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 All human societies have a social structure 
that divides people into categories based on a 
combination of achieved and ascribed traits.  
Achieved characteristics are those acquired in 
the course of living, whereas ascribed 
characteristics are present at birth.  The 
categories defined within a social structure 
may be nominal or graduated—that is, they 
may assign labels to people on the basis of 
shared qualitative attributes or they may rank 
people along some underlying quantitative 
continuum (see Blau 1977).  Ascribed social 
categories may include nominal groupings 
such as gender, in which people are labeled 
male or female on the basis of inherited 
physical traits (two x chromosomes), as well as 
graduated categories such as age, in which 
people are classified according to the amount 
of time elapsed since birth.  Achieved statuses 
may also be nominal—being a member of a 
fraternal lodge such as the Moose or Elks—or 
graduated—being a member of an income 
class. 
 Stratification refers to the unequal 
distribution of people across social categories 
that are characterized by differential access to 
scarce resources.   The resources may be 
material, such as income and wealth; they may 
be symbolic, such as prestige and social 
standing; or they may be emotional, such as 
love and affection.  Stratification systems order 
people vertically in a social hierarchy 
characterized by a distinct top and bottom.   
The distance from the top to the bottom of a 
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society is indicated by the size of the gap in 
access to resources between those in the 
uppermost and lowermost social categories.  
As the distance between the top and the 
bottom of a social structure increases, and as 
the distribution of people across social 
categories shifts toward the extremes, a 
society is said to become more stratified—
literally having more socially-defined layers 
with more people distributed among them at 
greater distances from one another.   
 The degree of social stratification is 
measured in terms of inequality, which is the 
variance in the distribution of people across 
ranked social categories.  Given socially-
defined categories and people distributed 
across them, inequality is generated and 
perpetuated by two basic mechanisms:  
exploitation and opportunity hoarding (see Tilly 
1998).  Exploitation occurs when people in one 
social group expropriate a resource produced 
by members of another social group and 
prevent them from realizing the full value of 
their effort in producing it.  Opportunity 
hoarding occurs when one social group 
restricts another’s access to a scarce resource, 
either by outright exclusion or by exercising  
monopoly control that requires the out-group to 
pay a rent in return for access.  
 The foregoing mechanisms are quite 
general and operate at some level in all human 
societies.  They are ultimately social in origin 
and follow naturally from the normal pursuit of 
core social motives common to all human 
beings (Fiske 2003).  In a very real way, 
stratification begins psychologically with the 
creation of cognitive boundaries that allocate 
people to social categories.  Before categorical 
inequality can be implemented socially, 
categories must exist conceptually to allocate 
people to different groups based on a set of 
achieved and ascribed characteristics.  
 The roots of social  stratification thus lie in 
the cognitive construction of perceptual 
boundaries that define social categories, a task 
that comes naturally to human beings, who are 
genetically “wired” to engage in categorical 
thought (Fiske 2003).  Recent work shows that 
human intelligence works more through pattern 
recognition and inductive generalization than 
deductive logic or mathematical optimization 
(Dawes 1998).  In contrast to the software and 

hardware of a digital computer, which work 
together to make decisions using a strict 
Boolean logic, the “wetware” of the human 
brain is messy, inconsistent, and often quite 
“illogical” in a strictly deductive sense.  Instead, 
human “rationality” has been shaped by 
evolution to depart in characteristic ways from 
strict adherence to the principles of logic and 
probability that are assumed by most rational 
choice models (Kahneman and Tversky 2000). 
 Our natural capacity for categorical though 
evolved because the human brain is an energy 
sink.  Constituting only 2% of the body’s 
weight, the brain uses 20% of its total energy.  
In the course of thousands of years of 
evolution, human beings therefore developed 
inherited mental shortcuts to conserve 
cognitive resources.  Operating with deductive 
rigor to consider all possible combinations, 
permutations, and contingencies before 
making a decision is possible for a powerful 
electronic computer contemplating a single 
problem, but if the brain were to adopt such an 
approach to decide the myriad of choices that 
human beings face in daily life, humans would 
waste a lot of scarce energy pondering routine 
situations and everyday actions that have little 
effect on survival.  Most decisions made by 
humans are not perfect or optimal in any 
absolute sense, just “good enough” to get by 
and live another day.   
 For this reason, human beings function 
mentally as “cognitive misers.” They take a 
variety of characteristic mental shortcuts and 
use simple rules-of-thumb and short-hands to 
make everyday judgments (Fiske and Taylor 
1991).  As organisms, we tend to satisfice 
rather than optimize (Newell and Simon 1972) 
and are wired cognitively to construct general 
categories about the world in which we live and 
then to use them to classify and evaluate the 
stimuli we encounter.  These conceptual 
categories are known as schemas and they 
represent cognitive structures that list the 
attributes of stimuli and the relationships 
between them (Fiske 2003).   
 Since human memory is finite and cannot 
be expanded, if the brain is to remember more 
things it must combine or “chunk” bits of 
information into larger conceptual categories 
(schemas) that use common properties to 
classify a much larger number of people, 
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objects, or experiences into a small number of 
readily identifiable categories for easier recall.  
Ultimately schemas are nothing more than well 
established neural pathways that have been 
created through the repeated firing of particular 
constellations of synapses, leading to the 
formation of an integrated assembly of neurons 
that tend to function together according to a 
specific sequence along specific routes to 
produce a consistent mental representation 
(LeDoux 2002).   
 People use schemas to evaluate 
themselves and the social roles, social groups, 
social events, and individuals they encounter, a 
process known as social cognition (Fiske 
2003).  The categories into which they divide 
up the world may change over time and evolve 
with experience, but among mature human 
beings they always exist and we always fall 
back on them when we interpret objects, 
events, people, and situations (Fiske 2003).  
People are psychologically programmed to 
categorize the people they encounter and to 
use these categorizations to make social 
judgments.  
  Social schemas do not exist simply as 
neutral mental representations, however, but 
also contain emotional content.  The human 
brain is composed of two parallel processors 
that, while interconnected, function 
independently (Konner 2002).  The emotional 
brain is rooted in a set of neural structures that 
are common to all mammals and are known 
collectively as the limbic system, whereas the 
rational brain is centered in the prefrontal 
cortex, which is fully developed only in humans  
(Damasio 1999).  The two portions of the brain 
are neurally interconnected, but the number 
and speed of connections running from the 
limbic system to the cortex is greater than the 
reverse, so that emotional memories stored in 
the limbic system, which are typically 
unconscious or implicit, greatly affect how 
human beings make use of categories 
implanted within their rational faculties (Zajonc 
1998) .    
 Emotions stored in the limbic system may 
be positive or negative but when they are 
associated with particular classes of people or 
objects they contribute to prejudice, which is a 
pre-determined emotional orientation toward 
individuals or objects (Fiske 2003).  Prejudicial 

