications, too, especially when exploring new ideas out-
side their immediate expertise.13

This book begins in the years after the Second World War as scientists writ-
ing in a colloquial voice from a wide range of disciplines—cultural and bio-
logical anthropology, paleontology, primatology, and zoology—crafted a his-
torical trajectory for humanity that was self-consciously anti-eugenic.14 The 
best of humanity had not degenerated from living in the artificial constructs 
of civilization, would not dissolve because of the overbreeding of the lower 
classes, and could not be corrupted through miscegenation. Instead, these 
evolutionists (a useful term capturing their shared sense of enterprise) argued 
that our common past provided evidence of our continued remarkable suc-
cess as a species. Our diachronic passage from mere ape to fully human ren-
dered humanity the culmination of hardscrabble victories in the unforgiving 
environment of the open savannah. Behaviorally, we had learned to avoid 
predators, hunt cooperatively, and share food. We had changed structurally, 
allowing our ancestors to walk upright and carry weapons. Physiologically, 
females had developed hidden estrous, and we had become more adept at 
digesting meat. Linguistically, we spoke to communicate with each other. All 
of these factors cemented the pair bonds uniting families and, over time, led to 
a new fully conscious self-articulation of how we differed from other animals. 
In essence, so these scientists reasoned, our present human nature resulted 
from the synergy of biology and culture, both in dynamic flux throughout our 
development as a species.15 We had become the most recent manifestation of 
a human lineage destined for even greater things in the future.16 Through their 
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work, an evolutionary perspective wended its way into each discipline perched 
at the intersection of the natural and social sciences.

Evolutionists felt a duty to communicate their ideas to people lacking ex-
pertise in that discipline and to enter into public dialogue about the social 
and political implications of various theories of human nature.17 Their imag-
ined readers included laymen (the contemporary term used to describe read-
ers of both sexes without training in any of the sciences), scientists with ex-
pertise in other fields, and their colleagues. To reach all of these readers, they 
adopted authoritative voices crafted to be accessible to nonspecialists. In the 
words of one anthropologist, “The world of science is now so diverse that an 
expert in one branch is hardly more than a well-informed layman in another.” 
He continued, “The credulity gap between scientific disciplines is perhaps in 
ever greater need of bridging than the rapidly shrinking chasm between sci-
ence and the citizen.”18 Aspiring scientists also read and seriously debated 
books written in colloquial language, including those of Ardrey, Lorenz, and 
Morris. By the end of the 1960s, changing politics tinged earlier diffusionist 
models of educating the masses with an arrogant elitism. Some professional 
scientists imagined that members of an elusive public, with grassroots ideals 
and commonsense truths, would provide important insights into the proper 
jurisdiction of scientific expertise. In this climate, nonacademic writers vied 
for sales and prestige alongside professional zoologists, anthropologists, and 
paleontologists.19

By the mid-1970s, however—where this book ends—a new generation of 
evolutionists who called themselves sociobiologists (reflecting their avid in-
terest in biological analyses of social behavior) defined human nature primar-
ily through comparisons with animal behavior. Sociobiologists devoted their 
research to understanding the inner workings of the mechanisms by which 
evolution had brought about the great diversity of living forms. How evolu-
tion worked became more important than what had happened.20 In making 
synchronic comparisons of human behavior with the behavior of baboons, 
chimpanzees, and other animals alive today, sociobiologists portrayed human 
nature as static: having arisen in our evolutionary past, it had become fixed 
when our ancestors achieved full humanness. This shift in perspective granted 
only minor explanatory heft to other scientists who studied humanity’s past 
or present variation, including the cultural anthropologists, paleontologists, 
and primatologists who had earlier been key participants in the scientific re-
constructions of the human animal. By dispensing with the historical develop-
ment of human nature as irrelevant to understanding the consequences of its 
final (i.e., current) form, sociobiological theories of what it meant to be human 
de-emphasized the sense of progress that had characterized postwar scientists’ 
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visions of humanity. Stripped of progress, stripped of cultural variation, hu-
mans became yet another species of animal.

The halcyon years of colloquial science were also drawing to a close by the 
mid-1970s. Especially in the evolutionary sciences, books that had been hailed 
as respectable paperbacks a decade earlier were now denigrated as sensational 
popularizations. Contemplating the centrality of scientists to public discus-
sions of political and social issues, Rae Goodell in 1977 used the term “visible 
scientists” to refer to figures who had been willing to venture into the public 
eye, such as Barry Commoner, Paul Ehrlich, Margaret Mead, Linus Pauling, 
Carl Sagan, and B. F. Skinner.21 After the Second World War, scientists had 
welcomed colloquial discussions of their research in order to gain a wide audi-
ence for their ideas and out of a sincerely felt obligation to improve the science 
literacy of all Americans—not just schoolchildren. Some succeeded in attain-
ing significant public visibility because of four factors, she suggested: they had 
embraced controversy; they communicated in clear, quotable language; their 
public reputation had been bolstered by professional recognition; and they 
had exhibited unabashed charisma in person, on screen, and on the page. 
However, Goodell worried that the visibility of these scientists no longer de-
pended on the persuasive power of their research but simply on their willing-
ness to engage in “the messy world of politics and controversy.”22 More spe-
cifically, evolutionists began to dismiss colloquial scientific publications as 
“popular” potboilers wrapped in scientific covers. Both sociobiologists and 
their critics blamed the media for extolling books by authors like Ardrey, 
Lorenz, and Morris that drove nonscientific enthusiasm for evolutionary 
theories of humanity, accusing journalists of repeating salacious details to sell 
copy at the expense of scientific accuracy. When the paleontologist Stephen 
Jay Gould—young, charismatic, willing to court controversy, and poised to 
become a scientific celebrity himself—contemplated his career that same 
year, he self-consciously harkened back to the golden years of science popu-
larization of the late nineteenth century.23 He would, he told an interviewer, 
write both for his colleagues and for a general audience.24 It never occurred to 
him that these audiences might enjoy identical books or essays.

Between these two endpoints lies the rise and fall of the killer ape theory 
of humanity, its fate determined by two intertwined transformations: one in 
evolutionary conceptions of humanity’s essential nature and the other in the 
texture of American intellectual life during the Cold War. Did humanity’s ca-
pacity for violence explain our exceptional success as a species? Why was that 
a question worth asking? How did evolutionists become trusted experts on 
questions of humanity’s fundamental essence? What evidence did readers 
find persuasive? Why did scientists and their readers eventually turn to other 
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conceptions of human nature? These questions occupy the pages of this book. 
In its broadest scope, Creatures of Cain demonstrates that understanding the 
historical fate of any scientific vision of human nature requires attending to 
the political and social concerns that endowed that vision with persuasive 
power (or undermined it). It also illustrates the centrality of scientists and 
their colloquial engagements to the intellectual fabric of the country during 
the Cold War.

In the tumultuous atmosphere of the later 1960s and early 1970s, anthropolo-
gists, paleontologists, and zoologists did not shy away from public engage-
ment, even though they rarely intervened in policy, manufactured weapons, 
or received funding from the Department of Defense. (Physicists and politi-
cians had created a structure for discussing science policy—the President’s 
Science Advisory Committee, or PSAC—but no one highlighted in this book 
ever served on it.25) During this decade, both molecular and organismal biolo-
gists struggled for authority, defining themselves as the cutting edge, poten-
tially providing key answers to social difficulties besetting the country.26 Cy-
bernetics captured the attention of social scientists and, especially, molecular 
biologists looking to ground their discipline in the authority of reduction-
ism.27 Rather than analogizing life with machines, evolutionists imagined 
human nature as continuous with animal behavior. With the juggernaut of 
molecular biology nipping at their heels, they insisted that their fields, too, 
were modern and politically relevant, even if their research had not solved the 
structure of DNA or decoded the genetic language comprising the basic build-
ing blocks of life. Evolutionary theory could speak to a more fundamental 
question—what did it mean to be human? In terms of research money, posi-
tions at universities, and new departments, the molecular biologists won.28 In 
other arenas, however, we cannot say that organismal biologists lost. They 
maintained a visible presence in the intellectual life of the country through a 
sustained insistence that because humans were by nature animals, studying 
animal behavior allowed a fuller understanding of what it meant to be 
human.29 During these same years, anthropologists witnessed the cultures 
they studied in Africa, Asia, and Latin America transformed by decolonization 
and war. As a result, they increasingly distanced themselves from the goal of 
defining the universal characteristics shared by all peoples. Of course humans 
shared a common nature, anthropologists insisted, but variations between 
cultures and the intricacies of traditional customs better explained how and 
why humans act the way we do—that was where they concentrated their re-
search, before these cultures vanished in the face of Westernization.30 Prima-
tologists similarly questioned models of human behavior that relied on com-
parisons with a single species.31 These positions, these scientists believed, 
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necessitated educating lay and scientific audiences alike as to the relevance of 
their research for interpreting the latest iterations of the human dilemma.

In seeking to define the characteristics of a universal human nature, post-
war evolutionists wanted to know more than just what extinct “prehuman” 
individuals, or “hominids,” in the convention of the time, had looked like.32 
They also sought to understand how they had behaved and interacted with 
one another. Doing so required triangulating between several kinds of evi-
dence: the fossilized remains of extinct hominids, contemporary studies of 
hunter-gatherer cultures, and careful observations of animal behavior in the 
wild.33 Fossils offered the most direct access to our ancestors’ lives. Skulls and 
jaws provided insights into what they might have eaten, from the size of the 
sites where jaw muscles attach to the skull to the shapes and wear patterns of 
teeth. The orientation of hips, the length of femurs, and even foot shape (al-
though this was rarely preserved) could indicate whether an individual had 
favored walking on two legs or four. Paleontologists could analyze shoulder 
joints to see if the creature brachiated, that is, swung from branch to branch, 
or had already abandoned the trees for the flat savannah. In short, fossilized 
bones contained an endless series of clues to the ecological environment fossil 
hominids favored, how they moved, and what they ate.

