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'. THE SOCIAL CONTRACT
Rooert A:r;drey' s "THE

~; Robert Ardreyisnew
Ardreyi!;> new oook,The Social Contl;'act
ContJ;'act {Collins,
(Collins, London
1970,} is .a collection of animal.
stories ,loosely
loosely bound together
1970)
animal ,stories
together by a
ideology • .' This ideology is a curious one and it
it is also
common ideology.
like+y
IIke+y to be the"'most influential aspect of this book.
Ardrey is
're~d widely.
're~d
Ip recent years a certain k.ind of popular anthropology
has been virtually the only material of its sort to reach the general
public; it is based on the proposition
proposition that man is 'less far removed
his. anImal ,relatives than has been commonly supposed.
from his
Ardrey is
one major exponent of this' point' of view; ,Konrad Lorenz and Desmond
Morris a~e others.
But ArdreY's approach is more polemical than that
of Lorenz and Morris;
Morris;. he is explicitly supporting a number of ideas
based on the fundamental principle that man possibly faces evolutionary
disaster if'he cannot find ways to live ina.ccord
in accord with his innate
that' the increasing complexity of
bioiogicalheritage.
Ard:r:ey finds that'the
industrial society is warping human behaviour in such a manner that
fundamental human drives are contradicted or given little chance for
expression.
It is this attitude toward society which led Ardrey to
dedicate his book to Jean-Jacques Rousseau.
Ardrey is in fundamental sympathy wit~
wit~ Rousseau's arcadian
utopianism although he cannot accept Rousseau's belief that there was
a time before the social contract brought natural man into the
restrictive oroit of unnatural society.
Ardrey maintains that society
is the natural condition of man and that the basic conditions for
for·
;¢ciety
He therefore s~eks
~ciety are written into. human genes.
s~eks to define
the natural condition of man by reference to the natural conditions of
society; and he does so mainly through an examination of the nature of
non-human societies especially those of the other pr~mates.
What he
pr:j.mates.
finds leads him to condemn characteristic features of modern society
'cap:i,t~listic'or 'socialist' countries.
found in both 'capit~listic'or
This book
is wri tt12n
book:is
ttlan by an Amer.icanand mainly for Americans
Americans,J but
its basic message is likely to have a far wider appeal; if only for
this reason I think: his book 'worth a detailed review.
It is
ul timately based on an antique stratum in western political ,thought,
,thought J
one which maY be finding ,an unusual new form in m.odern
m,Odern North America.
This is difficult tocharacterize since i t is generally not a system
of ideas cons:j.stently
cons~stently expressed or cotlsistently
cotlsistentlY adhered to.
Its
closest well-known relatio~
thought of
relatio~ ,appears to be the political 1;hought
Thomas Jefferson.
But at first it seems that this or its consequences
is what ArdJ;'ey
Ardrey is most dead set against.
The first sentence of The Social Contract is deliberately
provocative: "A society is a group o:f unequal beings organized to meet
common needs.,,(3} By 'unequal' Ardrey means genetically unequal.
He
is thus not against Jefferson's
thought
ass,uch.Jefferson'
s
Jefferson' s
as ,s.uch.Jefferson'
propositions were largely ~thical
that all men should be
~thical in intent:
regar~
regar~ as equal and given opportunities as though this were in fact
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What Ardrey is against is the supposed modern liberal
view that all men are equal in potentiality and that usually this
pbtentiality is blocked only by adverse external circumstances.
He
maintains that this idea is wrong, pernicious, and an affront to
biological knowledge.
Ardrey is in search of the innate background
to human behaviour and therefore attacks those who support theories
of environmental or social deterninism; so, in his early pages, he
andbehavieurist psychology
attacks cultural anthropology, sociology, andbehavi0urist
apd B.F.
in the forms of Sol .Tax and Melville Herskovits, Durkheim, and
count~ Noam Chomsky (1),
Skinner respectively; on his own side h~ count~
several psychoanalysts, and, led by Lorenz, alar9,e' selection of'
ethologists~
Curiously the only support he
anthi:o~
ethologists~
Cux:iouslythe
h~ musters amort9
amoh9anthi:o~
LeVi-strauss wh9
pologistsisfrom'Claude Levi-strauss
wh<;> sbmewhere sugge'sts that a
desire:for
prJstige is somehow innately d~termined~
determined~
desire
for prJst1ge
his pursuit
examinescmd$cides infay(luir
infaY(luir for' the existence
of the innate Ardrey examinescmd$cic!es
exister1ce
of: racial'psychological differences (inteliigence inciuded;'he
of:,
blacks are fine athletes);
n~tura,.i , .'
does however find that blacks
athl~ies); the n~tura,.i
wom~n will vote for men);
subservience of women (given the chance, wom~n
a tendency to follow the leader once a true 'leader has emerged; 'a
obstacles;~ " a re,al or symbolically
tendency to striveaga:Lnst obstacles
synibolically
transformed territoriality, i.e., self~defini
t1.0I1· throu9h
through exterior
trans:fo:hned
self~definitiOJ)'
t~rri'tory itself; ,and, in
symbols such as money and, of course, t~rri'tory
xenopl'idbia -fear and:hat~ed
and:hat~ed of
connection'with this last, a natural xendpl1dbia
the stranger.
Virtually all of these cdnclusions'ate'based
conclusions' ate 'based on
OJl
observation of the ,societies of the higher animals and on analogous
observatioris on man .'
attenti.o~.
commonsense observations
twill devote little attenti.o~.
Ardreyrs animal eVldence
upthe,majority'()f
here to Ardrey's
eV1Cience though it takes upthe,majority'pf
in giving his argument its
his book and though it is essential iIi
"
surface plausibility.
It is human society which is Ardrey's main
concern, and it shall be mine as well ~
", ,

