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ROUNDTABLE COMMENTARIES

Wanting Women Isn’t New; Getting Them Is—Very

Laura Betzig

oor and powerless men have always wanted women.
The question is, What made them rich and powerful
enough to get them?

1 don’t believe that Stoic philosophy. $t. Jcrome and
foends in Rome, or even Hildchrand and the test of the
medieval church pulled it off. I believe that the first great
transition from despotism t0 democracy in human history
was like a transition from despotism 1o democracy in North
American paper wasps, Australian superb fairy-wrens, or
East African naked molc-rats might be. It came about as
dominants (with the division of labor that grew with indus-
try) had morc to gain from subordinates, and as subordinates
(with the mobility that followed a cash cconomy) had more
freedom to flee (Benzig, 1994, 1995b).

The evidence suggests that men in the Middle Ages—
counts or bishops, priests or castellans—had as many
women as they could afford. That cvidence includes

* ninth-century consus records from Santa Maria di Farfa
and St. Germain des Prés (where therc was a dearth of
young women on dependent farms, and an excess of
young women housed in the monasteries);

® parish records from early modern England (where more
than half the population 15-24 years old was ““in serv-
ice,” and cslalc staff sizes ran in the hundreds amaong
upper gentry and peers);
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¢ the fiftcenth=century Florentine carasto (which showed
the richest quartile of households held 30% of the married
women and 37% of the youngest children):

¢ chronicles (like Lambent of Ardres’s account of early
thiricenth-centery Count Baudoin, whose bedroom had
direct access to the servant girls’ quarters, to the rooms
of the adolescent girls upstairs, and to (he castle nursery;
who fathered at least 23 basiards and another 10 legiti-
mate danghters and sons; and whose ““loins were stirred
by the iniemperance of an impaticnt libido. .. very young
girls, and especially virgins aroused his desire™);

* records from thirteenth- and fourteenth-century French
inquisitions {in which, according to one witness, local
pricsts “formed a sort of equestnian class, who finally
bestrode anyone they fancied™);

® papal dispensations (hundreds of which let prests’ sons
be ordaincd),

¢ sccular laws (like the Bavarian and Alamannic Codes,
which fined men who had lain with other men’s maids—
the fines being paid to their lords);

s cpics, poems, short stories, lais, and pastourelle (which
are—from Boccaccio’s Decameron 1o Andreas Capel-
lanus’s Art of Courtly Love to Chaucer’'s Canterbury
Tales and beyond—filled with seductions by rich men of
lowerclass girls).

This cvidenee does not add up 1o a DNA fingerprint, but it’s
all the evidence we’ve got, And every thread in (hc lapestry
points the same way. Rich men in the Middle Ages, as in
other ages, marricd monogamously but mated polygynously
(reviewed in Beltzig, 1995¢),

What, then, was the point of inedicval *‘social controls™?
ithink churclunen (in particular, non-inheriting latter-born
sons) prohibited divorce and remarmiage, aristocratic incest
and concubinage in order to keep laymen (in particular, their
inheriting elder brothers) fmm finding Icgitimate wives and
siring legitimatc sons. As a resuit, I think churchmen re-
ceived bigger shares of their fathers’ estates (Betzig, 1995¢).
I do not think this stratcgy was “‘maladaptive™ at all. The
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bulk of canen law was not about the production of hastards;
it was about the production of Aeirs. Both cldcr brothers in
castles and younger brothers in monasicrics made bastards
whenever they could—and tumed a blind eye or, like Lam-
bert of Ardres, even appraved. But they also had this choice:
let dad’s estatc (1) pass to a son of one’s own, or (2} pass to
a brother’s son. Both churchmen and laymen preferred
choice ntumber ore.

MacDonald notes (hat Charles [1's spectacular scven-
teenth-century scxual carecr **was considered scandalous®
and “lowcred public confidence in his regime.” But it was
always thus. As Sir Ronald Syme, for instance, put it in The
Roman Revolution: “The best of arguments was personal
abuse. Inthe allcgation of disgusting immiworality, degrading
pursuils or ignoble origin the Roman politician knew no
compunclion” (1939:149 also Retzig, 1992). Lesser men—
aristocratic or plebeian—have afways wanted niore women.
The question is, What made it possible 10 get them? 1 don’t
think the answer lies in “social controls.”