Although paleontologists in these years had access to a great many more 
fossils than had scientists fifty years earlier, the rarity of paleoanthropological 
specimens left enormous gaps in the fossil record. Almost every new find led 
to a plethora of interpretations, and it could take years, even decades, for pa-
leoanthropologists to reach a consensus about its implications. Fickle preser-
vation meant that when paleontologists unearthed fossilized bone from the 
surrounding sediment, they recovered only fragments: a partial skull here, a 
scapula there. This is why Donald Johanson and Maurice Taub’s discovery of 
Lucy in 1974 made such news—they had recovered an astounding 40 percent 
of her Australopithecine skeleton. Additionally, determining if a fossil had been 
left by a member of a stable species—one that persisted for a long period of 
time across a wide geographic range—required many fossils of the same type. 
With only a few specimens, it remained possible that a new find might have 
preserved a fleeting transitional form. Paleontologists fought hardest, how-
ever, over the question of whether any given fossil represented a direct ances-
tor of modern humans or an extinct offshoot to the human lineage.34

Anthropologists believed that additional clues to how early hominids be-
haved could be inferred from the careful study of contemporary hunter-
gatherer societies and perhaps also from the study of primate species in the 
wild. Certain human cultures, from the !Kung San of the Kalahari Desert to 
the Mbuti pygmies of the Congo region, lived in environments quite similar 
to those that evolutionists conjectured were occupied by the earliest humans.35 
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In the absence of direct evidence from paleoanthropological excavations, 
these living communities seemed to offer one of the only sources of informa-
tion on how early humans might have organized their social lives. Many stud-
ies from the late 1960s and early 1970s emphasized the gentle cooperation of 
human societies before the intrusion of agriculture and notions of ownership, 
reinforcing assumptions of humanity’s essentially cooperative nature. Other 
cultural anthropologists, however, had turned their attention to cultures in 
which interpersonal violence and warfare were far more common.36 In the 
resulting morass of conflicting signals, cultural anthropologists rarely drew 
simple connections between the study of any one group of people and under-
standing humanity as a whole—they were far more interested in documenting 
diversity.

Contemporaneously, new details of the behavior of animals in the wild 
(especially primates) gained considerable traction as a foil against which to 
define humanity. In the 1960s, National Geographic lovingly adorned its pages 
with colorful images of Jane Goodall and chimpanzees. A decade later, her 
articles were joined by Dian Fossey’s accounts of mountain gorillas, Biruté 
Galdikas’s explorations of the life of orangutans, and Shirley Strum’s engaging 
stories of baboons. This new generation of experts on animal behavior also 
included university-based scientists, such as baboon expert Irven DeVore and 
Edward O. Wilson, a zoologist with extensive knowledge of the social behav-
ior of ants. Most scientists who incorporated animals as models of early 
human behavior emphasized the importance of either a shared environment 
(both baboons and early hominids lived in an environment that bridged the 
open savannah and nearby stands of trees) or a shared genetic history (chim-
panzees were the closest living relatives to Homo sapiens). Only a few voices 
from inside the academy, or from very near it, gained a recognizable public 
voice as experts on human nature, but together they called attention to the 
rise of animal behavior as a discipline of note in the postwar life sciences.37 By 
securing intellectual space for expertise in the evolution of different forms of 
behavior—territoriality, mating habits, foraging patterns, etc.—these evolu-
tionists generalized from their species-specific knowledge to theorizing the 
role of behavior in all animals, including humans.

Postwar assumptions that humanity was by nature altruistic simultane-
ously gave way to a darker vision of humans as innately aggressive. In the 1950s 
and into the early 1960s, American scientists had largely believed that humans 
were instinctually cooperative. Just think, for example, of Edward Steichen’s 
iconic Family of Man exhibit that opened at the Museum of Modern Art in 
New York in 1955 that depicted the so-called nuclear family as the heart of all 
human cultures.38 These scientists struggled to comprehend how human 
groups could be capable of the incredible prejudice and slaughter evidenced 
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in the Second World War internationally and the violent clashes of the strug-
gle for civil rights at home. They sought to understand, and by understanding, 
prevent, the aberration of human violence in our otherwise peaceful lives. 
Given the changed political reality of the following decade, in contrast, a new 
generation of evolutionists instead conceptualized human nature primarily 
through comparisons with other animals in order to understand our unusual 
capacity for cooperation. Sociobiologists sought to understand why humans 
(or other animals) ever behaved unselfishly.39 Using a new set of tools from 
mathematical and economic game theory, they emphasized the importance 
of maximizing individual genetic contributions to the next generation. From 
this perspective, it struck sociobiologists as deeply puzzling that individuals 
sometimes sacrificed their own well-being and genetic future to protect oth-
ers.40 By asking how such altruism could have evolved, sociobiologists natu-
ralized violence as essential, but not unique, to human nature. The image of 
humanity bearing the mark of Cain thus enjoyed a brief but influential life, 
helping set the groundwork for how scientists conceptualize human nature 
today.

Constructed as a series of chronologically overlapping episodes, Creatures of 
Cain explores the racialized, gendered, and political landscapes in which con-
versations about human nature took place in the United States between 1955 
and 1975. In seeking to reach nonspecialist audiences, publications exploring 
the nature of humanity often contained illustrations depicting the theories 
under discussion or scientists hard at work and deep in thought. The visual 
styles of these striking images reflected the artistic conventions of the era and 
call attention to the intellectual work required to sustain the plausibility of the 
scientific theories they depicted.41 Visual depictions of humanity’s evolution-
ary past required artists, like scientists, to triangulate between different forms 
of evidence to reconstruct the ecology, behavior, and physical appearance of 
fossil species as they had lived. For these reasons, the book includes a wide 
range of artists’ illustrations. They convey the highly visual nature of colloquial 
scientific publications and individually offer glimpses into the changing fate 
of the human animal in these two decades.

Part 1, “The Ascent of Man,” explores how, after the Second World War, an 
influential group of liberal anthropologists and biologists together articulated 
a non-teleological and progressive vision of transformations in the organic 
world, anchored in the ascent of humanity out of a bestial past. In this context, 
the concept of innate aggression posed a grave difficulty. Evolutionists like 
Loren Eiseley and Theodosius Dobzhansky invoked an unlimited anti-racist 
future for humanity and ascribed to evolution the capacity to explain the 
quantum emergence of human culture. Against the background of the Civil 
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Rights movement, anthropologists and biologists strove to change the Ameri-
can public’s understanding of race by emphasizing the essential unity of hu-
manity. Writing to convince lay audiences, they dismissed humans’ capacity 
to regularly and brutally murder other members of their own species as the 
result of psychological or cultural deviance. For both Eiseley and Dobzhansky, 
imparting their scientific knowledge to members of the general public consti-
tuted a moral obligation and a form of intellectual activism.

In the developing Cold War, and especially after the Soviet Union’s success-
ful launch of the Sputnik satellite in 1957, dismantling the cultural divide be-
tween the sciences and the humanities seemed imperative for building the 
country’s social future.42 Congress set aside new pockets of money to fund 
innovative science curricula, and high-profile scientists, including the psy-
chologist and pedagogue Jerome Bruner, joined the national effort to improve 
science education. The program Bruner directed—Man: A Course of Study  
(or MACOS)—hailed film as an exciting new medium through which to 
reach new audiences, including schoolchildren. Capturing animal behavior 
and human rituals on camera meant audiences could virtually experience the 
excitement of observing baboons on the savannah or watching Louis Leakey 
uncover fossils from the comfort of their home or classroom. MACOS, its 
designers believed, mobilized anthropological and biological knowledge in 
the service of training citizens to think like scientists, even if as adults they 
never ventured into a laboratory or museum.

This progressive postwar consensus unraveled in the later 1960s, as eluci-
dated in Part 2, “Naturalizing Violence.” By following the publication and im-
mediate reception of Ardrey’s Territorial Imperative, Lorenz’s On Aggression, 
and Morris’s Naked Ape, these chapters track the rise of a new view of human 
evolution that presented male aggression as not only natural but also as mak-
ing possible the continued social evolution of humanity. Each book ap-
proached the question of the human animal from a different analytical angle, 
incorporating insights from recent work in ethology, psychobiology, and 
human sexology. Yet their confluence led readers to identify a shared assertion 
that studies of animal behavior provided crucial information for understand-
ing human nature. Scientists read and reviewed these books; so too did cap-
tains of industry like the philanthropist Harry Frank Guggenheim. Caught by 
the passion of these authors’ prose, Guggenheim planned to provide private 
support for such research through his foundation devoted to solving the prob-
lem of “man’s relation to man.”

Scientific audiences greeted the books with more skepticism than had 
Guggenheim. Eiseley, for example, suggested that their insistence on the ani-
malistic nature of humanity failed to take into account the transcendence of 
human culture. At the same time, other scientists appreciated the popular at-
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tention Ardrey, Lorenz, and Morris brought to the field of animal behavior. 
This recognition came with increased funding (thanks to patrons like Gug-
genheim) and opportunities to showcase their research in magazines and 
commercial films. By emphasizing comparative behavior as the key source of 
reliable evidence of humanity’s essential nature, these books began the pro-
cess of transmuting the progressive postwar model of human evolution into 
synchronic comparisons between humanity and our living primate relatives.