orientations contain both conscious and 
unconscious components (Bargh 1997).  A 
person may be a principled racist who 
consciously believes African Americans to be 
inferior and thus rationally seeks to subordinate 
them; but a person may quite sincerely believe 
in equal opportunity and racial equality and yet 
harbor anti-black sentiments that are 
unconscious and unintended, created through 
some earlier process of conditioning (for 
example, the repeated visual pairing of violent 
crime scenes with black perpetrators on 
television).   
 All human beings, whether they think of 
themselves as prejudiced or not, hold in their 
heads schemas that classify people into 
categories based on age, gender, race, and 
ethnicity.  They cannot help it.  It is part of the 
human condition; and these schemas generally 
include implicit memories that yield 
subconscious dispositions toward people and 
objects, leading to stereotypes (Fiske 1998).   
Although stereotypical notions are always 
present, people are more likely to fall back on 
them in making judgments when they feel 
challenged, face uncertainty, or experience an 
overload of stimuli (Bodenhausen and 
Lichtenstein 1987).   
 In making stereotypical judgments about 
others, humans beings evaluate people along 
two basic psychological dimensions:  warmth 
and competence (Fiske et al. 2002 ).  Warmth 
is how likeable and approachable a person is.  
We are attracted to people we view as high on 
the warmth dimension and seek to interact and 
spend time with them.  We find people who are 
low on the warmth dimension to be off-putting 
and seek to avoid them and to minimize the 
number and range of social contacts; we don’t 
like them and find them “cold.”  In addition to 
these subjective feelings of attraction and 
liking, we also evaluate people in terms of 
competence and efficacy—their ability to act in 
a purposeful manner to accomplish goals.  We 
may or may not like people who are highly 
competent, but we generally respect them and 
admire their ability to get things done.   
 These two dimensions of social perception 
come together in the stereotype content model, 
which argues that human social cognition and 
stereotyping involve the placement groups and 
individuals in a social space defined by the 
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intersection of independent axes of warmth 
and competence (Fiske et al 2002).  As shown 
in Figure 1, the social space for stereotyping 
has four basic quadrants.  The top right 
quadrant contains other people within the 
person’s own group along with members of 
groups perceived to be similar to one’s own.  
Naturally, we think of members of our own 
social group as warm and competent and, 
hence, approachable and worthy of respect.   
The relevant emotion associated with in-group 
social perceptions is pride.   
 The intersection of the two dimensions 
yields three distinct kinds of outgroups, which 
vary with respect to approachability and 
respect.  The bottom right quadrant contains 
those that are viewed socially as competent 
but not warm.  They are respected but not 
liked, and the relevant emotion that people feel 
toward them is envy.  This quadrant describes 
the situation of classic middlemen minorities 
such as Jews in Europe, Chinese in Malaysia, 
Tutsi in Rwanda, and Indians in East Africa.  In 
a stable social structure, people show public 
respect and deference to members of envied 
outgroups, but if social order breaks down they 
become targets of communal hatred and 
violence. 
 The upper left quadrant includes outgroups 
that are seen as warm and thus likeable but 
not competent.  Those falling into this category 
include people who have experienced some 
misfortune but who are otherwise perceived as 
“people like me,” such as the disabled, the 
elderly, the blind, the mentally retarded.  One 
could imagine being in their shoes but for an 
accident of fate, and so the relevant emotion is 
pity.  We like them but, recognizing their lack of 
competence, we also feel sorry for them.  In a 
stable social structure members of pitied 
outgroups will be looked after and cared for; 
but in times of social disorder they may suffer 
from neglect, though they generally do not 
become targets of systematic hatred or 
violence. 
 Finally, social groups occupying the lower 
left quadrant are perceived simultaneously as 
low in warmth and low in competence.  Being 
neither likeable nor capable, people within 
these outgroups are socially despised and the 
salient emotion is disgust.  This quadrant 
contains social outcastes such as drug dealers, 

welfare recipients, sex offenders, and the 
homeless.  It also includes members of groups 
that have been subject to a deliberate process 
of racial formation that has ideologically 
questioned their humanity based on ascribed 
traits.  African Americans in the Jim Crow 
south were perceived by whites to be neither 
competent nor warm. They were socially 
labeled as inferior, even subhuman; and 
because they were perceived as less than fully 
human, they could be exploited, segregated, 
lynched, and subjected to a host of degrading 
forms of discrimination.  
 Recent work in neuroscience has implicated 
a particular region of the brain as central to the 
process of social cognition (see Harris and 
Fiske 2006).  Whenever individuals perceive a 
stimulus as a human being and therefore a 
potential social actor, an area of the brain 
known as the medial prefrontal cortex lights up 
when observed under functional magnetic 
resonance imagery (fMRI).  Harris and Fiske 
(2006) pretested a number of photographic 
images of social actors to establish the 
quadrant into which they fell; then they showed 
the images to experimental subjects such that 
each person saw a total of eighty images—20 
of ingroup members, 20 of envied outgroups, 
20 of pitied outgroups, and 20 of despised 
outgroups. 
 As they viewed the images, the brains of 
subjects were scanned under fMRI and centers 
of activity recorded.  As expected, Harris and 
Fiske (2006) found that images of people 
representing ingroups, envied outgroups, and 
pitied outgroups all triggered a clear reaction in 
the medial prefrontal cortex but, startlingly, 
images of despised outgroups did not.   
 Whereas outgroups subject to pity and envy 
were instantly perceived as human beings and 
social actors, despised outgroups were not 
seen in social terms—at the most fundamental 
level of cognition they were not seen as 
human.  In a very real way, therefore, despised 
outgroups are dehumanized at an intrinsic 
psychological level, giving human beings 
license to treat members of despised 
outgroups as if they were animals or objects.  
This basic feature of human social cognition 
thus provides the psychological foundation for 
exploitation and opportunity hoarding in the 
real world. 
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A Note from the Chair 
 

Alexandra Maryanski 
UC- Riverside 

 
Hi Everyone: 
 

Let me update you on our progress as a 
section-in-formation.  The magic number is 
300, and we have—256 members. Wow!  But 
before you smile too broadly, keep in mind that 
we have less than 6 months to get the 
remaining 44 members (and, once we have 
these 44 new members, we become a 
permanent section, even if our numbers drop 
below 300 in future).  A permanent  status 
entitles us to an ASA budget to pay for such 
fun activities as a wine-and-dine ASA 
reception. It also entitles us to two regular 
sessions at ASA (the number of sessions is 
determined by the membership count). I predict 
that over time we will become a very 
successful section because, unlike other 
sections, we provide a big sociological 
umbrella for anyone wanting to ride the current 
new wave of evolutionary thinking taking place 
in both the biological and social sciences.  
 

In addition, with Evolution and Sociology 
anchored to ASA, we offer an intellectual  
bridge for  young scholars interested in 
evolutionary sociology.  For good reason, 
graduate students or Assistant Professors are 
still reluctant to work in this area because 
graduate-student mentors or their departmental 
colleagues still don’t believe that evolutionary 
theory belongs in sociology.  These newly 
minted scholars have written to me to share 
their frustrations about not being able  to 
pursue their interests for fear of possible 
censure. Once we are legitimate, this 
resistance to evolutionary processes in 
sociology will slowly break down. Indeed, the 
21st Century is now ushering in a new 
biological revolution, and it is time for sociology 
to get on the bandwagon. 
 