In

through~ut, and though' Atdrey
Ardrey's argument is analogical. through~ut,
says on occasion that one cannot reasonably argue
argUe from animals to man,
SaYs
he' systematically ignores his own advice;
ad:vice; a similarity noted
between animal and human beha.viour is 'taken as proof'of the innate
background for this behaviour in man.
Ardrey'only infrequently has
detailed references to the'nature of man in society and this
r~ferenee is; usually anecdotal in
in: naitire.
re,ferenee
hat~re.
'

He refers to a number'of innate needs wnich
which he believes exist in
man and which account :for the nature of human society;
socie.ty; but most of
his examples 'are taken from animal behaviour studies.
There is a
. . . triad of innate needs ,common
,commoh,•••
.••• ~ •• to men and all higher an!fuals.
anifuals.
"rt .....
There'is
There is identity as opposed to anonymity; there is stimulation as
ty as' opposed to anxiety • i, '( 168)
opposed to boredom; there' is secu:d ty
Menna"turally'find
Men 'na'turally' find identify through groups and their symbolic ,
reptesentations,though Ardrey is not specific, about the kinds of
representations,though
groups that will serve.
For him the family has no final validity;
findS1;hat functionless groups are not cohesive and thatin
tha tin our
he finds1;hat
the family is largely being replaced by the peer group.
time thef'amily
The drive for stimulation is the most clearly established of
inrcimt behaviour and studies of the
Ardrey's triad.
Observations of infant
be an
results of sensory deprivation clearly show what appears
~ppears to be
thi,s drive
innate demand for exterior stimulation.
Ardrey relates this
to the :factor o f ' aggression', a term which he takes over in its ",
technical sense from psychoanalysis.
This is its manifestation in
action:
' '
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"We seek self-fulfillment.
Within the limits and
the directions of our individual genetic endowment
we seek such a state of satisfaction as will inform
us as to why we were born.
We have no true choice.
The force that presses us is as large as all vital
processes, and were it not so, life would return to
the swamp.
If there is hope for men, it is because
we are animals.
This is the aggressiveness that
many would deny.n(257)
Though "self-fulfillment" is somewhat vague what he seems to
mean by it is 'meaningful identify with pi:lrpqseful group activity'.
'ag~ressioh' "tb signify a tendency tdwardc
Ardrey does not he;e take" 'ag~ressioh'
physical violence.
But in his first book, African Genesis, he
traces man's descent from a carnivorous, weapon-using half-man and
clearly indicates his feelings about our ancestry by his referring
lt
"Cainlt.
evocatively to this being (an australopithecine) as "Cain
•
Ardrey's preference is generally weighted toward a belief in an
iqherent violent streak in man and elsewhere in The Social Contract
states that: ItWhat we have in our genetic endowment is the
rejection of strangers and probably the propensity for violence.
These have not been abolished."(277)
The last of his triad of drives, security, is also considered
by him to be the least powerful.
Men will seek identity and
stimulation before security; security is however rather more
important to women.
It is the case with most social vertebrate
species and 'therefore' it is the case with man.
One of Ardrey's other main concerns, territoriality, is closely
related to the factor of identity.
Territoriality is seen to
p~oduce in man phenomena such as 'personal space','s small domain
p~oduce
disli~es to admit
which moves around with one and within which one disli~es
others.
Territoriality also produces identifications with symbolic
oqtside objects, as Ardrey puts it 'conventional objects
cqnventionally competed for,' e.g. property: " ••• a cultural
institution, such as grivate property, which accords with natural
law rarely fails."(21 )
The above drives are the main constituting forces of human social
life.
But the external environment also has its long-term demands
and these demands are what Ardrey takes to have been responsible for
eVOlutionary appearance of the basic drives in the first place.
the evolutionary
A ,changing world demands changing capacities in the individuals which
must deal with it.
It was for this purpose that sex came into being
and eventually, in social species, a range of instinctive behaviours
to deal with the problems of sex.
Sexual reproduction is a means
for the rapid spread of mutations, mutations which may be of value
to species or local group survival.
The following statement
indicates Ardrey's evaluation of the importance of the individual in
this process and also, it seems, his general ethical evaluation of
the value of the individual per se:
"Variation: the variant individual who makes little
sense in today's climate, but who may save us in
tomorrow's; diverse isolates, spreading the risks
tomorrowts;
of total population committment, the recessive gene,
hidden here, hidden there, waiting for new
environments to perform the selective alchemy of
transmuting dross into shining metals. II (54)
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But he argues that iit
case in social populatfons
that
t is the .case
.
selection must be of value to the group generally.
For example,
individuals may come into possession of behaviour patterns
tbeir personal survival but of advantage to the group
detrimental to their
as a whole.
Thus male baboons will attack a leopard
leopard while the
reproductively more valuable females make their escape.
,