I think the answer lics in ecology. The (ransition from
despotisnl to democracy in state societies is, as MacDonald
points oul, a novel event, It seems to coincide with a coni-
pleicly novel ““ecology”: the shift (o an industrial econonmy
n Europe over the last few centurics. What in the rise of
industry migltt have produced the rise of deniocracy (that is,
political cquality) and monogamy (that is, reproductive
equality)? Part of the answer lics in the division of labor
(Betzig, 1982, 1986). Skills profiferated: so more subordi-
nates gained bargaining power. Another part of (he answer
has to do with mobitity (Betzig, 1994, 1995h). Most paper
wasps, bluc fairy-wrens, and naked molc-rats live in despot-
isms. Strong wasps, wrens, and mole-rats oppress the weak:
winners’ genes prolifcrate, losers’ do not (e.g., Reeve and
Ratneiks, 1993; Pructt-Jones and Lewis, 1990; Sherman,
Jarvis, and Alexander, 1991). Whalt might turna paper wasp,
lairy-wren, or mole-rat socicty into a democracy? Ina word:
mobility. Sociclics are “‘skewed” when subordinates get
trapped (Vehrencamp, 1983; Brown, 1987; Emlen, 1991).
In fair groups everybody has an equal chance (0 get out. In
the same way, over the farmers of history —from Mesopo-
tamian planters to Roman peasanis and chained gangs to
medieval small fanners and serfs—strong arms extended
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themselves by foree (consider, e g, Bloch, 1940). What do
traders have that farmers lack? Again, in 2 word: mobility.
When strong arms reach out in their dircction, they are at
liberty to walk,

[ suspeci that reproductive equality—like political equal-
ity—has increased dramalically over the last few centurics
(Betrig, 1995a; Betzig and Weber, 1993, 1995). And [ am
certain that we are not yel—in cither respect—all the way
there,
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Behavioral Ecology, Levels of Analysis, and the
Generation of History: A Critique of MacDonald

Monique Borgerhoff Mulder

reading Kevin MacDonald's article, they will be

uticrty convinced that evolutionary theory is largely
inappropriate 10 the study of the complex social organization
so typical of humans. This might be a valid conchision to
draw (rom MacDonald's discussion of monogamy, but 1
believe it s wrong.

Thete is a fundamental problem with MacDaonald’s un-
derstanding of cvolutonary ecological theory. Contrasting
it Lo his own “explicitly multivariate and nondeterministic
framcwork, ™ li¢ immplics the former is deterministic. causally
simple, and reductionist. Euch of these propositions can be
casity dismissed (for a clear recent statcmenl, sce Smitlrand
Winterhalder, 1992), Here 1 will focus only on the claim thal
the ihcorctical Icgitimacy of evolutionary ecological thoory
stands or falls on whether il can accnsately predict all out-
comes. As an example, MacDonald argues that insolar as
cvolutionary ecological theory cannot explain why the czar
could not suppress the Bolshevik Revohuion, it provides
only a very poor and incompletc ¢xplanation lor the marital
forms that characterized post-revolutionary Russia.

Mo correctly formulated, cvolutionary theory gener-
ales a sct of madels that identify the critical ecological and
(in the case of social organisms) socio-ceconomic and politi-
cal factors that may be important in gencraling decisions,
behavioral strategies, and hence (at a more macro level)
institlutional arrangements. The set of decisions currently at
issue pentains to the number al women Lo whom a man can
concurrently be married. Numerous factors, ranging frou

By the tire social and political scicnlists have finished
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abiotic to fegal. will canceivably place constraints on the
strategies available Lo individuals and groups, insofar as
such [actors affect the fitness payoffs associated with any
particular straicgy. Many of these constraims will them-
selves have been shaped by geopolilical processes that, if
(hey are explicable in terms of evolutionary forces atall, may
draw on quilc distinct evolutionary ecological processes
from those refcvant to the study of marriage.