Let me take this opportunity to welcome our 
new members and to thank those of you who 
have worked hard at recruiting new members. 
Indeed, many of you have even paid the 

section fee for your students while some of you 
have paid their ASA memberships as well.  I 
also want to thank Gerhard Lenski, Thomas 
Stone, Jonathan Turner, Stephen Sanderson,  
Lloyd Lueptow, Timothy Crippen,  Richard 
Machalek and Harold Kincaid for sponsoring 
our Evolution and Sociology  reception in 
Montreal this year.   
 

The Mystery: Will we celebrate a 
permanent Evolution and Sociology section at 
our wine-and-dine reception? Or will we crash 
on 30 September 2006 and fade away? Stay 
tuned.  
 

Please help in making us permanent by 
recruiting just one new member from the 
following categories: 
 
 
1) ASA Regular Members-- it costs only $5.00 
to add our section-in-formation.  
2) Emeritus Members (even those who 
dropped out of ASA can rejoin the association 
for $39).  
3) Associate Members (who can join ASA for 
$39).*  
The Associate category according to ASA is for 
"Persons subscribing to the objectives of the 
Association" (or essentially any interested 
individuals without a full-time appointment in a 
sociology department).  Surely you know 
someone in this category---a former student, 
an independent scholar, a colleague in another 
department, a mother-in-law who loves 
sociology, a friend who owes you a favor and 
notably, anyone who wants to see Evolution 
and Sociology become a reality. 
4) Student Members--both graduate and 
undergraduate (who can join ASA for $17).* 
 
 
Any ASA member can easily add our section 
by going to: 
https://www.e-noah.net/ASA/Login.asp 
 
 I hope to see you all in Montreal 
 
 
          Alexandra 
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p.s. If you need to reach me, send me an E-
mail at alexandra.maryanski@ucr.edu  or 
phone me at 951-827-5442.      
 
 * I recently learned that  student and associate 
memberships also require the purchase of one 
sociology journal which costs an additional 
$25.00.  

 
********** 

 
The Human Nature Project 

 
Lionel Tiger 

Rutgers University 
 
 That relentless skeptic Bertrand Russell 
once announced that “Every man, wherever he 
goes, is encompassed by a cloud of comforting 
convictions which move with him like flies on a 
summer day.” In a scientifically-driven period of 
history such as the one we’re in, even more 
perilous are convictions which purport to 
deliver certainty as well as comfort. While 
science is by definition and intent designed to 
be questioned both by its practitioners and its 
consumers, it’s clear that the value of its 
results may be sharply affected by the 
plausibility of its initial assumptions and how 
searchingly it evaluates information. The 
English economist Alfred Marshall observed 
that “the most reckless theorists are those who 
allow the facts to speak for themselves.”  
 Of course this is dangerous. Getting things 
right matters. I want here to deal with old 
assumptions, new facts, and what should be 
done about them. My principal focus is on the 
set of working principles and facts speaking for 
themselves which compose the idea of “human 
nature.” And to do this I have to begin with the 
strange feature of modern as well as old 
universities which is that the natural and social 
sciences are separate operations. Not only do 
they usually occupy different real estate but 
their intellectual operations are often 
quarantined from each other conceptually and 
in day-to-day practice.             
  However think about how strange this is. 
Does the fact that natural science is one thing 
and social science another mean that social 
behavior is somehow not natural? For nearly all 

educational and research institutions the 
answer to that question is Yes. Perhaps 
vaguely, perhaps inadvertently, perhaps 
casually or perhaps assertively - but still Yes. 
The consequences are enormous not only for 
science itself but for social policy, legal theory, 
ethical analysis, and our understanding of the 
sources of pleasure and pain.  
 All this is the subject of my aria today. 
 It’s not a new song. Aristotle proclaimed 
that “Man is by nature a political animal” and 
he meant it. But the political scientists and 
other social scientists who followed him largely 
focused on the word “political.” They ignored 
virtually altogether the most important and 
arresting phrase “by nature.” 
         While one shouldn’t take the liberty of 
imposing on someone else’s pleasure centers, 
nonetheless I can imagine that Aristotle would 
have been delighted with the human genome 
project and would have endorsed the front 
page placement of the New York Times story 
of December 5 2002 which described the full 
explication of the mouse genome. This is 
interesting in itself but became even more so 
because it appears that of the 30,000 genes 
possessed by the mouse, only about 300 - 1 
percent - have no obvious counterpart in the 
human genome. Given that we and our 
apparent cousins the mice have been evolving 
separately for 75 million years, this is 
remarkable. It suggests in both real and 
metaphoric terms that our biological reach into 
history and prehistory can be seen as 
comparable to the manner in which rocks and 
papayas and wood and asparagus all share the 
elemental units which physics has identified. 
Mouse nature? Human nature? So far, and yet 
so near. And yet I dare say that it remains 
overwhelmingly the case in the social sciences 
that almost everywhere it is possible to receive 
a doctoral degree without studying any other 
species than the human. Even at that the work 
is likely to involve people and their behavior in 
the past generation and in a highly limited 
geographical area. This is wholly 
understandable but intellectually it is akin to 
studying geology but exclusively about 
Minnesota. Or even doing botany while 
ignoring photosynthesis. 
 There are two very over-concise reasons I 
will sketch to identify the basis for the 
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segregation of social science from biology. The 
first has to do with a broad allergy to 
“reductionism” - in effect trying to explain a 
social phenomenon by a physical or genetic 
cause. Perhaps the principal statement of this 
was - not surprising this - from a Frenchman 
Emile Durkheim. He issued his influential book 
The Rules of Sociological Method around the 
turn of the last century which established 
reductionism as a major error and 
recommended that the social sciences 
distance themselves from the biological - even 
though (or perhaps because) his principal 
teacher Espinas was himself a biologist. This 
anti-reductionism ethic diffused widely. Not 
only did it serve the normal purposes of 
relatively imperialistic academic disciplines 
seeking greater resources and autonomy, but it 
also wholly supported the long-standing divide 
in the societies involved between humans and 
other animals.  
 The more recent and fiercer reason had to 
do with the appropriation of some biological 
and much non-biological materials by various 
fascist groups especially of course the Nazis. 
Thereafter there was plausible and 
understandable suspicion of attributing to 
genes any major social or cultural phenomena. 
Of course the intellectual baby was thrown out 
with the acrid bathwater, and the study of links 
between genes and human nature became 
exceptionally torrid and academically 
dangerous to boot. It remains a highly sensitive 
matter and a bulwark of the PC priesthood’s 
catechism. And of course in the USA the 
intellectual mess was abetted when the original 
legislation dealing with affirmative action in its 
various modes was extended from race to 
include sex - evidently as a farcical suggestion 
since several Southern congressmen were 
convinced the entire bill was foolish and 
unpassable. But race and sex are apples and 
oranges. The differences between races first of 
all vary in a gradient from all-one to nearly-
everything. Secondly they reflect relatively 
minor differences in the actual conduct of lives. 
However the sexes differ enormously and it is 
unnecessary to recall here the immense 
catalogue of defined sex differences from the 
level of the cell to social behavior.  Even just in 
yesterday’s news - an indication that among 
vervet monkeys males and females make the 