al so be .rank
In social species there will also
rank ordering 'because an
thari an auarchic group.
ordered group is a more viable entity than
This,
says Ardrey, generally will be arrived at by competition, but it must
be assured at the same time that competition does not harm the society
at large; many species get by this through competing 'for
conventional objects by conventional means;'
hence the war of all
against all is cwoidedand bloody intra-group struggle uncommon.
are' 'genetically
Arid these conventional objects and conventional means are'genetically
encoded.
Various devices may ensure that subordinate males accept
of some
their subordination; ArdreY notes that the subordinate males or
species may be subject to .psychological
tpsychological castration' simply as a
r~sult of their subordinate status; .,
socie~y as a balance between necessary order and
. Ardrey sees society
necessary disorder;
disorder is necessary so that individuals with
the necessary traits under the circumstances may rise to the top, and
order so that they do not destroy society in doing so.
A proper
balance between these two forces helps ensure the long-range genetic
heal th of the population.
But man does not always allow his
societies to adopt the best form from a genetic standpoint:

"Animal justice LLe.,
Li.e., full equality of opportunity was
perhaps the first natural law that civilized man began
systematically to violate.
Advantages or
of birth offer
no guarantee of genetic superiority.
Restrictions' of
caste, of class, of occupation, of poverty distort,or
suppress the phEmotypic'
phEmotypic· flowering of genetic endoWment
in the maturing individual.
But the accideht of the
night L;e~/;
L,;e?£/; in '~ll its rich, random resource, became .
There have been revolutions,
. in man socially abOrted.
it is true.
But human history has far more frequently'
witnessed the decline or
empires, the vanishment of
of empires,the
kingdoms, the dis,appearance of people!] genetically
exhausted through order's injustice. n \45)
Unfortunately .Ardrey gives no evidence whatever for this last
proposi tion.'
tion.· .Apparently
. Apparently he is saying thnt the character of a
population
,alter
popUlation may .al
ter for the'! worse (toward unadaptability)
unadaptabili ty) by an
interference with gene flow throughout the population and the
consequent less rapid distr1bution of valuable genetic traits.
Since
Ardrey
dOes 'not indicate what groups he has in mind it is difficult to
ArdreydOes
see exactly what he believes genetic stagnation to consist of.
Only
in small, .'highly
highly interbred
populations do any deli,terious
interbredpopulations
deU,terious genes
become common enough to be an observable menace to general weil-being.
However there are several means by which society could wittingly or
unwittingly influence the direction of.its
of ,its evolution.
Sex\lal
selection is one example;
an ideal of male or female beauty may
influence who has how many offspring.
This is a classical Darwinian
mechanism used to explain the apparently unviable absurdities of
oj
creatures such as the male peacock.
!! specific psychological
characteristics are genetically influenced .or determined then the same
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me~hanism
me~hanism could alter a gene pool in a certain direction thus