Part 3—“Unmaking Man”—turns to the expansion of economic and bio-
logical agency to females in evolutionary models of the late 1960s. In both the 
postwar progressivist and the ascendant killer ape models of human evolu-
tion, women stayed at home to raise their offspring and gather food while the 
men hunted. When scientists began to question the idea that women and men 
possessed different natures, they complicated the role of cooperation and 
competition within biological notions of family. If males and females united 
for conflicting evolutionary reasons, then social cooperation could not emerge 
from a cultural-biological nexus defined by the family unit. At the same time, 
cultural anthropologists began to distance themselves from the question of a 
universal human nature, exploding the notion that Western family structures 
were to be found among all human cultures. Cultural anthropologists now 
largely agreed that variations between cultures and the intricacies of tradi-
tional customs better explained how and why humans act the way we do than 
did an abstract human nature.

As a function of these discussions, feminist and masculinist interpretations 
of human evolution co-emerged in the late 1960s. When some anthropolo-
gists, primatologists, and paleontologists began to challenge the emphasis that 
older evolutionary theories had given to hunting in early human groups, oth-
ers redoubled their arguments that the sexes possessed different biological 
natures.43 In writing in a colloquial register about science, men and women 
faced disparate challenges. Female writers found it difficult to be taken seri-
ously if they also tried to be funny. Feminist readers enjoyed the BBC Radio 
writer Elaine Morgan’s biting treatment of existing narratives of human evolu-
tion, for example, but found it difficult to take seriously her alternative hy-
pothesis positing an aquatic phase in hominid evolutionary history. In the 
fraught sexual politics of the early 1970s, Morgan’s critics called her a radical 
feminist, while she in turn considered scientists who asserted the necessity of 
a biological perspective on sex difference to be reactionary conservatives. 
These dynamics never divided cleanly by sex, however; female scientists con-
tributed vociferously to both sides of the nature-nurture debates.

Evolutionary conceptions of humanity came under fire in the early 1970s 
from two distinct directions, as described in Part 4—“Political Animals.” Sci-
entists on the New Left questioned the reduction of human experience to any 



14  I n t r o du c t i o n

biological explanation (whether environmental, genetic, or evolutionary), as 
this appeared to deny individual agency and reified social prejudices in bio-
logical language. Seeking to redress racial discrimination, these anthropolo-
gists argued that evolutionary theories were determinist and therefore incon-
sistent with an egalitarian vision of human diversity. Part of their concern 
came from the widespread attention evolutionary perspectives were receiving 
in Hollywood. Evolutionary accounts of human nature had spread far beyond 
university halls, as directors and screenwriters transformed popular scientific 
visions into images on the silver screen—from Stanley Kubrick’s 2001: A Space 
Odyssey to Sam Peckinpah’s Straw Dogs three years later.44 Directors defended 
the violence of their films by invoking Ardrey’s killer ape hypothesis and sug-
gesting that their recreations of fistfights, shoot-outs, and even rape reflected 
the truth of human nature. On the New Right, conservative Catholics and 
Evangelicals agreed that the violence of secular humanism, writ in evolution-
ary theory, constituted a fundamental threat to moral order. Mobilized by 
their concerns with the violent content of the educational movies created by 
MACOS for use in grade-school classrooms, religious conservatives objected 
to anthropology’s association with evolution and the redemptive possibility 
of science without reference to a Christian God. Caught in the middle, post-
war progressive visions of the ascent of humanity unraveled from both ends 
of the political spectrum.

Part 5—“Death of the Killer Ape”—examines the final collapse of the re-
maining support for the idea that humanity’s capacity for interpersonal vio-
lence was linked to our success as a species. The contentious reception of 
Edward O. Wilson’s Sociobiology, a rearticulation of human social behavior as 
the result of evolution, broke the sympathetic alignment of evolutionary per-
spectives in anthropology, paleontology, and zoology that had characterized 
visions of the human animal in earlier decades.45 Sociobiologists in the mid-
1970s rebranded and professionalized their discipline so as to dismiss “popu-
lar” writers (especially Ardrey, Lorenz, and Morris) as having fundamentally 
misunderstood the mechanics of evolutionary theory. Unfolding in these 
same years, Jane Goodall’s research team at Gombe Stream National Park ob-
served a series of chimpanzee attacks that resulted in the extermination of one 
chimpanzee group at the hands and teeth of their neighbors. Humans were 
not unique; we shared our violent tendencies with at least our closest simian 
relatives. Whereas earlier writers assumed that the evolutionary process 
within humans operated at the level of the family group, sociobiologists in-
stead traced the effects of natural selection on individuals. In the process of 
cleansing human evolution of the last dregs of support for the killer ape ac-
count, contemporary evolutionists also severed the interdisciplinary alliance 
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that had bound descriptions of universal human nature to nuanced accounts 
of its development. Human nature became unmoored from its past.

In the maelstrom of the social, cultural, and political transformations that 
characterized the American home front in the Cold War, scientific theories 
of the human animal provided powerful tools for sorting the bewildering 
violence of the world into sensible order. Long-standing questions about 
violence and human nature took on an outsized importance, opened collo-
quial science to new participants, and sustained novel critiques. That readers 
granted evolutionists the power to settle these questions was neither inevita-
ble nor obvious.

We are still living with this legacy.
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environment: Commoner on environmen-
tal crisis, 185–88; ecological determinism, 
73; as influence on human behavior, 119, 
127; overcrowding as cause of violence, 
183–89

The Eskimo: Fight for Life (film, Balikci and 
Young), 72, 73

Estes, Valerie, 136
ethology, 100–101, 108, 243; as academic dis-

cipline, 102–4, 120. See also animal 
behavior

eugenics, 1–2, 5, 49, 138
Evangelicals. See religion
evolution: and adaptation to environment, 

46–47; colloquial science in, 6; and fossil 
record, 9, 30, 32, 34–37; Hays Act and 
censorship of, 170; and human malleabil-
ity, 2–3, 85, 120, 240, 254, 311n36; human 
physical characteristics, 5; and language, 
5–6; physical characteristics and, 5, 51–52; 
progressivism and (see progressivist 
model of evolution); quantum evolution 
and, 11–12, 41–42, 50–51; as rationale for 
social injustice, 174 (see also racism; sex-
ism); religious objections to, 169–70, 174, 
208; and unitary lineal succession, 36–37; 
visual representations of, 11, 34–35. See 
also human evolution; natural selection

Evolution of the Vertebrates (Colbert), 40
The Expectant Valley (painting, Morris), 115, 

240

family: cooperation and, 13, 146, 237–38, 253, 
279; family structure as universal, 5, 13; 
Fox and maternal-child bond and kin-
ship, 145–46; human origins and, 42; 
maternal-infant bond as foundation of 
social order, 134–36, 145–46; nuclear fam-
ily ideal, 24, 82–83; structure as cultural 
and diverse, 149; “universal family” of 
man, 2

Family of Man (exhibit, Museum of Modern 
Art, 1955), 10–11

Fanon, Frantz, 202

fascism, 20, 198–200
Fayard, Judy, 200
The Feminine Mystique (Friedan), 22
feminism: and academic discourse, 247–48; 

and colloquial science, 129–30, 247–48; 
as political agenda, 13, 137; primatology 
and, 261; resistance to masculinist theo-
ries of evolution, 127–29, 153–54, 159; so-
cial contexts of second-wave, 128; and 
theories of human evolution, 129–30, 258; 
tropes and narratives of, 127–28; women’s 
movement for civil rights, 125, 128

Fernandez, Julio C.: illustration by, 90, 135
Ferry, W. H. “Ping,” 179–80
field research, 61–62; decolonization and, 

274; disruption by political unrest, 267–
68; as disruptive, 72; and ethics of re-
search on human subjects, 182–83; 
Gombe kidnapping and safety concerns, 
263–68, 273–74; at Gombe Stream Na-
tional Park, 14, 55–56, 133, 137, 218, 225–27, 
274; vs. laboratory studies, 94–95; as 
manly pursuit, 25, 91, 94

film as medium: audience as vulnerable to, 
255–56. See also films, commercial; films, 
MACOS documentary

films, commercial: Ardrey’s “The Animal 
Within,” 199; blaxploitation, 201–2; and 
cathartic violence, 191, 193; critiques of 
film violence as fascist, 198–200; filmic 
violence as reflection of reality, 197; Hays 
code and content censorship, 170–71; hu-
mans depicted as primates in, 194–95; 
killer ape theory and, 194–95; MPAA 
film rating system, 191–92, 197; and reac-
tionary politics, 198–200; “ultraviolent,” 
196–200; and violence as “sexy,” 202–4; 
violence in films, 14. See also specific films 
or directors

films, MACOS documentary: and Balikci as 
filmmaker (see Balikci, Asen); children as 
audience for, 12, 60–62, 70, 71–72; and 
cultural mores, 74; and DeVore as film-
maker (see DeVore, Irven); and erasure of 
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films, MACOS documentary (cont.)
modern technology, 73; and experience 
of field research, 70–71, 76; field research 
and filming conditions, 65, 67, 72; fund-
ing for, 64–65; and Ju/‘hoansi culture, 63, 
73–74, 76; and Marshall as filmmaker (see 
Marshall, John); and Netsilik Inuit cul-
ture, 63–65, 67, 69–73, 205, 206, 209, 216, 
217, 218; as scientific documentation and 
preservation of culture, 68, 73; staged 
footage, 71–73; style and craft of, 73

Fisher, Elizabeth, 151
Fishing at the Stone Weir (film, Balikci), 65, 

70, 73
Fitts, Paul, 79–80, 82, 85
Fitzmaurice-Martin, Malachi, 86
Fossey, Dian, 10, 133, 137, 228, 261
fossils: conditions conducive to formation 

of, 167; dating methods for, 57–58, 
293n39; as evidence of evolution, 9, 30, 
34–37; footprints at Laetoli, 139; fossil re-
cord as incomplete, 9, 32, 119, 246; 
hoaxes, 31–32; and human lineage, 19, 58; 
and killer ape theory, 231; popular aware-
ness of, 34