same sex-typed choices of toys as human 
children do - without benefit of GI Joe, Barbie, 
and the dread power source: role models. 
 On the other side of the political spectrum, 
the communist left, human nature as an idea 
was anathema too, because of course the 
prevailing rule was that ideology conquered all. 
A new Soviet or Chinese man or woman would 
follow the correct guidance of the enlightened 
party in the name of the almighty founding 
principles. A kind of Skinnerian 
environmentalism united communist and social 
science theory even if this was hardly 
comprehended by our colleagues annoying 
pigeons and nocturnal mice in expensive labs 
off Harvard Square - the experimenters woke 
up the mice and then made them do what they 
do anyway at night - run mazes. On the basis 
of such operations, huge learning theories 
were erected. At one point, B.F. Skinner 
himself asked the question - which he then 
ignored - “what’s in the rat?”  
 These learning theories animated a huge 
structure of belief in the decisive role of the 
environment in shaping behavior and the 
minimal role of anything approximating “human 
nature.” Of course with the fall of communism 
the intellectual certainty of half the world 
dissolved overnight. The results of 70 years of 
role models (again that awful phrase and 
worse concept), ideal institutions, and 
programs for human perfection were swept 
away in less time than it takes for an unpopular  
sitcom to be canceled by the Disney 
Corporation. All that certainty, all that 
propaganda, all that effort.... 
 I was in Korea several weeks ago and had 
read before the trip a memoir of a North 
Korean refugee who described standing atop 
the tallest building in Seoul and marveling that 
all the people he saw managed to make 
choices in what to do, where to go, what to 
buy, with whom to speak, without anyone 
telling them, which had been his experience in 
North Korea. Of course. people like to do 
things, they move around, they have projects, 
affinities, they blunder. So do mice and chimps. 
Variation is the name of the game of nature. As 
I tell students, when they study living systems 
the shortest analytic distance between two 
points is a normal curve. Not only do people 
vary amongst themselves - and recall that 
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Darwin’s central insight was about the role of 
variation - but so do groups vary. This has led 
some social scientists to suffer from what my 
colleague Robin Fox calls “ethnographic 
dazzle” in which the fact of difference 
overwhelms the equal fact of consistent central 
patterns. 
 Now the overwhelming weight of new work 
makes it imperative we go beyond the errors 
and allergies of the past and try to fashion as 
sophisticated a knowledge of human nature as 
we have been able to do acquire about nature 
itself.  
 So let me move directly to do this, and first 
describe how.  In l966 Robin Fox then of the 
London School of Economics and I published a 
wholly impudent paper in The Journal of the 
Royal Anthropological Institute called “The 
Zoological Perspective in Social Science.” It 
was all of 9 pages but I think we got it largely 
right. Then in l971 Fox and I, both then at 
Rutgers, published The Imperial Animal in 
which we used the exciting linguistic work by 
Chomsky on the necessity for a genetic basis 
for language - otherwise language is too hard 
for little kids to learn; there had to be a hard-
wired program for it. Different communities 
taught different languages but Language was 
the same.  
 We broadened the discussion to other - 
earlier - elements of social behavior - after all 
language is a relatively recent human 
innovation. We called the phenomenon the 
“behavioral biogrammar” which was a device 
enabling us to look for human regularities in 
the production of behavior just as there were 
clearly regularities in the production of 
language. Fox and I and countless others have 
carried on this exploration with various levels of 
self-consciousness and intellectual aggression 
and the result is a new state of play. The most 
recent full approach to the matter is Steven 
Pinker’s The Blank Slate - who as a former 
student of Chomsky’s could have put the 
biogrammar concept to good and labor-saving 
use. But there are dozens of others, including 
Paul Rubin’s analysis of biological factors in 
economics which was the subject of a recent 
symposium here at AEI. 
 What do we get out of this? Let me use 
physiology as my baseline.  We all know that 
the body needs certain inputs in order to 

function and the medical community has 
accordingly developed what we know as an 
ideal nutritional profile - this much vitamin A, 
this much C, that much protein, this much 
green vegetable and colorful fruit. Elements of 
this remain controversial especially since the 
body has become the most sturdy temple for 
moral self-assessment. So now virtually 
everyone is obsessed with the food they eat. 
Diet books face their enemy cook books across 
bookstore aisles. Many people act as if they 
think that what they eat will kill them. They 
employ an extermination model of food. Others 
see their exquisite choice of tasteless rain-
forest mung beans as a sure-fire evasion of the 
otherwise grim grip of the mortal coil. 
Nevertheless there is a fairly agreed-upon 
general idea of what the body needs and how it 
should be cared for. 
 The body is the structure. Structure and 
function are almost invariably related. Behavior 
is the function. So let’s turn to behavior and  
develop a portfolio of behavioral vitamins which 
individuals and the body-social need. 
 Why vitamins? One alternative to that term 
is “rights” but I gather this causes lawyers and 
judges to jump up and down with turbulent 
anxiety. This is always an expensive and 
unnerving prospect and you do not want to 
irritate these people. Another alternative is 
“needs.” But that is too Dickensian for 
something as agreeable as what make social 
life agreeable. There is also always the danger 
the management of these needs will be 
coopted by the always-hungry always well-
meaning corps of concernocrats ready and 
willing to rummage in the lives of others.  
 So behavioral vitamins it is.  
 Now for purposes of this exercise suddenly 
we become our own zookeepers. Modern 
zookeepers are evaluated by how faithful are 
the conditions they provide their guests to 
those in which they evolved and whether they 
are able to reproduce. So allow me to provide 
a list of behavioral vitamins which we should 
provide each other as we supervise our own 
zoo, a list based on a broad assessment of the 
human biogrammar rather than on any pre-
existing scheme of morality, piety, and severity. 
It is based that is on what we needed to 
prosper as a species in our own native 
environment which was of course East Africa 
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from which it appears our ancestors spread 
around 100,000 years ago; our real roots are 
there. It’s the Old Country, back home, back 
east.  
 This is a simpleton’s list, banal, a bit 
cheerful, low-cost, and it requires no post-
graduate degree for its discussion.  
  I will however indulge in a minor form of 
grandiosity because I will describe these 
vitamin requirements as commandments. But 
since there are only nine, it’s clearly an 
amateur list. 
 1)The first vitamin is the opportunity to be 
protected by rules about maturity. That is 3-
year olds do not and should not have the same 
package of rights and responsibilities as 30 -
year olds. It’s a good bet that responses to 
immaturity are rather deeply programmed 
genomically, and legal systems customarily 
respond to this program. The outrage over 
priestly abuse of youngsters is only an 
especially poignant and dramatic example of 
this. 
 2) In order to indulge in agreeable behavior, 
we should enjoy the vitamin of access to fresh 
air and natural light. In various societies such 
as Sweden and Japan, and S. Korea as I 
recently learned, access to light has a defined 
economic value. In some places office 
buildings may not be built with offices without 
windows to the outside for all employees.  
Devotees of torture and solitary confinement 
are particularly attached to deprivation of these 
vitamins because they know from experience 
how effective it is. 
 3) Greenery is a vitamin. If this were a class 
of baby students I would ask “how many of you 
have houseplants” and a huge majority would 
say Yes. Humans evolved in nature and we try 
to import the upper paleolithic into our high-rise 
apartments by buying plants whose only 
serious function is aesthetic.  Here in frozen 
central Washington, there are flower shops 
every second block. Furthermore, people who 
live in houses with greenery already around 
them create yet more in the form of gardens, 
and gardening is currently the most popular 
American recreation. Part of the human nature 
project is a new bed of summer herbs, and 
even, heaven forbid, zucchini. (Whoever eats 
all that zuchinni?) 