affecting 'racial psychology'.
Ardrey definitely believes that this
can happen in human populations and that in fact it has happened and
happened often.
But he is never explicit about how it comes about
in practice and never points to an actual population in which it is
observably at work.
The following statement, combined with his
unverified assertions about genetic stagnation in unspecified
populations, is his way of 'proving' his point:
"The overwhC?lming
overwh<?lming environmental change which
independence /cultural isolation and consequent
pp,rtial
pro'vides
p~rtial breeding isolation! has introduced provides
overwhelming disproof for the acceptance of
cuI tural relativism.
Some populations,
popl.llations, such a's ,the
Kikuyu in Kenya and the Ibo in . Nigeria, have
containe,d superb potentiality for change.
There
were fit for tomorrow ••••••
•.•••. But some populations have
so far demonstrated little or no such potentiality."(58)
potentiality.,,(58)
Now, it is possible though not, particularly parsimonious to
ac;:count
a~count for findings such as these by reference to genetic traits;
but note well that Ardrey has not established their existence.
Note also that his 'overwhelming' disproof of cultural relativism is
neither overwhelming nor a disproof;
it is assertion pure and simple.
Something which.could~
which.could~ ·just possibly, beat least' partially true is
·p~esented
·p~esented as though it were incontrovertibly true.
His disproof of
'relativism' cannot be a disproqf since here, as elsewhere, he does
not give an example of a cultural explanation with which he could
juxtapose his own explanations.
To argue with something it is
necessary to state clearly what one is arguing with.
It is well known that Kikuyu and Ibo are exceptionally active
in trade.
trade and politics; an explanation of these patterns of
behaviour, is available from sociology, cultural anthropology, and
social psychology.
Since Ardrey does not point to any trait save
success which could have something to do with genes, and since even
this is debatable on genetic grounds alone, it would appear that his
case is almost entirely trivial.
Un1ess he can show
Unless
show that the traits
in question are somehow genetically determined; unless he can
demonstrate from th,e
thp actual pattern of preferential marriage and
natural or social selection that it is at least possible that the
quality of Kikuyu and Ibo life can be due to
to. genetic factors, then
Ardrey's case is irrelevant.
It is possible, at least in
principle,to demonstrate that a given population
popUlation may be biased toward
selection of a certain trait;
if sexual selection were at work,
which in African societies it generally is not, then a certain trait
could conceivably be selected for.
If it is the case that men with
a greater degree of some genetically determined psychological quality
somehow leave more children or at least make it possible for others
who carry this trait to leave more offspring, then again it is
possible that a given trait may be selected for.
Ardrey does not
do any of this, and I have to say that his assertions are empty and
even dangerous.
,
Ardrey believes that the Kikuyu and Ibo represent processes.
which may be going on in society everywhere; the contrary case, that
there can be unfavourable selection and genetic stagnation, is meant
in a universal sense as well.
Is it also meant to apply to modern
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societies?
Apparently so; Ardrey's main fear seems to be conformity,
and it is his belief
that' traits such as 'conformity' may be selected
beliefthat,traits
for or against genetically.
We have seen what he say~ about the evil
effects of social institutions which get in the
tl'ieway
way of gene flow.
Elsewhere he says:
"A population must achieve a f~ir d~gree, of adaptation
to its environment if it is to survive in th~ present.
And if fitness for today were the sole criterion, then
cultural relativism would be theoretically sound.
But
adaptation can be too perfect.
When selection for
conformity has pe~sisted
pe~sisted through a sufficient number of
generations, all may seem well; yet reduction of variants
will have affected the population's
pbpulation' s gene pool and reduced
its prospects of survival t9motrow~
t9motrow~
Either variatibI'). so
wild as to render future survival dubious, or confotmtty
confottid.ty
so narrow as to endanger the fJture, beco~es
becoxq:es the chaiacter
cha:t!acter
of a genetically inferior population.,,(55)
population."(55)
Conformity is a bad thing; wild nonconformity is a bad thing.
It is possible for a population to select for one aspect of life or
another; any genetically isolated population has the capacity to do
so.
Therefore Ardrey's implication is ,that
that this may happen within
the various functional and cultural sub-groups of western society, at
least in so far as they are isolated from the others.
How conformity
as such may be selected for genetically is beyond me;
I have already
illustrated the difficulties of applying such reasoning to a specific
society (Kikuyu and Ibo).
Still Ardrey seems to believe
bel ieve that it is
possible that such selective pressures,particularly
pressures,partlcularly those for
'conformity', may operate in western society b~cause
b~cause of the necessity
for men to conform to institutions which demand uniformity.
How it
could happen I do not know; any effective argument along these lines
would involve digging up Lamarckian genetics again, and this Ardrey
c~nnot
But if conformity is somehow established in our genes,
c~nnot do.
the results may be these:
" ••• we pray •••••• in our industrial organizations, on
our collective farms, in our churchly councils, in our
processes of government, in our relations between
states, in our righteous demands for world government,
in our most seemly prayers that someday we shall all
be the same. ( ••• )
As life is larger than man, so is
life wiser than we are.
As evolution,has made us
possible, so will evolution sit in final judgment.
As
natural selection declared us in, so natural selection,
1I (307)
should our hubris overcome us, will declare us out.
out.,,(307)
I think he is possibly more concerned that an egalitarian
totalitarianism will somehow take over the selective process itself
than that selection will take place in a more random fashion; this
however is quite unclear.
The Ibo and Kikuyu example is not the only one that Ardrey uses
to just,ify
justify his claims about psychological differences between
populations.
His prime example is derived from statistical surveys
of I.Q. test results made in the United States; here Ardrey is on
slightly firmer ground if only for the reason that much work has in
fact been done in this 'area.
I am scarcely a.
a, specialist in I ~Q.
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testing, but it is the ~ase
~ase that this is, an intensely debatable .area
.~rea
both·.;forpoli,tical and for,.m~thodological
for,.m~thodological reasons.
in'tend
both',forpoli,tical
I do no't intend
na,t~re.."nurtUl;,e controversy; , "l;
,.1; wi.!l
wiJl simply point
. to review the entire na,t~re.."nurtUl;,e
ha·s done with the data as it· stancls.. He has
out what Ardrey, ha·sdone
he~edity; blacks are
.declare.d.that intelligence i.s relate<:ito rc}cial heJ;;ectity;
whi, tes inth.,ei,:r
inth.,ei,;r ab:Uit,y t.o.,
t.o" iIllanipu:L.ate
iI1lanipu:L,ate ',the
statis:ticallyinferiQr to whi,tes
processes, testad1'>y I.Q ~ test,s .)and
."and ~his,
~his, difierence
kinds of fac:ts. and proCesses,
is genetically based.
Of course it is true that the statistical
is·:i.ts meaning whic;h is .in question.
evidenCe does exist; it is':i,ts
Most
.'sociological'
sociological' and' psychqlo.gica:l;sta.ti~itics
ftindamental
psychqlo.gica:l;sta,ti!;litics sutfer from a ftindarnental
; makes them verYj'dj.,f:lfictJ1:t
verYl'dj.,f:jfictJ1:t ;to
itO interpret j .' wh.qt~ver
whqt~ver .
problem which ;makes
thElm :tend,tq
be ove.rdetex;mineq, caused by
uniformities appear in them
;tend,tq beoverdete~mineqJ
just ,one. . The CQI?:troyer'sy
several fact.ors. rather than just.one.
<;Q1?:troyer'sy >wer.,I
>;>Ver.,I .Q.
testing is greatly cyrnpliGated·by
cympliGated·by t.4~skind9£'
t4~s.kind9£' problemj,class
problem;, .. class .'
out ,"cul
,"cuI tuial differences taken account
differences must be evened ouf
o.f,,;motivational aspectsp$ th~ testing prOc,ess
proc,ess ;itse1f
;it.self analyzed, etc.,
ot',,;motivational
a,rgum.en:t;it ~ti.ll
~till g()eS on ~n the
etc.I.cannotsettle this argum.en:t;it
journals. and elsewhere. . B~t I will say;tpat Ardrey has pret.ty well
IOJ:ce.for this
ignored these complexities; his conclusion lacks ifoJ:ce.for
reason.·I~Q. tests.rateculturID~bound
tests.rateculturID~bound abilities w{thwhich not all
reason.·I~Q.
ge~eral culturG are equally'fam:Uiar.
persons even in the same ge~eral
aqually'fam:Uiar. .
t.:is certain :that s;tatistical differences.
.. ,rasHl
Until, i t,;is
diife:r;ences. in"r.'Q ...
resul ts are
eXCU,llple) i n child rearing and t.o
not due to. differences (for excu,uple)
.
turCl.l, backgr~)und
backgr~)und then, genetic.· argwnents
differences in general cuI turCl,l.
seem a waste of time.
I might say that child-rearing in particular
profound ef:fect on the
the. Ij.n:telligence'
I·:in:telligence' of children; this effect
has a profqund
s;tud,ies made on
can be dramatic, as, witness' the by now numerous s:tud,ies
children deprived of 'maternal care. in early: childhood.
I am. not
trY,ing t,o make a r:adic.al claim for social, det,?rminism ;jlarn
I a m simply
try,lng
in·pro:ven fact culture does influence thepo:tentiality
stating that in'pro:ven
the potentiality
cont.ent of learning to a very
ver:y gr~at
gr~at degree and, most likely,
and the. content
a',greaterr absolute degree thanmos1; gen~t~c
gen~t~c differences
usually to a"greaterr
between individuals.
.
I