Fox, Robin: and animal behavior, 144; Ar-
drey and, 86, 87, 129–30, 146–47; and col-
loquial science, 147; and culture as insep-
arable from nature, 147–48; and 
evolutionary theories, 129; and HFGF, 
241–43; illustration depicting, 145; on Se-
ville Declaration on Violence, 277–78; 
Tiger and, 87, 125, 129–30, 241–43

Freedman, Jonathan, 187
Freud, Sigmund or Freudian concepts, 95, 

99, 106, 129, 144, 146, 150
Friedan, Betty, 22
Friedl, Ernestine, 138
funding for scientific research or education, 

12–14, 18, 24, 55, 214, 219; for basic re-
search, 217, 241; and competing evolu-
tionary theories, 243; Conlan and attack 
on, 174, 214–17; Guggenheim Foundation 
and, 80–82, 241–43, 363n45; and HFGF, 

241–244; for Human Biology program at 
Stanford, 263; Jane Goodall Institute, 
268; for MACOS curriculum project, 61–
62, 64–65, 174, 219; from National Insti-
tute of Mental Health (NIMH), 242; Na-
tional Science Foundation and, 216–17, 
241; National Science Foundation bud-
get, 205–6, 217–18; philanthropy and, 81–
82; for research on media violence, 173; 
for science education, 24, 205, 219; 
Wenner-Gren Foundation and, 241

Gabler, Norma, 210
Galdikas, Biruté, 10, 137, 228, 261
game theory, 11, 187, 235; and altruism, 236–

37; and practical advice, 266
Gardner, Robert, 47–48, 69, 230; and 

MACOS film project, 68–69; and ritual 
warfare, 48; and Willigiman-Wallalua, 47, 
48

Geertz, Clifford, 41–42, 52
geladas, 230
gender roles. See sex roles
“gene-itis,” 244–45
Genes and Gender (conference and proceed-

ings), 256–57
Genetic Engineering Group, 248–50
genetics: and aggression, 233; chimpanzees 

and genetic similarity to humans, 10, 261; 
complex behaviors as inheritable traits, 
253–54; and determinism, 253–54, 257; 
and eugenics, 244; genetic engineering 
and accelerated human evolution, 87; 
Mendelian, 29–30; “Mitochondrial Eve,” 
139; sociobiology and behavior as ge-
netic, 244–45; variation and, 29–30

Genetics and the Origin of Species (Dobzhan-
sky), 20

Glenn, Don, 206
Gombe Stream Research Center & Na-

tional Park (Tanzania): kidnappings at, 
263–68, 273–74; map, 264; primate stud-
ies at, 14, 56, 225–27, 274

Goodall, Jane, 10, 14, 55–57, 109; critiques of 
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field work, 273; and field research in 
Gombe, 14, 55–56, 133, 137, 218, 225–26; 
impacts of Gombe kidnapping, 268–69, 
273–74; Jane Goodall Institute estab-
lished by, 268; Leakey’s mentorship of, 
55–57; National Geographic film featur-
ing, 18, 24, 56; and National Geographic 
television programs, 18, 22–23, 55, 56; and 
Pusey, 269, 271

Goodell, Rae, 7
Gorer, Geoffrey, 111, 119, 179
Gould, Stephen Jay: and colloquial science, 

7, 246, 255, 259–60; critique of biological 
determinism, 246–47; disagreement with 
Wilson, 247–48, 253, 259; rejection of so-
ciobiology, 253, 255; Wilson and, 253, 259

Griner, Norman: photographs by, 155–57
group selection, 236–37, 240–41, 243, 

247–48
Guggenheim, Harry Frank, 3, 12, 81; and 

colloquial science, 82–83; dominance as 
interest of, 79–80, 84–86; and Man’s Re-
lation to Man Project, 12, 80, 82–87, 241; 
“Mark of Cain,” Newsday, 3, 84

Guidelines for Moral Instruction in California 
Schools (Rafferty), 207

The Gull’s Way (Darling), 76

Haas, Mary, 139
Hager, Lori, 139
Haith, Marshal M., 218
Hamburg, Betty, 273–74
Hamburg, David, 225–30, 233–34, 239–40, 

242, 261–63; and Gombe kidnap crisis, 
265–66, 273–74

Hamilton, William D., 235; application of 
game theory to selection, 236–37; Ardrey 
and, 236; on Dawkins, 240–41; illustra-
tion by, 103; and natural ethics, 225, 236; 
Trivers and, 236

Hardin, Garrett, 184–85
Hardy, Alister, 161–62
The Harmless People (Marshall Thomas), 

68–69, 73–74

Harry Frank Guggenheim Foundation 
(HFGF), 80–82, 86–88, 241–43; research 
funding from, 241–42. See also Man’s Re-
lation to Man Project

Havel, Jean E., 97
Hays Code, 321
Hefner, Hugh, 122–23
Heider, Karl, 63
Heinroth, Oskar, 104
heredity. See genetics
Heritage Foundation, 219–20
Herring Gulls (MACOS booklet), 75
The Herring Gull’s World: A Study of the So-

cial Behaviour of Birds (Tinbergen), 76, 
266–67

Herrnstein, Richard, 248
Herzstein, Barbara, 218
Heston, Charlton, 194
hierarchy, social: and aggression, 144–45; 

baboon social hierarchy and dominance, 
54, 137, 228, 261; feminism and egalitar-
ian social structures, 257–58; inequality 
as political and social problem, 180–81; 
violence and, 180–81. See social organiza-
tion

Hinde, Robert, 56–57, 109, 133, 226, 239
hominids, 9; in 2001: A Space Odyssey, 195; 

facial reconstructions of, 40; terminol-
ogy and classification of, 89–90; and tool 
use, 42, 57–58; use of term, 286n32; visual 
representations of, 34–35, 40, 93, 244. 
See also specific hominids

Homo erectus, 37–38
Homo neanderthalensis, 31–32, 39; represen-

tations of, 39, 40
homosexuality, 100, 146, 313n77
homosociality, 149. See also male-male 

bonding
Hooker, Joseph, 27
Hooton, Earnest, 44, 45
Horn, Steve: photographs by, 155–57
Howell, F. Clark, 34–35
Hrdy, Sarah Blaffer, 141, 238, 258, 269–71
Hubbard, Ruth, 247
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“The Human Animal” (Nova, television), 
253–54

Human Biology program at Stanford, 262–
63, 269

human evolution: and aggression, 97–98, 
148–49, 159–60, 169–70, 173, 233, 246, 279; 
cultural contexts of, 129–30; and domi-
nance, 87–88; feminist critiques of, 127–
28, 153–60; and gender stereotypes, 154; 
and hunting, 142, 161, 244, 279; and mas-
culinity, 13; Morgan’s critique of, 153–54, 
159; and narrative of man vs. nature, 91; as 
politically useful myth, 160–61; and “sex-
ual hunter,” 122

The Human Evolution Coloring Book (Zihl-
man), 135

The Human Imperative (Alland), 140
“Humanist Manifesto” (New Humanist, 

1933), 208
human origins: Africa as site of, 36, 45, 55–

56, 91, 93; and bipedalism, 141; “critical 
point” emergence theory, 41–42; family 
structure and, 42; in films, 195, 199; and 
habitat, 46–47, 54–55, 69; Leakey on 
murder and, 58–59; polygenic theories 
of, 93–94; popular interest in, 94; and 
quantum evolutionary transitions, 11–12, 
41–42, 50–51; and savannah environ-
ments, 5, 9, 17, 42, 46–47, 50–55, 51, 89, 
99, 116, 142, 159–60, 244, 261; synchronic 
vs. diachronic visions of, 233–34. See also 
human evolution

Human Sexual Response (Masters & John-
son), 83

humans (Homo sapiens): behavior as bio-
logical determinism, 6–7, 50–52, 254; 
behavior as malleable by culture or en-
vironmental factors, 2–3, 85–86, 100, 
110, 120, 240, 254, 311n36; chimpanzees 
as closest living relative, 10, 261–62; as 
distinct from other animals, 5–6; field 
study of, 77, 153; origin of (see human 
evolution; human origins); and races 
as subspecies, 36–38, 179; as single in-

terbreeding population, 36–38; as uni-
tary, 12

Human Studies Film Archives, 69
The Human Zoo (Morris), 115–16, 187
Hunt, Morton, 116–18
Hunter, Carrie Jane, 263, 266
hunter-gatherer cultures, 9–10; and adapta-

tion to environment, 46–47; and civiliza-
tion, 92; diet of, 53–54, 136, 161; division 
of labor within, 53–54; evolutionary the-
ory and emphasis on hunting, 142, 161, 
244, 279, 279; gathering and human ori-
gins, 133; gathering and tool use, 261; 
gathering as primary food source, 161; 
Ju/‘hoansi as, 53–54; as “living fossils,” 
92; and tool use, 136, 261

The Hunters (film, Marshall), 68
hunting: and human origins, 92–93; “Man 

the Hunter” conference, 53–54; and 
predatory diet, 17, 42, 53–54, 92–93; and 
social organization, 146; sport hunting, 
195; tool use and language as part of co-
operative, 54; as violence, 170, 206, 216; 
weapons as cultural tools, 92–93

The Hunting Hypothesis (Ardrey), 101

The Immense Journey (Eiseley), 17, 19, 269
The Imperial Animal (Tiger and Fox), 150–51
incest, 49, 148
inclusive fitness, 236
individuality or individuals: and coopera-

tion as advantage, 253–54; and social 
order, 105; sociobiology and focus on, 14, 
105

infanticide, 72, 170; among chimpanzees, 
267, 269–71

Innovation’s Perils (film, MACOS), 208, 209
instinct: aggression as, 3, 4, 84–86, 98, 106–

7, 117, 247, 277; Ardrey and behavior as, 
97; debate over human behavior and, 84–
86; dominance as, 84–86; and malleabil-
ity of human behavior, 85