 4) The opportunity for large-muscle 
movements is a vitamin. Even prisoners are 
entitled to an hour in the yard. But there is 
ongoing curtailment in American schools of the 
opportunities for play involving large-muscle 
movements, bodily movements over space, 
and the conduct of lively games many of which 
by preference appear to be competitive. This is 
both a reflection of fears of lawsuits against 
schoolboards, teachers, equipment makers, 
and the like, but it reflects an anti-male bias by 
feminizing school systems. These have clearly 
been configured more to female than male 
nature and one result is that females are 
decisively more successful in the system 
academically as well as emotionally- in 
colleges and universities there are some 57% 
females to 43% males.  
 In a different but related realm, there is also 
apparently a 9 to 1 ratio of male to female 
victims of Ritalin and similar behavioral 
management drugs. Perhaps because males 
throughout the primates like to move around 
more than females, human ones in particular 
are being penalized for their nature. They are 
required to become drug-users by those 
responsible for their welfare. Obviously such 
drugs are useful for some individuals. But it 
becomes highly suspicious when the sex ratio 
of prescriptions is so remarkably skewed. Is 
this about the students, or about the system 
they’re in? These issues are more fully 
explored in my The Decline of Males of 1999. 
 5) Almost everyone when they return home 
tonight will check whatever device they use for 
messages or email. Social contact is a vitamin. 
Again, managers of solitary confinement 
understand how debilitating it is. Good zoos 
provide opportunities for animals to 
communicate with their fellows - they like it, 
even if they squabble. So the ability to 
communicate with members of our species is a 
vitamin. It may also take the form of freedom of 
expression, one variant of it. It also applies to 
the issue of censorship: who if anyone should 
decide what communication one member of 
the species should be able to indulge in, and 
which not? This is finally a primitive issue as 
well as a politically profound one. When our 
ancestral hunter-gatherer bands met to decide 
what to do next, anyone’s opinion might turn 
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out to be valuable. Freedom of speech is 
efficient. 
 6) A behavioral vitamin is the opportunity to 
reproduce. Obviously some political regimes 
have sought to curtail this with varying degrees 
of success and human cost. Inasmuch as this 
may involve efforts to affect the sexual 
behavior necessary for reproduction, then it is 
a very broad matter indeed, one very popular 
among people with opinions. There are also 
subtler or at least less draconian means of 
affecting reproductive freedoms - for example 
those anti-natal ideologies at the core of much 
modern feminism which in effect induced 
countless women to miscalculate the nature of 
human reproductive nature. Both Sylvia 
Hewlett and Midge Decter have recently written 
about what in retrospect will come to see rather 
like the unnecessary sacrifices to the Stalinist 
line by those who fell for it in this country to say 
nothing of the USSR and elsewhere. 
 7) Related to this is a vitamin young 
children need, which is the opportunity for 
durable and predictable connection to their 
parents - at least their mothers. In our study of 
the Israeli kibbutz movement, WOMEN IN THE 
KIBBUTZ Joseph Shepher and I described how 
it was the mothers and their mothers in the 
communities who overwhelmingly voted to 
disband the children’s houses in which their 
kids were supposed to live from six weeks on. 
The men always supported the children’s 
houses which were ideologically better and 
cheaper. But the children and mothers clearly 
made their needs and preferences felt. We are 
entitled to ask if recent changes in the welfare 
system requiring women with children to earn 
money, very often by raising the children of 
other women in a similar pickle, is the desirable 
solution to a core mammalian issue - how to 
protect mothers and babies from the ruckus of 
the wider system. Let us recall before 
Christmas that that issue is at the mammalian 
core of the Christmas story, which is the 
centerpiece of the most popular celebration in 
the world. And meanwhile expensively and 
elegantly trained women turn over their 
children to unlettered nannies from countries 
they’ve never been to and with whom they 
would not abide a fifteen minutes coffee break 
at the diner. 

 8) Let me break into a cloud of big trouble 
by suggesting that a chronic vitamin factor in 
human arrangements is the opportunity for 
gender-specific behavior. This simply means 
that on balance there is good reason to expect 
that in various venues and for various reasons 
males and females will act differently and in 
others of course they will act the same. The 
human nature project makes clear that sex 
differences are not necessarily the result of 
conspiracy, patriarchal oppression, formal 
inequity, and the like. They may be and have 
certainly been in countless ways and are still in 
a widespread distribution. However as we look 
ahead it would do well to expect the 
emergence of sex difference in any complex 
ongoing social group and be surprised if there 
weren’t any and wondering why not. 
 9) Finally a vitamin which energizes a 
community when it exists and depresses it 
when it does not is the awareness of 
communal protection. Whatever authority 
exists has to provide the citizenry protection 
from internal criminality and more significantly 
and dramatically from the threats of warfare. 
Governments such as the North Korean clearly 
fail to generate any sense of fairness and 
safety among its population and depression 
and widespread alcoholism appear to be one 
clear result, to say nothing of the refugees who 
at great risk vote with their feet. 
 Here the human nature project suddenly 
expands into a large amphitheater potentially 
housing a chorus or cacophony of the voices 
traditionally heard on issues of good 
government, fair government, peaceful 
government, and the like. But if we abide by 
Aristotle’s “by nature” description, even if the 
issue is huge we are nevertheless not exempt 
from approaching it with the same candor and 
even confidence as when we consider ideal 
playgrounds for children. 
 Where does this fit in the larger currents of 
contemporary social policy? Clearly there are 
no easy answers to the myriad problems posed 
by the industrial system and the complex vastly 
rambunctious stimuli it demands an upper 
paleolithic former hunter-gatherer to attend to. 
But there’s a model, which has served quite 
well. During its early splurges and then during 
the effective triumph of the industrial way of life 
over all others, there was a reasonable 
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assumption which appeared to work that the 
environment was somehow self-correcting and 
able to absorb whatever was given to it. 
 Then a mild-mannered marine biologist 
named Rachel Carson wrote THE SEA 
AROUND US.  This revealed that even the 
vast changing surging oceans were being 
polluted by the results of our new lives. The 
environmental movement began and it became 
clear that the hugeness of water and the 
hugeness of our air could not themselves 
repair what we produced. We were too 
clamorous and they were too frail, too 
equipoised for an immensely ancient non-
industrial world.  
  Clearly there have been excesses - if 
insufficient successes too - to that 
environmental movement and too much 
baggage tied to the train. Nevertheless it’s 
become clearly necessary and has become in 
a way also a conservative factor in seriously 
defining our lives as well as an easy cause for 
youngsters wearing bandanas.  
 My proposal here is both metaphorical and 
real, which is that we need now an inner 
environmental movement, about our nature in 
here, just as we have stretched and learned to 
comprehend the nature out there. The nature 
in here is obviously more mysterious, more 
personal, more intricately connected to foggy 
fears and orchestral dreams. An Irish poet 
once announced “To the Blind, everything is 
sudden.” But we know now about our history 
and more interestingly and complexly our 
prehistorical story, which is in fact told in our 
genes. Therefore it seems plain we should not 
and need not be blind about the forces which 
permitted us to perdure and prosper and which 
remain part of human Aristotelian nature. 
 