fact ,that Ardrey
Ardrcy in generaldo¢s,
general.do~s, not, ,cite' allY
any clear evidence
'The: fact·that·
will.not
by, thcgene:ral public; ,and
and II suspect
for his case will
,not be noted by.
that some parts of his book will be. S,eized upon: wi~h glee: in sone
quarte.rs.for reasons·which are not exactly motivated
motivat.ed by s,cientific
quarters£or
objectivity.
Much of 'all three.of Ard:(eyls,booksgive
Ard:(ey' sbooksgive a :kind
:ki:nd of
CClvert, support ·to
'to certa·in
certa,in ide,ologicalbiases
ide,ologicalbiases;j Ardrey kno,ws full
covert,
f~ll well
btltdisclaims-r.espollsibility
that he is open to the charge of racism btltdisclaims-r.espotlsibility
scientific·cuI'ios:i.tya~d,by acct1sing the liber'al
by invoking pure scientific'curiositya~diby
lib~r'al
ofp~ejudice in the other direction.
tb:i,nkthat
s'pokesmen ofp~ejudice
I ,qo :nqt tbi,nkthat
charge of .racism :can
.can be personally levelled against Ardrey; his
a 6hargeof
wH.1 4iscuss .in ,a ,moment "does
,.does not logically
general ideology, which I wH,l
~eri:dt it.
But,· I have shown that his .att:f,tudetowar,devidence
!=leridt
But,·r
,att:f,tudetowar.devidence is
scarcely respemsible, and it is, this ,evidence Which leads hini to make
which I,sumup. below:
the dogmatic assertions which,
, f"

1) Groups which: have:b~en ge~eticaliy isoiated'arel:ikely to
differ-genetically from the groups from which they have been isolated.
An intra-breeding class or caste may differ frqm 1;he surrol,lnding
society, and the results of this inbreeding m~y(turn up,in psychological traits, conceivably of a rather subtle nature.
Ardrey's own
'examples permit 'me to : say th~t this is wp,at he be;L,ieyes.
Thus
.'. ,cultural features and skills' in ,enclave groups .§luch as the,Chinese
away from China, the British' working..,class"tl;le.blacks, the Jews,
un'ivers'i ty professors and royalty may be genetically determined and