Institute for Behavioral Physiology, 80, 102, 
104
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intellectual paperbacks, 28, 112, 118
interdisciplinary science, 14–15, 20, 26, 129, 

140, 228, 233–34, 244, 262–64, 280; 
women and, 133–34

In the Spirit of ’76: The Citizen’s Guide to Pol-
itics, 214

Intimate Behavior (Morris), 115–16

Jane Goodall Institute, 268
Java Man, 34–36, 37–38
Jay, Antony, 130, 154–59, 163, 166
Jay, Phyllis, 136–37, 269
Jensen, Arthur, 248
Johanson, Donald, 9, 139
Johnson, Lyndon B., 42, 172
Johnson, Pamela, 136
Johnson, Virginia E., 83
Jolly, Alison, 136–37
Jolly, Clifford, 230
Ju/‘hoansi, 9, 230; film documentation of 

culture, 67–68; and hunter-gatherer cul-
ture, 53–54, 63; and MACOS curriculum 
films, 63, 73–74, 76

juvenile delinquency, 97, 207

Kabila, Joseph, 267
Kael, Pauline, 190, 194; on audience re-

sponse to violent films, 197–99, 198–99; 
critique of A Clockwork Orange, 198–99; 
on Dirty Harry, 199–200; on Planet of the 
Apes, 194; on Straw Dogs, 190; on Sweet 
Sweetback’s Baadasssss Song, 201

Kennedy, Edward, 217
Kennedy, John F., 171
Kennedy, Robert, 171–72
Kerner, Otto, 172
Kerner Commission, 172–73, 177, 180
Kessler, Evelyn, 138
kidnappings, at Gombe, 263–68, 273–74
Kikwale, Mzee “Rashidi,” 263, 274
“killer ape theory,” 1, 7–8, 13, 14–16; and 

apocalyptic decline of humans, 194–95; 
and Ardrey’s African Genesis, 89, 97, 100, 
109, 146–47, 190, 236; colloquial science 

and popularization of, 230–31; Dolhinow 
and opposition to, 269–70; field prima-
tology and end of, 228–30; and future of 
humanity, 194–95; and Hollywood films, 
194–95; Hrdy and, 269–70; lack of evi-
dence for, 231–32; and media violence, 
173; and politicized debate, 232; Wilson’s 
critique of, 239–40

Kilpatrick, James J., 216
King, Martin Luther, Jr., 169, 171–72, 180
King Solomon’s Ring: A New Light on Animal 

Ways (Lorenz), 80, 107, 133
kin selection, 239, 241, 243, 275
“Kin Selection and Kinship Theory” (con-

ference), 243
kinship: and altruistic behavior, 145–48, 

236; and cooperation, 13, 146, 237–38, 253, 
279; DeVore on, 253; Fox and, 145–48, 
243; kin selection, 239, 241, 243, 275; 
mother-child bond and, 146; social sys-
tems and definition of, 148

Kinship and Marriage (Fox), 147
Kitulkais, Thalia, 76, 77
Klein, David G.: illustration by, 245
Kluckhohn, Clyde, 42–43, 49
Königswald, Ralph von, 36
Kortlandt, Adrian, 96
Kreisler, Susan, 166
Kretchmer, Norman, 263
Kubrick, Stanley, 14, 184, 246; and Ardrey, 

199, 204; and film violence, 14; hominids 
in 2001: A Space Odyssey, 195; Kael’s cri-
tique of A Clockwork Orange, 198–99

Kuhn, Clyde, 182
!Kung. See Ju/‘hoansi
Kurland, Jeffrey, 255–56

LaHaye, Tim, 223; illustration by, 222
Lamphere, Louise, 133–34
Lancaster, Jane, 257–58
Landes, Susan, 136
Landry, Sarah: illustration by, 244
Lane, Ann J., 127, 131
Langer, Susan, 117
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language: appropriation of vocabulary, 255; 
bias in, 45; as distinct from animal com-
munication, 74; linguistics, 5, 21, 139; 
speech, human, 5–6, 21, 74

langurs, 136–37, 238, 239, 269
Larson, Karen, 136
Lawson-Johnston, Peter, 86
Leakey, Louis S. B., 12, 89–90, 95, 230; and 

Ardrey, 95–96; as Goodall’s mentor, 
55–57

Leakey, Mary, 57–58, 139
Leakey, Richard, 230
Lederberg, Joshua, 262, 266
Lee, Richard, 53–54, 69
Left, New Left politics, 13–14, 174
legal systems, culture and, 141, 148; scientific 

evidence and framing of U.S. law, 23, 174, 
200; U. S. Supreme Court and accusa-
tions of “legal activism,” 174, 200

Le Gros Clark, Wilfrid, 30
Lehrman, Daniel S., 108–9
“Letter for a Region in My Mind” (Baldwin, 

New Yorker), 177–78
Levine, Seymour, 274
Levi-Strauss, Claude, 54
Lewin, Roger, 231
Lewontin, Richard, 247, 253–55
“Life and Death in Gombe” (Goodall, Na-

tional Geographic): illustration from, 272
Lindbergh, Charles, 81, 83–86, 86–87
lineage, human, 9, 89–90; and biological 

unity, 53; chimps and shared genetic his-
tory, 10; fossil record and, 19, 58; repre-
sentations of, 33–35; and unitary genetic 
population, 20–21

linguistics, 5, 21, 139
Lohay, Etha, 263
The Lonely Crown (Riesman), 154
Lorenz, Konrad, 1, 80, 114; illustrations de-

picting, 103, 145; and Nazi Party, 107–8; 
as Nobel laureate, 1, 120, 256; and public 
education, 102; and rejection of “killer 
ape” theory, 105–6; and social organiza-
tion, 105

Lowenstein, Jerold, 164–65
“Lucy” (Australopithecine fossil), 9, 139
Lyaruu, Addie, 263
Lyell, Charles, 27, 29, 260
Lysenko, Trofim, 127–28, 278

Macbeth (film, Polanski), 123, 197
MacCormack, Carol, 138
Maclean’s magazine, 126–27, 131
MACOS. See Man: A Course of Study 

(MACOS)
male bias, 137, 167
male-male bonding: aggression and, 149; 

homosociality as social norm, 129; social 
hierarchy within Guggenheim’s circle, 
87–88; and social organization, 125–27, 
143, 146, 149, 270; unisexual selection, 149

Man: A Course of Study (MACOS), 12, 14; 
baboons as part of curriculum, 71–72, 
74–75; and behaviorism, 215–16; Bruner 
and, 60–61, 70, 77, 78, 205; children as au-
dience for, 61–67, 70, 170, 215, 216; Civil 
Rights movement as context for, 76; 
Conlan and political attack on, 173–74; 
content decisions, 72–73, 78; and critical 
thinking skills, 60, 70, 76–77, 211–13, 216, 
218; and cultural ecology, 64, 69–70; cul-
tural relativism and, 169, 205, 206, 215, 
220, 223; DeVore and, 69–70, 74, 205, 217, 
220–21; evolution as content in, 210, 223; 
and family as universal experience, 70, 
77; and film as medium of education (see 
films, MACOS documentary); global use 
of materials, 221; and NSF, 62, 205–6, 217, 
219, 242; pedagogical aims of, 60, 65–67, 
76–77, 206, 213, 215; racism, concern over, 
73, 76–77; reception of, early, 77–78; reli-
gion objections to, 169–70, 206–8; reli-
gious content in curriculum, 72, 74; revi-
sion in response to criticism, 218; and 
scientific method, 76–77, 218; and secular 
humanism, 205–8, 213, 216, 223; texts and 
teacher training materials developed for, 
71, 74–75, 75, 206, 210, 211, 213, 215, 218–19, 
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220–21; violent content in, 78, 99, 174–75, 
206, 216, 218

Management and Machiavelli ( Jay), 154
“Man and Beast” (Hunt), 116
“Man and Beast” (Smithsonian Institution, 

conference), 118–19
Man in the Gray Flannel Suit (Wilson), 154
Mankind Evolving (Dobzhansky), 45
Man Meets Dog (Lorenz), 107
Man’s Relation to Man Project, 12, 80, 82–

87, 85, 241. See also Harry Frank Guggen-
heim Foundation (HFGF)

“Man the Hunter” conference (1966), 53–54
Many Lives of Kiviok (MACOS), 218
“The Mark of Cain” (Guggenheim, News-

day), 3, 84
Marshall, John, 63, 67–68, 69
Marshall, Lorna, 63, 74
Marshall Thomas, Elizabeth, 68
Martin, Edward, 209
masculinity: black culture and stereotypes 

of, 201–2; and field research and, 25, 91, 
94; nuclear family and perceptions of, 
82–83

Mass Media and Violence report, 193
Masters, William H., 83
Matama, Hilali, 274
maternal-infant bond: as foundation of so-

cial organization, 134–36, 145–46, 254, 
270; and violence among chimpanzees, 
270–71

Max Planck Institute, 80, 102, 104
Mayer, August Franz, 31
Mayhew, David R., 217–18
Mayr, Ernst, 37
Mbuti, 9–10, 46, 48–49, 68–69, 230
McGraw, Onalee, 210, 213–15, 219
McGrew, William, 226
McPherson, Sandra, 110
Mead, Margaret, 21–23, 27, 50, 65, 119, 140
media: censorship (self-censorship), 170–

71; children as audience for, 23–24, 173, 
191–93; colloquial science and, 4–5, 12; 
Hays Code and moral standards for, 170–

71; moral degradation blamed on, 193; 
primate research and, 52; as reflection of 
violent reality, 191–92; science education 
and, 23, 60; as scientific documentation 
or evidence, 68. See also films; television

Mendel, Gregor, 29–30
Men in Groups (Tiger), 125–26, 131, 149; re-

ception of, 146, 149–50
Millet, Kate, 129, 146, 150, 164
Millsap, Darrell, 66
Milton, Kay, 137
Mirror for Man (Kluckhohn), 42–43
Miss Goodall and the Wild Chimpanzees 