********** 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

On the Benefits of Not Divorcing 
Social Evolution From  
Biological Evolution: 

Comment on Chase-Dunn 
 

Stephen K. Sanderson 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania 

 
In the Fall 2005 issue of the Evolution & 
Sociology Newsletter, Chris Chase-Dunn 
makes a plea for our section to be open to the 
study of social evolution regardless of whether 
it makes any reference to biological evolution. I 
have no difficulty with that proposal. Indeed, in 
its support I shall simply invoke our section 
chair Alexandra Maryanski’s (1998) notion of 
“Evolutionary Sociology” – a form of sociology 
that combines the Darwinian study of human 
nature and its impact on social behavior with 
the study of social evolution in its myriad forms. 
I suspect that the vast majority of section 
members will be quite amenable to Chase-
Dunn’s proposal. 

Nevertheless, I would like to stress that the 
study of social evolution will be made 
inestimably more interesting and productive if 
we bring a Darwinian understanding of human 
nature to bear on it. It is possible to formulate 
good theories of social evolution without doing 
this, and indeed the general theory of social 
evolution developed by Chase-Dunn and 
Thomas D. Hall (1997) is a good (if imperfect) 
theory of social evolution. I myself developed a 
general theory of social evolution back in the 
mid-1990s without any reference to Darwinism 
or human nature (Sanderson, 1994, 1995, 
1999). However, I later went on to Darwinize 
this theory, thereby deepening it (Sanderson, 
2001). I think that my later more Darwinian 
theory gives us a much more complete, and 
therefore much more adequate, understanding 
of social evolution than I had developed the 
first time around. It is also a much more 
consilient theory, in E.O. Wilson’s (1998) sense 
of that term. It provides us with a much more 
unified picture of both society and nature, a 
fundamental goal of classic scientific 
explanation (and a goal clearly recognized by 
Chase-Dunn when he says in his essay, “I 
concur with the observation that the gulf that 
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has been created between the biological and 
the social sciences imposes destructive 
blinders on both biologists and sociologists”).  
To make my point in the simplest way, I 
contend that social evolution is constrained in 
major ways by our evolved human 
predispositions. The most important of these 
predispositions are our strong desire to save 
time and energy (a Law of Least Effort); our 
strong tendency to favor kin over nonkin and 
our own communities, ethnic groups, and 
nations over others; our desire for life and a 
long and healthy life; our desire for status, 
creature comforts, and (often) power; our 
desire for individual autonomy; and our desire 
(not always conscious) to maximize our 
individual reproductive success. As Chase-
Dunn very well knows, over the past 10,000 
years there have been strikingly similar parallel 
evolutionary trends all over the world. The 
most obvious of these trends involve the 
evolution of societies that are larger, denser, 
more complex, more highly stratified, and 
increasingly dominated by tiny elites, all the 
way up through the formation of the modern 
world-system of the past several hundred 
years. Social evolution has always run in this 
direction everywhere, and that it has done so 
suggests to me the operation of powerful 
constraints emanating from the human 
organism.  

Or consider religion. Here we have a 
universal dimension of human experience, but 
one that has undergone major evolutionary 
transformations from early animistic and 
shamanic forms all the way to complex 
ecclesiastical religions, with their elaborate 
priestly hierarchies and, ultimately, One True 
God. Recently I have devoted some of my 
work to identifying the main determinants of the 
evolution of religion (Roberts and Sanderson, 
2005). However, it occurs to me that this work, 
which has produced interesting findings thus 
far, can produce even more interesting and 
much deeper insights if I go on to incorporate 
the idea that religion is an evolved human 
predisposition, either an evolutionary 
adaptation (e. g., Rolston, 1999; Atran, 2002) 
or a byproduct of other cognitive adaptations 
(e. g., Boyer, 2001). Religion is an evolutionary 
phenomenon in a double sense, having 
emerged through natural selection as a set of 

human propensities and then been 
transformed in predictable ways as societies 
have evolved over the millennia. I want to 
understand, in the fullest sense (with apologies 
to Durkheim), “The Evolutionary Forms of the 
Religious Life.”  
 Chase-Dunn has begun to read Wilson’s 
great tome, Sociobiology (1975), extremely 
welcome news as far as I’m concerned, and 
his essay shows that he already thinks like a 
good sociobiologist or evolutionary ecologist in 
recognizing the facultative nature of both 
animal and human behavior. In animal 
societies, behavior is not rigidly determined by 
instinctual mechanisms, but varies according to 
environmental variations and perturbations. It 
has, therefore, a certain flexibility. The example 
Chase-Dunn gives is that, as population 
densities increase, animals display more 
competitive, hierarchical, and aggressive 
behavior, a pattern that is strikingly 
characteristic of humans as well. Examples of 
human facultative behavior could be multiplied 
ad infinitum.  