..,
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wili',as's1.lch,litarid'incohtrast to the" ~eneitic
m:akeup of the
'and wili',as's1.lch,!itarid'incohtrast
~eneitic makeup
pi:ace. "Atdrey'
c'tilture in ,which they find 'their p1:ace.
" Ardrey's assertions can and
ofbeli~fsext'lressible
mOst 'likely'wfll be used to justiify' a number ofbeli~fsexTJressible
neve±' :change.
in the form: . <"'The X ire all the' sanie j' 'they t IT' nevei'
'change. II11
Ardrey t S 'a:sseitfons 'can
'ca.ri also 9i vethe naive fuel ··f
',f or the bel iefthat
ieftha t
the ,p6p\.ila.t~6ris'Shch.ild
:P6p\.ila.t~6ris'Sh<:h.ild Be ~ept separate rest t,heone
t·heone ,;oCJn:1:~-~inate
,;oCJn:1:~-~inate the
Ard'rey'does notsuppbrt such beliefs himself.
othef." Ardrey'does
i

s

s

'g~ri~t'icarly;'destined' to "a lesser charge of
2)" Women are 'g~ri~t'icarly;'destined'
areDlen~"
Jwoni~ri':are rtaturall'Y·ihcliried
rtaturall'y·ihcliried to take <the
aggression than areDlen~"
JWoni~ri':are
sub?rdfriate
'p6~i'ti6n'. ';Thi!S'
';Thl!!;' !i(a hbt'matt'er
hot'Dlatt'er also (to:say'theleast)
sUb?rdfriate 'p6~iYti6n'.
has been '=iversincelMargaret'
'=iversiiiceIMargaret' Mead'st'ated
Mead'st·ated tne::alternative
and has'
relativist:'vid,wpoitit. '::Ardrey's Conclusions would'ha,ve'been quite
relativist:'vid,wpoitl't.
Ki'bdet";KUehe-KrrcHebeiiEifs of' National,:'Sotialism.
acceptable""to the Ki'bdet";KUehe-KrrcliebeiiEifs
,

i

'j

.;
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.
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',:3) Marikind'
Marikirtd' is naturally: l'aggressive'
l'aggressive I, 'and:pr6bC\bly
'and:pr6bC(bly violent. '
:CO\.11(i'
Hence one :c0\11
0' reason that'
that, tepressivepoli6ingmayalways
repressivepoli6ingmayalways be in
otd.er'~ , Ardrey'does notcomritent on'the need for police, save to say
social'violence may lead toa surfeit 'of them~
them~
that increased socialviolerice
'A
natural, vi6lent streak is a dubious' idea; 'the existence of
natural
'aggressiont'in
technicaisens~:may not,~be: in'questionthough
in 'question though the
'aggressiont'!n its technicaisens~:maynot,~be:
chbic'e) of ;thewotd 'aggr~s'sion'
'aggr~s'sion' for tne innate factor driving,much
chbic'e)of
of huma'n behaviour irlitSgen'era:l
irlitSgen'era.'l. aetivity
aetivi ty relative to the world is
distinctly inappropr,iate' and misleading."
dIstinctly
misl~ading."
4) Man 'naturallY cleaves to:cert'ain external 'objects, in accord
,p.ropertyt
'Property' 'is one' form
takes!~
somethi"ng in::it
in::i t thouc;jh
thoucjh very
that this takes
this idea may have' somethi'ng
possibly not for the rea's on and with the implications, that Ardrey
thinks;' I Will 'discuss this briefly at'
at" the conclusion~
conclusion~ ' I n any case
the manner' ',inwhic'l'i Ardrhy
Ardthy state's this proposition'
pt'oposi tion' is, very unlikely
to cause anyidiscoinfdi-t
anyidiscoinfd::rt on WaIl''Street and tnthe,MondayClub.
±nthe,MondayClub.

~ith the IIna.t'ural'law"ofterr'i
Ilnat'ural'law 1t ofterr'itorlali
tor'iali ty.

"
Enough said.
It is my conclusion that Ardrey's
Ardrey' s evidence seldom
giVes any 'defiriitive"support!tbanybut
a pre-judged ahd ihtuitive
irituitive
'defiriitive'support1tOanybut ap:rre-judged
ac~eptance
I cannot
ac~eptance of these'propositions.
cannOt think, given the state
or (things' 'generally',
,tbe~~fecol1clusions are harmless.
They are
,or
'generally·, that ,tbe!fecol1clusions
, in 'f,a:ct gt()ssly'
gr()ssly' 1rrespon'siblein
irrespon'siblein a book destined'Ior, the,la'rge
tbe,la'rge
'public 'to which Ardrey appeal's.
However ,'I canhot
cannot ,faul t him for
suggestibg what'
siuggestions are
what· hestiggests ;', ' the, probl"m'is' that his s;uggestions
affirmat!ion$,.and as scientifically 'prpved'
'prpved ' a£firmations
presented as affirriiatrion$"and
at that.
It is' a paradbx in Ardreyihat heputsfpr,ward what'
actually turns out to be some ,kind
kind 'of absoluteega;li
ism but yet
absoluteega,li tar-ian
tarianism
a good part'
'profoundl'y nonegali tarian implications.
part' of.,
of.· his' 'theory has ·profoundl,y
It may atl'east
be' said that Ardrey
does not support these
atl'eastbe'said
Ardreydoesnot
implications 'himself, nor doe$he
does he suggest ,any action which, should be
taken on thebas'is of
6f ,his findings.
At most he'wQuld say "that
that some
subordination: of wOmen andmanrs,desire,for property
things, e.g. the subordination'
are so deeply rooted that they can probably never be completely
expunged.
And; 'on the whole', ,his Dlore
more positive s,1Jatements
sitJatements actually
support a 6ertain kind of conservative ideblogy so'extrerueasto
so' extreme as to be
revolutionary, artdideologynot realized in this or perhaps any other
ceri
'to th'is I riow
,f
"
beri
now t urn ~
, , t ury.
,';
,';

...