(National Geographic, television spe-
cial), 18, 23–24, 56; in MACOS curricu-
lum, 75

“missing link,” 32. See also fossils
“Mitochondrial Eve,” 139
Moe, Henry Allen, 79, 81–83, 85–87
Montagu, Ashley (Israel Ehrenberg): bio-

logical determinism and, 43–44, 86, 96, 
110, 117, 240, 273; on Power’s The Egalitar-
ians, 273; and race as concept, 43–45, 91–
92, 110, 179; on Turnbull’s Mountain Peo-
ple, 182

morality, 2–4; Ardrey and link between ter-
ritoriality and, 99; cultural relativism 
and, 21–22, 43, 49; ethics of research, 48, 
182–83; Hays Code and filmic violence, 
170–71; and MACOS curriculum contro-
versy, 206–8; media as influence on, 169–
71; moral obligations of science, 12, 247; 
public education blamed for decline of, 
207–8; religious right and secularism as 
threat to, 173–74; science education as 
threat to, 173; social order and, 181–82; of 
violence (legitimate/illegitimate), 12, 79, 
204

Morgan, Elaine, 13, 129–30, 153–54, 158–67, 
257; and appeal to popular audience, 162; 
and Aquatic Ape theory, 158, 163–67; on 
Ardrey, 160; on baboons as models of be-
havior, 160; critiques and rebuttal of mas-
culinist theories, 153–54, 159, 163
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Morgan, Thomas Hunt, 20
Morris, Desmond, 1, 80, 143–44; Hefner 

and, 113; and human sexuality, 83; illustra-
tion depicting, 145; as surrealist painter, 
113–14, 115; as television host, 1, 114; Tin-
bergen and, 114; on Turnbull’s Mountain 
People, 182–83; and urban life (The 
Human Zoo), 115–16, 187

Morris, Henry, 214
mother-child bond, 134–35, 146, 150, 161–62, 

239, 254, 270; and grief among chimpan-
zees, 57; infant dependency and social 
organization, 134; and social organiza-
tion, 146

Motion Picture Association of America, 171
The Mountain People (Turnbull), 180–83; 

and ethics of field research with human 
subjects, 182–83

movies. See films
murder: as catalyst for evolutionary prog-

ress, 228–30; chimpanzees and, 230, 270–
71, 274–75, 278; fossil record and evi-
dence of, 59–60; Freudian theories of, 
144; political assassination, 171–72, 194, 
267; political or civil causes of, 172; as 
psychological or cultural deviance, 12; as 
uniquely human behavior, 1–2, 21, 104, 
194, 228–30

Museum of Modern Art (MOMA, New 
York), 10–11

Nader, Laura, 128–29, 139
The Naked Ape (film, Driver), 113, 120–23; 

advertising for, 121
The Naked Ape (Morris), 1, 12, 79, 80–81, 83–

84, 112, 113
naming: anthropologists and names of ref-

erence, 69; and anthropomorphism of 
animals, 57; classification and naming of 
fossils, 34–35, 37–38, 57–58, 96

National Commission on the Causes and 
Prevention of Violence, 172–73, 192, 193

National Council for Social Studies 
(NCSS), 219

National Endowment for the Humanities, 81
National Geographic magazine: as colloquial 

science publication, 18, 41; primate be-
havior featured in, 10, 52, 56, 267, 270

National Geographic Society: funding for 
research, 55, 57

National Geographic Specials (television se-
ries), 18, 23–24, 55, 56

National Institute of Mental Health 
(NIMH), 184, 242, 273

National Science Foundation: and basic re-
search funding, 217–18, 241–42; budget 
for, 205–6, 217–18; Christian evangelicals 
and attacks on, 173–74, 214–19; and 
MACOS, 62, 205–6, 217, 219, 242; and ne-
glect of social sciences, 242; peer-review 
process of, 217–19; and science curricu-
lum development, 218–19 (see also Na-
tional Science Foundation: and 
MACOS); science literacy or education 
as mission of, 61–62, 205–6, 217, 219, 223 
(see also National Science Foundation: 
and MACOS); sued by Christian evan-
gelicals for first amendment violation, 213

Natural History magazine, 41, 52, 177, 246, 
255, 259

natural selection, 14–15, 22–23, 27–29; and 
complex behaviors, 253–54; Dawkins on 
mechanisms of, 240–41; group selection, 
236–37, 240–41, 243, 247–48; inclusive 
fitness and, 236; individual selection, 14, 
232, 235–37, 239, 258; kin selection, 239; in 
MACOS curriculum, 210; reproduction 
and, 232; sexual selection and (see sexual 
selection); variation and, 29

nature/nurture or biology/culture binaries, 
5–6, 13, 110, 117, 128, 147, 247, 255–56, 274–
75, 279–80

Nazi Party (National Socialist Party of Ger-
many): Lorenz’s membership in, 107–8. 
See also World War II

Neanderthals (Homo neanderthalensis), 31–
32, 39; representations of, 39, 40

Nelkin, Dorothy, 219–20
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Netsilik Inuit: Balikci on MACOS treat-
ment of, 220; epidemic disease and, 72; 
as “immoral” by Christian standards, 
169–70, 208; and MACOS films, 63–65, 
67, 69–73, 205, 206, 209, 216, 217, 218; my-
thology of, 210; and Western technology 
or goods, 64

“New Biology,” 8, 158–59
Newton, Huey, 201
Nkrumah, Kwame, 143, 338n22
noyaus (communities of mutual antago-

nism), 98, 99
Nyerere, Julius, 265–66

Oliver, Douglas, 61–65, 68, 71, 220–21
On Aggression (Lorenz), 1, 12, 79, 112, 118, 

120, 154; critiques of, 107, 109–12; as influ-
ence on Guggenheim, 3, 79, 82

On Becoming Human (Tanner), 142
On the Origin of Species (Darwin), 27–29, 279
orangutans, 10, 32, 137, 228
organismal biology, 8
“original sin,” 110, 195
The Origin of Races (Coon), 45, 96
“The Origins of Man” (Wenner-Gren Foun-

dation), 242
Ortner, Sherry, 138
Osgood, Charles, 4
Outdoor Primate Facility (OPF), Stanford, 

225, 262, 274
overpopulation: and collapse of social 

order, 187; urban unrest and, 183–87, 188, 
189

paleoanthropologists: as film consultants, 
195

paleontology, 6–7; fossil record and, 9
Paranthropus, as Zinjanthropus boisei, 57–58, 

95–96
parental behavior, 105; child abuse, 187; kin-

ship and mother-child bond, 146; 
maternal-infant bond as foundation of 
social order, 134–36, 145–46; parent-
offspring conflict, 239; population stress 

and aberrant, 189; sex roles and, 13, 148, 
187, 275. See also infanticide

Parti de la Révolution Populaire, Gombe 
kidnapping and, 265–67

Patterns of Reproductive Behavior (Morris), 
115–16

Peckinpah, Sam: and Ardrey, 190, 204; and 
cathartic violence, 190–91; and film vio-
lence, 14; and masculinity, 204; and 
MPAA ratings system, 197; and sexiness 
of violence, 203–4; and violence as aes-
thetic, 191, 202–4

Peking Man, 35–36, 37–38
Pendray, G. Edward, 82–83, 85–86, 87
personality, as individual trait, 57, 129
pessimism. See apocalypticism
Peterson, Gale, 267
Petter, Jean Jacques, 98
phyletic evolution, 51
physical anthropology, 21, 44–45; racism 

and, 92
Physical Science Study Committee, 24
Piel, Gerard, 109
Pilbeam, David, 96
Piltdown Man hoax, 31–32
Pithecanthropus erectus (now Home erectus), 

36
Pittendrigh, Colin, 263
Planet of the Apes (film, Schaffner), 194–95
Playboy magazine, 91, 117, 123, 190–91
Podhoretz, Norman, 178
Polanski, Roman, 123, 197
Polis, Emily, 266
politics, 13–14; evolutionary tropes as useful 

political myth, 160–61; and funding for 
science education or research, 174, 214–
17; gender and (see feminism); Hamburg 
and avoidance of, 227–28; ideology and 
biological determinism, 118; inequality as 
political and social problem, 180–81; re-
actionary politics and violent films, 199–
200; religious bigotry and, 221–22; sci-
ence as inherently political activity, 249; 
violent films as political commentary, 198
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polygenism, 93–94
Popp, Joseph, 228
The Population Bomb (Ehrlich), 184–85
Post, Ken, 69, 72
post-structuralism, 138
Power, Margaret, 273
predatory origin theory, 92–94. See also 

diet; hunting
“The Predatory Transition from Ape to 

Man” (Dart), 92–93
Price, George R., 236
Primal Man? (comic, Chick Publications), 

196
primates: bipedalism and anatomy of, 135; 

diversity among, 137; and “gendered” be-
haviors, 136; genetic similarity to hu-
mans, 10, 225, 253–54; as models of early 
human behavior, 136, 137, 240 (see also 
specific primages, e.g. chimpanzees)

primatology, 6–7, 8–10; and anthropology, 
133; and anthropomorphism, 74, 136; 
and generalizability of behavior across 
species, 119, 127; growth in field of, 228; 
and insight into human evolution, 52, 
119; research on (see field research); 
women as leaders in, 10, 137, 228, 257– 
58, 261