Patrilineality is the most common descent 
type in the world’s societies. A Darwinian 
explanation of this fact would say that, because 
of the greater reproductive potential of males, 
both males and females can maximize their 
reproductive success in a wide range of 
environments by emphasizing genealogical ties 
through fathers. However, under other 
environmental conditions, some societies adopt 
bilateral descent, and yet others opt for 
matrilineality, or descent through mothers and 
sisters. The classic Darwinian explanation for 
matrilineality is that it is most likely to occur in 
societies in which paternity uncertainty is 
unusually high (e. g., Kurland, 1979). Men thus 
invest in their sister’s offspring, creating the 
famous avunculate (the close tie between a 
mother’s brother and his sisters’ sons) since 
they know they are related to their nephews 
and nieces but are not at all certain that they 
are related to their wives’ offspring. The 
available research (e. g., Gaulin and Schlegel, 
1980) does indeed strongly support this 
paternity uncertainty explanation. 
Although in the majority of societies people 
show strong preference for sons over 
daughters – again, because the reproductive 
potential of males exceeds that of females – 
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under certain conditions the reverse occurs. 
There are entire societies that give preference 
to daughters, such as the Mukogodo, East 
African pastoralists, and in highly stratified 
societies (especially agrarian societies) low-
status groups tend to favor daughters over 
sons. What is at work here? In the case of the 
Mukogodo, they are part of an intersocietal 
marriage exchange network in which their 
daughters are highly desired as mates by high-
status Maasai males. Not only can the 
Mukogodo get their daughters married off 
much more easily than their sons, but they get 
brideprice in the form of cattle from the Maasai 
as well (Cronk, 2004). In highly stratified 
agrarian societies, low-status parents of 
attractive daughters find that they can often get 
them married off to males from high-status 
families. The marital (and hence reproductive) 
prospects of low-status daughters frequently 
exceeds that of low-status sons, so preference 
is given to daughters. For high-status people, 
by contrast, their daughters often have poor 
marital prospects (because of hypergyny, the 
widespread tendency for women to “marry 
up”), so investing in sons makes more sense 
(Trivers and Willard, 1973; Dickemann, 1979; 
Hopcroft, 2005). (Note that in these last two 
sets of examples, we have entered the realm 
of divergent or multilinear rather than long-term 
parallel and convergent evolution. But the 
same principles apply to all of the forms of 
social evolution.) 
 I am delighted that Chase-Dunn (and his 
frequent collaborator, Tom Hall) has joined our 
section and that he wants to see it include the 
study of long-term social evolution as well as 
biological evolution. As an intelligent, open-
minded, and scientifically-minded scholar, 
Chase-Dunn acknowledges that it is foolish to 
deny that there is such a thing as human 
nature and that it exerts important effects on 
social life. If he wants to study social evolution 
without taking human nature into account, he 
will still make important contributions (just as 
he has done already) and be a highly valued 
member of our section. But in closing I would 
simply say, Chris, welcome to the section, but 
be forewarned: If you keep hanging around 
with the rest of us long enough, some of our 
bolder biological thinking might just rub off on 
you! (Or, as Pierre van den Berghe said to me 

many years ago, “Take the plunge. What’s 
stopping you?” Later on I did. Pierre’s 
response? “I hate to say I told you so – but I 
told you so!”) 
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As this newsletter went to press, the 
schedule for this year’s ASA sessions 

was not yet available.   
Please note however, that our section day 

is Saturday, August 12th. 2006. 
 
 

********** 
 

Doing Evolutionary Sociology: 
Strategies and Tactics 

 
Panel Session Organized for the Annual ASA 

Meetings in Montreal 
 

Timothy Crippen 
University of Mary Washington 

 
 The Evolution & Sociology Section-in-
Formation is delighted to announce that we 
have organized a panel session for the annual 
meetings of the American Sociological 
Association that will be held in Montreal in 
August.  The ASA unfortunately does not 
provide scheduled sessions for sections-in-

formation.  So, as was the case last year in 
Philadelphia, we’ve carved out the time for this 
panel session from our regularly scheduled 
business meeting. 
 The situation illustrates the vital importance 
for our membership to recruit as many 
professionals and students as possible to join 
our ranks.  Should we achieve sufficient 
numbers to attain permanent status as a 
section, the ASA will provide us with formal 
paper sessions (the number of which is based 
on membership totals) on Evolution & 
Sociology at subsequent annual meetings.  
Such an outcome would be most welcome.  
So, beat the bushes and do all that you can to 
flush out new members. 
 For the Montreal meetings, we’ve 
assembled a group of scholars who will speak 
briefly on the topic of Doing Evolutionary 
Sociology: Strategies & Tactics.  The panelists 
have distinctive approaches to the topic, and 
we hope that their comments will inspire 
another lively discussion.  The panel session 
will appear in the program for the ASA 
meetings, and the participants include: 
 
Presider: Richard Machalek, University of 
Wyoming 
 
Panelists: 
Timothy Crippen, University of Mary 
Washington 
Alexandra Maryanski, University of California-
Riverside 
Patrick Nolan, University of South Carolina 
Stephen K. Sanderson, Indiana University of 
Pennsylvania 
 
 The panel session will be followed by our 
Section’s reception, and we look forward to 
seeing all of you in Montreal this August. 
 

People 
 

Claudia N Chaufan, MD is a PhD 
candidate in the Department of Sociology at 
the University of California at Santa Cruz who 
is currently on the job market.  Her dissertation 
concerns the fact that rates of type 2 diabetes 
(henceforth diabetes) are increasing 
epidemically, especially among the socially 
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disadvantaged – often, yet not always, 
historically disenfranchised racial and ethnic 
minorities. She examines public discourses on 
diabetes, focusing on how inequalities in its 
distribution are explained by different 
stakeholders – the medical, research, policy, 
non-profit and media sectors. She also analyze 
interactions between causal accounts, diabetes 
research, and diabetes-relevant medical 
practices and public-health policies.  

 
J. Scott Lewis is a Phd Candidate at 

Bowling Green State University who is 
currently on the job market.  His dissertation is 
entitled “The Function of Free Riders: Toward 
a Solution to the Collective Action Problem.”  
He argues that it is impossible to solve the free 
rider problem using the existing paradigms. 
Specifically, in each case, the theories are 
based on an understanding of social life that 
forces the theories into the trap of 
methodological individualism, thereby 
rendering the problem unsolvable. Rational 
action theories form the cornerstone of 
collective action theorizing in sociology, 
economics, and evolutionary biology. Despite 
their very different approaches to the problem 
of collective action, all three paradigms 
converge on the same essential predictions 
about free riders. These predictions are quite 
often not substantiated. Examples of tolerated 
free riders abound. This gap between the 
predictions made by these disciplines and the 
observational and experimental evidence 
needs to be explained. 

  He constructs a theory that explains this 
disparity between the predictions and the 
observable facts, and offers a new way of 
approaching the free rider problem.  

I argue for a radical reformation of rational 
action models that frees it from the constraints 
of methodological individualism.  He 
demonstrates the utility of a vision of rationality 
embedded within the social relationships of the 
individual actors.  

  He argues that there exists at least one 
alternative definition of rationality that is equally 
plausible and equally rational as the dominant 
position. He shows how this radical revision of 
rational theory can move us toward a solution 
to the problem of free riders. He argues that 
free riders are often tolerated because they 

perform functions that actually increase the 
solidarity of the group. He argues that free 
riders increase the status of high status group 
members; reduce the degree of individual risk 
to high status group members; make the future 
more uncertain, thus increasing group 
interdependence. Free riders serve to increase 
the long term solidarity and survival of the 
group by acting as a mechanism by which the 
group may adapt to changing environmental 
pressures.  