All' of
6f what fol16ws il;
i1; based on the 'idea that man's,genetic
hbritage coine-sinta
with forms of. social. organization:.
cOine-sinto conflict
c6nflictwith
organization:> that
~xpres'sion of'basic
o£,basic drives.
do not permit'an" ~xpres'sion
And we ,have als,
a.ls, 0 seen
'tha t Ardrey:
ahY social Organization: which ge.ts in the
Ardrey:, is scept'ical 'of any
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way of gene flow;
it is this attitude which I believe saves Ardrey
soci~ty may be
from the charge of racism.
The genetic effects of soci~ty
long-term; Ardrey is more directly interested, in the latter part of
his book, with the interactiort of culture and biological drives as they
now stand and in general he sees grea.t and increasing potential for
social violence in what is going ort.
Such violence, formerly
expressed in war, is a redirection of energies .now denied that outlet
by nuclear detente.
The young are chiefly implicated in this.
Thus
Ardrey manages to incl,ude
inc),ude within his scheme virtually all dist'urbing
cdrtsicierableselling point.
phenomena of our time; this is no doubt a cdrtsiderableselling
But it is this aspect of Ardrey's book which is the most ihteresting
and suggestive for anyone interested inpract1.cal,concerns'.
inpract1.cal.concerns'.
As t have.said the basic point 1s
1s that modern society is providing
increasingiy little oppo:ttmh
oppot'tmii ty for the,
man's biological
increasingly
th~, exercise of man's'
drives.
This is Ardrey's ultimate explanation for youthful revolt.
If every being requires 'self-fulfillment' and an outlet, for its charge
of aggressive energy, and if it comes .to be commonly realized that in
fact modern society provides little chance for this, then there is
trouble.
Ardrey points to certain sociological findings to account
fQr this malaise.
He examines studies on industrial psychology and
discovers that men work best and most purposefully when they are
implicated directly in the planning of whatever the project happens to
be.
Men under such conditions are not, according to Ardrey, working
stimulus-response-r.einforcement model in which money
in accord with a stimulus-response-reinforcement
is the positive reinforcement and its lack .the
the negative:
n~gative:
" ••• capitalist and Marxist share the same idee fixe of
the almighty dollar: that man works exclusively for
reasons of economic determinism.
The Hawthorne workers
/the workers of the electric components factory where
the pioneering industrial study was don£! had been
motivated by identity, not money - by being people
different.
different."II (159)
( 15 9)
Stated somewhat differently, Ardrey seems to believe that men work
best and most happily when
when they are implicated in the results of their
labour.
Ardrey also examines studies conducted by urban sociologists on
ci,ty
c~ty neighbourhoods.
He discovers that; given achancp, neighbourhoods
self~establishing, self-regulating, and exclusive relative to other
are self~establishing,
neighbourhoods.
Again men are directly implicated in rewarding human
aqtivity.
The antithesis to this is the anomic·tower-block housing
estate.
In general these aspects of Ardrey's thought bear a startling
resemblance to classical Marxism (the above quotation notwi,thstanding).
thatArdr~y rela~es
rela~es all the phenomena above
Of course it is true thatArdr~y
vague. as to be almost
to his three innate needs; but they are so vague
meaningless in this context.
Nonetheless he has hit on things which
are socially interesting.
Given the fact that Ardrey is pointing to
the above studies as illustrative of the nature of man, and given that
aguinst restrictive social organizations Ardrey's ideas come
he is against
close to both Marxism and also to a certain kind of conservatism;
he fits uncomfortably within the two positions but finally appears to
opt for the latter.
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,wi th approval ata ~()(;:iety
~oc;:iety maintaining maximum
., ' Ardr~y would look ·wi
biologica'limperatives.
flexibility within the confines of biologica'liinperatives.
The
Russians prevent some forms of ,hereditary privilege by making"
hereditary wealth impossible; this presumably keeps everyone'up to
the competitive mark as well.
I wonder if Ardrey approves of this
sort of measure.
It is certain that he would not approve of
,this he is close to agreement with
bureaucracy in almost any form; 'in ·thishe
'the radical critiques coming 'both from within the western and from
vd
thin ±he
~the presumably Communist world~He
-worl'd~
'He appears to see the
within
'bureaucratic state as a' prime cause of. the social malaise:
-"Human youth recognizes that a few achieve identity.'
But it is a shrinking few, as oxganizations devour
each other ,while ;youth grOINs in' numbers.
And so
the're are those among' the young .;.. today some,
" tbmorrow more - who suggest that if,' something does
,then they will tear the place down as a
not'give, ·then
hotise, not worth 'living
unusuai~
housecnot
living in.
There is nothing unusuai~
in; the quest 'for identity, to find those who will ,r,
). '
security' s last offer." (173) , ,
contemptuously reject security's
: '.