“primitives”: stereotypes of, 41, 76
Principal, Victoria, 122
prisoner’s dilemma game, 187
Process of Education (Bruner), 65–67
Prochnow, Bill: illustration by, 165
progressivist model of evolution, 13; antira-

cism and, 23, 38, 138, 279; and changing 
political climate, 176; genetic engineering 
and, 87; and human instinct for competi-
tion, 86; human self-awareness, 118; and 
instinctive aggression and dominance, 
84–86; MACOS and, 77–78; and prob-
lem of aggression and war, 21–22; science 
education and, 59; and singular human 
lineage, 34–35, 38; and unitary human 
nature, 20–21; and violence as aberration, 
59; and visual representation of fossil evi-

dence, 34–35; World War II as context 
for, 1–2, 4, 10–12, 19–20

psychobiology, 144
psychology, 50; and biological determinism, 

4; and critiques of Lorenz’s On Aggres-
sion, 107; Darwinian, 144; Freudian, 95, 
99, 106, 129, 144, 146, 150; Goodall and 
psychological theories, 57; and infanti-
cide, 270–71; primate studies and insight 
into human, 261; and violence as aberrant 
behavior, 12

Pusey, Ann, 269

quantum evolution, 41–42, 50–51, 51

race: anthropologists and racial categories, 
68; and comparative anatomy, 44; eth-
nicity as alternative construct, 44–45; 
human speciation and racial differences, 
37; as legal classification, 92; as meaning-
less category, 44–45; racialization as cul-
tural, 46; racial prejudice (see racism); as 
social construct, 43; as sub-species, 179; 
taxonomy and, 44; UNESCO Statement 
on Race, 43

racism: anthropologists and antiracist ef-
forts, 14, 42, 46, 91, 147, 279; anthropol-
ogy and stereotypes of Africa, 91; apart-
heid in South Africa, 92–94, 179; Ardrey 
on, 180; and audience for colloquial sci-
ence, 91; biological determinism and, 
43–45, 248; black activism as response 
to, 201–2; and civil rights (see Civil 
Rights movement); cultural appropria-
tion, 202; Dart and, 92–93; as dehuman-
izing, 42; eugenics, 1–2, 5, 49, 138; “gene-
itis” and, 244–45; and integration as 
impossible or unwanted, 179; and IQ re-
search, 248; Lorenz and racial purity, 
107–8; MACOS curriculum and con-
cerns regarding, 73–74; and polygenism, 
93–94; and race as a scientific concept, 
44–46; and races as “subspecies,” 179; ra-
cial classification as legal matter, 92; and 
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reception of blaxploitation films, 201; so-
cial inequality and, 77, 172 (see also segre-
gation, racial); and stereotypes, 76, 84, 
201–2, 344n28; white racism as cause of 
black violence, 171–73, 178, 180; World 
War II and, 1–2

Rafferty, Max, 207–8
Rake, Juliet, 136
Ramapithecus, 32, 34–35, 36
rape, 14, 179, 251
rational choice theory, 280
reductionism, 8, 13–14, 25, 151, 174, 244
Reiter, Rayna, 133–34
relativism. See cultural relativism
religion: and bigotry, 221–22; Cain and Abel 

narrative borrowed from, 2, 110, 120; cul-
tural relativism as threat to Christianity, 
173–74, 189, 210, 215, 223; and “Eve” as 
symbol of womanhood, 162; and evolu-
tion as moral threat, 196; Lorenz and 
Cain narrative, 120; and MACOS project, 
64; media production by Christian right, 
205; myth as MACOS content, 74, 77, 
218, 220; New Right politics and, 14; and 
objections to science education, 14, 169–
70, 207, 208, 213 (see also Man: A Course 
of Study (MACOS)); and political activ-
ism, 210; science as threat to, 25, 211, 220, 
222; “secular humanism” as state-
endorsed, 213–14; secular humanism as 
threat to Christian evangelicals, 25, 173–
74, 223

reproduction: fear of artificial, 212; human 
infants as altricial, 134–36; mating behav-
ior and territoriality, 97–100; as women’s 
function, 126. See also parental behavior; 
sexual selection

Riesman, David, 154
Right, New Right politics, 14, 174
Ripley, S. Dillon, 2, 118–19
ritualized aggression or violence, 98–99, 

105, 158
Rockefeller, Michael, 47–48, 63
rodents, research on, 183–87, 242, 269

“The Role of Aggression in Human Adapta-
tion” (symposium), 140

Romer, Alfred, 36
Roosevelt, Theodore, 84
Rosaldo, Michelle, 133–34
Rosoff, Betty, 256–57
Rostgaard, Alfredo: poster illustration by, 

229
Rousseau, Jean Jacques, 2–4, 199, 222
Rouselière, Fr. Guy Mary-, 64, 67, 72, 209
Rowell, Thelma, 137, 257–58
Ruark, Robert, 91

Sagan, Carl, 7, 260
savannah environments, 5, 9, 17, 42, 46–47, 

50–55, 51, 89, 99, 116, 142, 159–60, 244, 261
The Scars of Evolution (Morgan), 166
Schaaffhausen, Hermann, 31
Schaffner, Franklin J., 194
Schaller, George, 118
Schelling, Thomas, 266
Schneirla, Theodore, 107, 108
Science and Behavior (Skinner), 215
science communication. See colloquial 

science
science education: antiracism and, 23; chil-

dren as target audience for, 18 (see also 
Man: A Course of Study (MACOS)); 
Cold War and emphasis on, 12, 60; and 
creationism, 214, 223; and evolution as 
subject, 208, 213, 216; funding for, 24, 214, 
219; marginalization of women in aca-
demic science, 128–30; media and, 18, 
192–93; as mission of the NSF, 61–62, 
205–6, 219, 223; as moral obligation, 12, 
247; moral or values education and, 209, 
216; religious objections to, 14, 169–70, 
173, 208, 213 (see also Man: A Course of 
Study (MACOS)); teachers and imple-
mentation of, 67; television as medium 
for, 192–93; textbook controversies, 219–
20. See also Man: A Course of Study 
(MACOS)

science fiction, 193, 198, 285n16, 338n19
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Science for the People, 248–50, 252–53, 256, 
259

“Science Textbook Controversies” (Nelkin, 
Scientific American), 220

Scientific American magazine, 5, 18, 41, 52, 
109, 188, 213, 220

Scientific Creationism (Morris), 214
secular humanism, 25; Conlan and opposi-

tion to, 216, 222–23; MACOS curriculum 
and, 205–8, 213, 216, 223; as state-
endorsed religion, 219–20; as threat to 
Christianity, 25, 173–74, 222, 222–23; and 
violence, 207–8

Secular Humanism and the Schools (Mc-
Graw), 220–21

See No Evil (Vizzard), 171
Segerstråle, Ullica, 259
segregation, racial: apartheid in South Af-

rica, 92, 179; Brown v. Board of Education 
and desegregation of public schools, 23; 
Ferry’s proposal for segregated “colo-
nies,” 179–80; Johnson administration 
and end of legal, 42; protests against, 42; 
race as scientific concept and, 44–45, 92

selection. See natural selection; sexual 
selection

The Selfish Gene (Dawkins), 240–41; cover 
illustration by Morris, 115, 240

Seville Declaration on Violence, 277–79
sex difference (biological dimorphism), 4; 

behavior linked to anatomical evolution, 
148; and biological determinism, 13, 251, 
279; and division of labor, 48–49, 125–27, 
146, 151, 239, 243, 253, 256; evolutionary 
theories and, 13, 125–28, 142; and females 
as representative in illustrations, 135; hi-
erarchical value and, 125–27; human sex 
characteristics, 114–15; and investment in 
offspring, 238; and social inequality, 131; 
social inequality as result of, 125–27; 
Wrangham and, 239–40. See also sex roles

sexism, 278; in academic science culture, 
138–40, 238; Kael on fascist ideology in 
films, 198–200; “legal activism” and War-

ren Supreme Court, 23, 174, 200; liberal-
ism as villain in Hollywood films, 200; 
MACOS curriculum and progressive, 77; 
protests at scientific lectures, 131, 259; ra-
cial violence, 201–2; scientists and pro-
gressive, 220; sociobiology and, 247, 257; 
sociobiology and public policy, 247. See 
also activism

sexology, 12, 83
sex roles: as arbitrary constructs, 129, 134, 

138, 159–60; colloquial science and, 13; 
competition and, 167; as complementary, 
146; conflict between sexes as evolution-
ary in origin, 238, 279; cooperation and, 
138, 167; cultural relativism and, 21–22; 
Dawkins and gendered stereotypes, 241; 
division of labor and, 48–49, 53–54, 146, 
151; female agency and evolution, 13; fem-
inist perspectives on, 140 (see also under 
feminism); gendered stereotypes embed-
ded in scientific narratives, 139; hunting 
and gender inequality, 146; male domi-
nance and social control, 130, 148; males 
as nurturers, 218; and maternal orienta-
tion of women, 127, 254; nuclear family 
and, 82–83; post-war norms and, 82–83; 
science as culturally defined “male” activ-
ity, 129–31, 134; as social constructs, 138; 
social equality and, 151; and social organi-
zation, 114–15, 148–49; sociobiology and, 
250–51; stereotyping of, 279; in “stone 
age” cultures, 48–49; as universal, 22, 134; 
and women’s employment, 158

sexual behavior: content in MACOS, 78; 
courtship displays, 99–100; cultural rela-
tivism and, 21–22, 49; Hays Office and 
filmic depiction of, 171; homosexuality, 
146; humans as highly sexualized species, 
83, 114–15; incest taboos, 49; male aggres-
sion and female coyness, 233, 279; male-
female partnership as temporary and an-
tagonistic, 146; mate selection (see sexual 
selection); racism and sexualized stereo-
types, 201–2; racism and sexual stereo-
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types, 201–2; sexual revolution as con-
temporary context for colloquial science, 
83; as subject of scientific research, 114; 
territoriality and, 97–100; violence in 
films as sexy, 202–4; warfare and, 251

Sexual Politics (Millet), 150
sexual selection, 31, 100; competition and, 

30–31, 235, 239–41, 251, 271, 275; coopera-
tion and, 275; female choice and, 238; and 
infanticide, 271; unisexual or intrasexual, 
149; and violence, 251, 271