 
 John Shutt, J.D., M.C.J., Ph.D. Candidate, 

Department of Sociology, University of South 
Carolina is writing a dissertation entitled “The 
New South: Racial Attitudes and the Natural 
Selection of Cultural Variants” under the 
supervision of Dr. Barry Markovsky.  This 
dissertation is an application of Boyd and 
Richerson’s dual inheritance theory.  

 
********** 

New Publications of  
Section Members 

 
Badahdah, Abdallah Mohammed and Kathleen 
Tiemann. 2005. “Mate Selection Criteria 
among Muslims Living in America.” Evolution 
and Human Behavior, 26, 432-440. 
 
Hopcroft, Rosemary L. 2006. “Status 
characteristics among older individuals: The 
diminished significance of gender.” Sociological 
Quarterly 47: 361-374  
  
Hopcroft, Rosemary L. 2006. “Sex, status and 
reproductive success in the contemporary 
U.S.” Evolution and Human Behavior 27: 104-
120. 
 
Kim, Sangmoon, and Patrick D. Nolan, 2006. 
“Measuring Social ‘Informatization:’ A Factor 
Analytic Approach.” Sociological Inquiry: 76 
(April): 188-209. 
 
Klochko, Marianna (OSU-Marion) has 
published a co-authored book with Peter 
Ordeshook (California Institute of Technology) 
Endogenous Time Preferences in Social 
Networks, 2006 Edward Elgar Publishing.  The 
authors address an under-studied issue from 
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rational choice theory – the common 
assumption that individual time preferences are 
exogenous and fixed. They then present 
empirical evidence to suggest that this is not 
the case, exploring a computer simulation 
model that allows for the evolutionary change 
of time preferences. This is done, moreover, in 
the context of social networks that are 
themselves endogenously determined. The 
issues of corruption, drug addiction, gangs are 
also discussed in the light of individual time 
preferences change. 
 
Nolan, Patrick and Gerhard Lenski. 2006. 
Human Societies: An Introduction to 
Macrosociology, Tenth Edition, Boulder, CO: 
Paradigm Publishers.  
 
[Also note that in 2006, Babil Yayinlari 
Publishers of Turkey will be publishing a 
Turkish edition of Nolan and Lenski’s Human 
Societies: An Introduction to Macrosociology 
10th edition. ] 
 
Nolan, Patrick. 2006. Studying Human 
Societies: A Primer and Guide. Boulder CO: 
Paradigm Publishers.  
 
Lenski, Gerhard. 2005. Evolutionary Theory: 
Principles and Applications. Boulder, CO: 
Paradigm Publishers. 
 
Lenski, Gerhard and Patrick Nolan. 2005. 
"Trajectories of Development Among Third 
World Societies," Pp. 187-201 in Gerhard 
Lenski, Evolutionary Theory: Principles and 
Applications. Boulder, CO: Paradigm 
Publishers. 
 
Sanderson, Stephen K. and Arthur S. 
Alderson. World Societies: The Evolution of 
Human Social Life. Allyn & Bacon, 2005. 
 
Sanderson, Stephen K. Revolutions: A 
Worldwide Introduction to Political and Social 
Change. Paradigm Publishers, 2005. 
 
Sanderson, Stephen K., D. Alex Heckert, and 
Joshua Dubrow, “Militarist, Marxian, and Non-
Marxian Materialist Theories of Gender 
Inequality: A Cross-Cultural Test.” Social 
Forces 83:1425-1441, 2005.  

 
Sanderson, Stephen K. 2005. “World-Systems 
Analysis After Thirty Years: Should It Rest in 
Peace?” International Journal of Comparative 
Sociology 46:179-213, 2005. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

HUMAN NATURE: AN 
INTERDISCIPLINARY BIOSOCIAL 

PERSPECTIVE 
 

A Discounted Subscription Offer 
 
 HUMAN NATURE SPECIAL OFFER to 
members of Sociology and Evolution.   
Human Nature is now in its 17th year of 
publication.  It is highly rated and now ranks 
4th out of 50 Anthropology journals and from 
4th out of 26 in the Social Sciences, 
Biomedical category in its citations.   
 Transaction Publishers is pleased to 
extend to current and new subscribers a 
reduced, one-year subscription rate to 
Human Nature.  Now also available also 
Electronically!   You may select from three 
versions:  Print, Electronic, or Print And 
Electronic Combined.  The rates are Print or 
Electronic only: $55, Print and Electronic 
Combined: $75 (Foreign members outside 
North America please add an additional $40 
for delivery). To order by credit card please 
call toll free 1-888-999-6778 (outside USA 1-
732-445-1245) and mention the order code 
HUNMEM 2006 to ensure you receive the 
reduced member rate.    You may also mail 
your check to:  Transaction Publishers, 390 
Campus Drive, Somerset, NJ  08873.  
Remember to provide your complete mailing 
address and your Order Code HUNMEM 
2006. 
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NEW PUBLICATION SERIES 
  
Transaction Publishers of New Brunswick NJ 
and London England  Announces  the   
introduction of a new series ANTHROPOLOGY 
AND HUMAN NATURE. It will be  edited by 
Lionel Tiger who is the Darwin Professor of 
Anthropology at Rutgers University. 
 
  The publishers are interested in works of 
social science, history, and General   
intellection which provide insight and 
contribution to the growing   literature on  what 
may be and may not be "human nature." 
Transaction also publishes the  journal HUMAN 
NATURE and is receptive to works of interest 
to scholars and 
  informed persons provoked by a subject 
matter only recently returned to active scrutiny. 
Even though Aristotle announced that "man is 
by nature a  political  animal," the emphasis on 
"political" has heretofore overwhelmed 
attention to "by  nature." This the series hopes 
to remedy by publishing works widely  
  advertised  in the scholarly community and 
maintained in print durably and with care. 
  Anyone interested in proposing or 
contemplating a book appropriate to this 
  adventure should contact Lionel Tiger either 
at ltiger@rci.rutgers.edu or  at the Department 
of Anthropology, Rutgers University, 131 
George Street, New Brunswick 
  NJ 08901-1414. 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

The Evolution & Sociology Section-in-
Formation of the ASA  

invites submissions for the  

Best Paper Award                            
for Student Members of the  

Evolution & Sociology Section-in-
Formation   

The paper should be article length.  It may be 
based on a master’s or doctoral thesis, course 

paper, or a paper submitted to a journal or 
conference. It can be published or 

unpublished.  Co-authored papers are 
accepted if all authors are students, but the 

award must be shared.   

Author(s) must be student members of the 
Evolution & Sociology  Section-in-Formation at 
the time of submission to qualify for the award. 

*The award for 2006 is $250  

Please send an electronic version of the paper 
(as a word or pdf file)  

by May 1st, 2006 to Rosemary Hopcroft at 
rlhopcro@email.uncc.edu. 

* Funded by a generous donor who wishes to remain 
anonymous. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