; He finds this qui te correct' biologically.
But el sewhere he
division,of labour, he says, m<1kesinodern
m.:J<esmodern
advocates restraint.
The division.of
society, very delicate, and youth Should consider this before making
society.
irrational attacks,'
Again a paradox appenrs; Ardrey is unwilling
tc go along with his own argument, and so steps' short of advocating
tn
anything really in accord with what he often states are the
th.:1t soci$ty
soci~ty must
conditions for human satisfact'ion.
His belief thnt
strike a balance between order and disorder leads to the following
deeply felt, but rather shallow proposition:
"What is at stake inour'times is not the survival
of man, but the survival of man's most rewarding
of all invent ions, democracy." (287) ,
Ardrey connot
fact that a democratic
C&lnnot or does not deal with the
the'fact
form is somethin(]J of a farce ,in a society which 'he himself
characterizes as made up of ever more embracing bureaucxatic'
organizations.
But its defence is all that he can positively suggest,
and with'and
of 'its
its defence a return to nothing other than
with' and as apart
a parto:f
'individual responsibility'; otherwise there will be no alternative
to,the police state:
, f

"As a people normally gets the government it
so a society normally receives the
"'punishments
. punishments ' it asks for.
for •
And so long as we
support the Age of the Alibi, just so long must
we inhabit the Age of Anxiety.
There must come
'a limit, of course,
when the social order to endure
course,when
: accepts' violent means to' suppress' violent disorder.
And we shall then see an endless procession of
concentration camps, death penalties, public'
,. wh ippings, and pol ice
It is the
ice' ascendancy.
"likelier outcome, no doubt. tI (340)
deserv~s,
deserv~s,

.,.
"" 107 The American mind can be very tortuous indeed when it comes to
political reasoning.
Ardrey has blocked every possible solution to
se1fthe problems which he poses.
He suggests the desirability of self
determination; of worker's control', community organizations;
decentraiization, and at the end of it all can only return to what can
only be built upon these bases and which cannot really precede their
establishment - democracy and responsibility.
A curious route indeed.
Ardrey's formulations are something in
which many would like to believe.
Ardrey's dream comes from a time
at least as far back as Jefferson;
it is a dream of a pristine
se1f-de12rmining, free small
society built upon a base of autonomous, self-de12rmining,
st'i11 very much a live ideal in North
farmers and merchants • . This is st'ill
America arnong
among so-called 'conservatives' and so-called 'radicals' alike.
Every now and then it takes a political or quasi-political form.
It
tqe end of the
has been noted in the rise of the POpUlist movement at t4e
. last century and it can even still be detected .at work behind such
GeorgeWa11ace
phenomena as George
Wallace •
There are also still many who actually
believe that what is needed is a return to a pure capitalism in which
enterprise is neither fettered by monopoly not by government
interference, a system in which each man can rise as far as he is able.
The followers of the American novelist £!:!!!!phi1osopher
~philosopher Ayn Rand
in. spite of its apparent absurdity.
believe just 1;his in
The curious
birth and success of the Conservative Party of New York may indicate
thi.s direction.
a new and perhaps more effective leaning in thi,s
The fact
that the beliefs which persons of this persuasion actually express are
often inconsistent and even brutal gives no very good reason to
discount it all ,.as either unimportant or stupid.
But how very odd to find this stance supported again by an
q.rgument
upon.biol,ogica1 imperatives and n?-tura1
~rgument based upon.bio~ogical
n~tural law.
Though
~t is not very convincing in general, the biological argument may have
~ome use in application to certain cases.
~ome
For example, little enough
is known about the makeup of the hUman mind; Ardrey mentions Chomsky
at one point in his discussion of innate f'actors
i'actors in human mentality.
Chomsky points to the existence of innate factors which make it .
t.o assimilate the complex grammatical
possible for the infant t,o
structures ·oflanguage.,
Along this same line i t could also be said
·oflanguage..
may have its own ~emands, and that
that human cognitive organization
organization.may.
what Ardrey characterizes as innate
these demands could lead
lead to what
territoriality, xenophobia, identity through symbols, etc.
What these
demands could be lam in no position say; there is work going on in
psychology which may point towards at least the asking of the proper
questions.
But in general Ardrey is so devoted to biological
arguments and analogical arguments from the observation of human and
animal behaviour that he pays no attention at all to much material
i11J
which could bear on his case for good or illJ
The result is that he
became so thoroughly muddled that there was no possibility that he might
have given some kind of sense to the analysis of the,
the. biosocial
biosocia1 nature
of society.
I can only conclude this review by stating that I believe that
Ardrey has written a harmful book.
It will probably have most appeal
to those who would support an essentially absurd bureaucratic
.' Surely
'democracy' or worse.. Again, I can only say, how very odd.
,this
. this cannot have been what Ardrey set out to do.
Michae1 G. Kenny
Michael