Shapiro, Judith, 166
Shatnoff, Judith, 194, 195
Shaw, Evelyn, 117
Sheehan, Edward, 102
Shepher, Joseph, 254
Shirek, Judith, 136
Shurlock, Geoffrey, 170–71
Siegel, Don, 199
Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Soci-

ety, 136
Simpson, George Gaylord, 49–51, 118; and 

three kinds of evolution, 51, 96
Sinanthropus pekinensis, 35–36
Siskind, Janet, 140
Skinner, B. F., 7, 107, 127, 208, 215
Slack, Chuck: cartoon by, 126
slavery, 180
Slocum, Sally, 134–37
Smith, John Maynard, 236
Smith, Kevin, 65
Smith, Steve (Kenneth Steven), 263, 265, 

266
Smuts, Barbara Boardman, 263, 265, 268
The Social Behaviour of Monkeys (Rowell), 

137
The Social Contract (Ardrey), 90, 101, 190, 

237; illustration from review, 90, 237
social evolution, 12, 20, 22–23, 49, 232, 263
social organization: aggression and hierar-

chical, 144–45; and attention as proxy for 
rank, 144; cooperation and, 13, 97–98, 
158, 181; environmental stress and col-
lapse of, 181, 183–87; evolution of, 159; 

and evolution of human intelligence, 
136–37; field research and observation of, 
94–95; as function of relationships, 146; 
hunting and, 146; leadership and, 143; 
male dominance and, 130, 148; male-male 
bonding and, 125–27, 143, 146, 149, 270; 
maternal-infant bond as foundation of, 
134–36, 254, 270; noyau (communities of 
mutual antagonism), 98; public educa-
tion blamed for decline of, 207–8; sex 
roles and, 114–15, 148–49

sociobiology: and altruism, 11, 237–38; and 
biological determinism, 233, 245–47, 250; 
and critiques of colloquial science, 7, 14, 
232–33; as discipline, 6–7, 228, 237, 238; 
feminist critiques of, 233, 235, 256–57; 
funding for research in, 240–41; and 
group selection, 236–37, 243, 247–48; and 
individual selection, 14, 232, 235–37, 239, 
258; as interdisciplinary science, 236–37, 
244; and misappropriation of vocabu-
lary, 255; polarizing debates over, 233, 
246–47, 258–59; and progressive vision of 
humanity, 6–7; and racial or gender ste-
reotypes, 247, 251, 253, 256–57; and rejec-
tion of “killer ape” theory, 14–15, 232–33; 
Science for the People and critiques of, 
248, 250, 252–53; and synthesis of biology 
and social behavior, 236–37; Trivers and, 
237–38; as “unscientific” failed project, 
257

Sociobiology: Doing What Comes Naturally 
(film), 250–54, 256, 259; advertising flyer 
for, 252

Sociobiology: The New Synthesis (Wilson), 
14, 233–34, 235, 241; illustration from, 
244; and killer ape theory, 231–32, 239–
40; reception of, 233–34, 243–44, 253

Sociobiology Study Group, 247–48, 252–53, 
259

space exploration, 18–19
speciation, 51
speech, human, 5–6, 21
Spencer, Henry, 22–23
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Sperling, Susan, 136
Stack, Carol B., 136
Steichen, Edward, 10
Steiger, Sam, 221
Steinbacher, John, 210–13
Stever, H. Guyford, 213, 215, 219
Steward, Julian, 64, 69
“Stone Age” cultures, 41, 46–48
Strategies of Dominance and Social Power 

(symposium, 1964), 79
Straus, Roger, 86
Straw Dogs (film, Peckinpah), 190–91, 202–

4; poster for, 203
Strum, Shirley, 10
Sweet Sweetback’s Baadasssss Song (film, Van 

Peebles), 201
Symington, James, 218
Systematics and the Origin of the Species 

(Mayr), 37

Tagawa, Bunji: illustration by, 185
Tanner, Nancy, 140–42
Tanzania. See Gombe Stream Research 

Center & National Park (Tanzania)
Task Force on Mass Media and Violence, 

192
Taub, Maurice, 9
Taung Child, 35–36
Teague, Olin E., 215
teeth, diet and evolution of, 230, 293n38
television: anatomically correct language 

on, 113; as medium for science education, 
75, 192–93; science and nature program-
ming on, 1, 18, 23–24, 55, 56, 114, 252–54; 
violence in news reports, 173, 192

Tempo and Mode of Evolution (Simpson), 50
The Territorial Imperative (Ardrey), 1, 12, 79, 

97–101; as influence on Guggenheim, 79, 
81

territoriality, 10, 75, 97–101, 118; and sexual 
behavior, 97–100

terrorism: assassination as political instru-
ment, 171–72, 194, 267; kidnappings, 263–
69, 273–74

Thomas, Elizabeth Marshall, 68, 69, 230
Thorpe, Bill, 57
Tiger, Lionel, 140; Ardrey and, 129–30, 146–

47, 151–52; Fox and, 87, 125, 129–30, 241–
43; and gender inequality as innate, 125; 
and HFGF, 241–43; and homosociality, 
145; illustration depicting, 145; and inter-
est in animal behavior, 143–44; as keynote 
speaker at Berkshire Conference, 125–28, 
131; and male-male bonding, 125; and 
popular audiences, 149; reception of, 131

Tinbergen, Nikolaas, 76, 80, 102–4, 256
Tobach, Ethel, 107, 256–57
tools: animals as toolmakers, 96–97; Aus-

tralopithecus and use of, 42; as catalyst for 
human development, 51–52, 92–96, 104; 
chimpanzees and, 55, 56; early hominids 
and, 42, 57–58; gathering and, 136, 261; 
sex roles and technological innovation, 
160; weapons as catalyst for human de-
velopment, 92–93; weapons as tools, 92–
96, 104, 160

Totem and Taboo (Freud), 144
Toward an Anthropology of Women (Reiter), 

133–34
Towles, Joseph A., 177–81; as Turnbull’s col-

laborator and partner, 177–80
Trivers, Robert, 137, 235; DeVore and, 238; 

and mate choice, 238; and reciprocal al-
truism, 237–38; sociobiology and, 237–38, 
250–51

Turnbull, Colin M., 230; Ardrey and, 83; 
Calhoun’s rodent research and, 183; ethi-
cal criticisms, 182; and fieldwork among 
the Ik, 181–83, 230; and fieldwork among 
the Mbuti, 46–47, 49, 230; and racism as 
cause of violence, 177–81, 188–89; Towles 
and, 177–80

urban life, 171, 183–89
utopianism, 18, 106, 184, 280

Van Lawick, Hugo, 56
Van Peebles, Melvin, 201
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Vietnam War, 2, 128, 151, 171, 172, 178, 192, 
248; poster from era of, 229

violence: as aberration, 11, 111, 187; as bio-
logical norm, 79; cathartic, 181, 191, 193, 
342n3; among chimps, 14, 230, 267, 269–
75, 272, 278; as cultural, 277; distinctions 
among hunting, warfare, and murder, 
104; dominance and (see dominance); 
environmental causes of, 21, 186–87, 273; 
as essential, 4; federal government inves-
tigation into, 172–73; female, 271, 275; in 
films, 14, 170–71, 191, 192, 193, 197, 202–4 
(see also specific films); food stress and, 
273; fossil evidence of, 36, 231; Freudian 
explanations for, 106; Guggenheim’s in-
terest in dominance and, 79–80, 82–86; 
Hays Code and censorship of, 170–71; 
hierarchical social organization and, 
180–81; as human behavior, 2, 36, 79, 85, 
234, 246, 277 (see also “killer ape the-
ory”); hunting as (see hunting); as last 
resort, 75; as masculine behavior, 134, 
204; MPAA film rating system and, 197; 
murder (see murder); as political instru-
ment, 202; racism and, 42, 177–81; ritual-
ized, 99, 105, 181, 203; secular humanism 
as cause of, 207–8; selfishness and in-
strumental, 236; Seville Declaration on 
Violence, 277–79; sexual, 14, 179, 198; 
sport killing, 195; and “stone age” cul-
tures, 47; terrorism, 227–28, 265–66 (see 
also terrorism; assassination, political); 
war (see war); and weapons as tools, 93–
94, 104, 160

Vizzard, Jack, 171
von Frisch, Karl, 120, 256

Waddington, Conrad Hal, 29
“The Wading Ape: A Watered Down Ver-

sion of Human Evolution” (Lowenstein 
and Zihlman, Oceans), 164, 165

Walker, Alan, 235
Wallace, Alfred Russel, 27, 29, 31
Wander, Brandon, 201–2

war, 8; biological bases for, 79, 251; chim-
panzees and, 272; and competition / so-
cial dominance, 86–87; cultural anthro-
pology and study of, 10; as distinctive 
form of violence, 104; Gombe kidnap-
ping and civil war as context, 265; as 
human invention, 22; Lewontin on ideol-
ogy and, 255; as male behavior, 251; news 
reports and televised, 173; progressive 
model of evolution and problem of, 21–
22; ritual warfare as culturally indispens-
able, 48; sexual violence and, 251; “stone 
age” cultures and, 47–48; as uniquely 
human behavior, 228–30

Warren, Earl, 23, 174, 200, 213
Warrior Herdsman (Thomas, Asch photo-

graphs), 69
Washburn, Sherwood, 44–46, 228; on Ar-

drey, 96–97; and biological unity of man-
kind, 53; and critiques of sociobiology, 
238, 243–44; and culture as biological in 
origin, 50–52; and DeVore, 52–53, 262–63; 
and Human Biology program at Stan-
ford, 262–63; and hunting as evolution-
ary adaptation, 53, 133–34; and interdisci-
plinary science, 262–63, 280; as mentor, 
52–53, 69, 133, 139–40, 262–63; and physi-
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