Hence. the claim that evolutiomary ccological theory
provides an inadequate explanation of post-czarisi Russian
marilat praclices because the theory fails to acconnt for the
suceess of the revolulionarics in 1917 is a non scquitur.
Indccd, wvery different cvolulionary ecological models
would be uscd Lo make predictions aboul e course of such
inlernal conflicts. Such models specifying the outcome of
intcrnal conflicts between dominanis and subordinates have
existed within evolutionary ecology for aver ten years (se¢
reeent review in Boone, 1992), but MacDonald appears 1o
be uniware of ticm. In short, it is hardly surprising that
listorical outcomes arc underdetermined by evolutionary
ccological models, il inappropriate models arc drawn on.

My critique of this alarnungly odd chain of logic (the
Bolshevik exaunple) may appear to be somewhat picky and
peripheral, but it actually gets to the heart of the problem
with MacDonald's message. In many parts of the article, the
author secks to discredit evolutionary accounts with just
such argumentation, proposing in their stead that cxplana-
tions for instituions likc monogamy should be sought
within the varicty of complex “‘intemal political processes
whose aulcomne is underdetcrmined by evolutionary/
ecological theory.” But where docs this black-boxing of
cxplanaloty processes getus? Indeed, the anthor’s (reatinent
of socially imposcd monogany, attributing it loosely 1o the
political mancuverings of powerful institutions and disgnin-
ticd minoritics, goes well bevond such sterile theoretical
posturing, and could well (with a little more thought) be
developed within an cvalutionary ecological framework,
just as were the models of Richard Alexander and Laura
Belzig.

Iowever, insicad of pursuing this ling of investigation,
MacDenald simply poslulalcs that idcologies are not only
wonpredictable but also ingensilive to scll-iwtcrest. This
approuch is 1ot only premature; it direcls vs, a prion, away
from further cxplaralian of this intriguing topic. In short,
MacDonald’s work in this area may well represent valuable
descriptive ethnography and social history—and he is
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certainly right to explorc additional complexitics within
(and perhaps beyond) the modcls proddeed by Alexander
and Betzig—but (he theorclical message of this article is
both weak and poorly supported.

For political scientists interesied in the petential applica-
bility of models derived from the principle of evolution by
natural selcetion, it might be fair to point out that the
refationship between historical and cvolutionary processes
is oncof greatconeen to cvolutionary biologists. The debate
has. of caurse, been made popular by the writings of Stcplicu
1 Gould and Elizsbeth Vriba. More analytically, thcoreti-
cians and empiricists have been concerned with identifving
the relative importance of unique contingeneics as opposed
to general laws in shaping the course of historical change.
Historians and evolulimury biologists differ radically inthe
ctuphasis they place on historical happensiance versus gen-
eral principlcs, on chance versus predictability, and uiti-
nately on historical versus scientific processes. The critical
question of hovw adaptive processes give rise to lisiory has
recently been addressed by Boyd and Richerson (1992). The
integrative approach offered by these authors wonld appesr,
at this stage. to be more fruitful than the somewhat premas
wre claim for (he inadequacy of evolutionary ccological
theory made by MacDonald.

Finally. 1{ind questionable MacDonald’s conclusion thu
non-monogameus sexuality in the West has not typically
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been a major source of increased reproductive success. First,
antlwopologists have long known (hal marmiage and mating
are nol $he same thing, and Westerners should not be exempt
from this dictum. Sccond, much of family law has todo with
inheritance and property. not the production of children
Third, without DNA evidence we will always be gossiping
about the antics of our ancestors; my own suspicion, how-
ever, is (hat exiramarital relationships did (and do) vary with
sociocconomic class—indeed, there is some evidence for
this (Pcrusse. 1994)—and thal through most of human
history reproductive success would have been affected
accordingly.
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Law and Monogamy: A Troubled Relationship

James A. Brundage University of Kansas, USA

MucDouald s theoretical model must stand or [atl on its

ability to account intclligibly and consistently for the
evidence that survives concerming the development of nur-
riage doctrines i (heir practical acceptance in carfier Luro-
pean socicties. As a historian of Furopean w1 find
MacDonald’s conclusion in the ¢losing sentence of his
article consistent witls mueh of the evidence about the de-

I shontd st the outset state the obvious, namely that
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velopment of Western marriage practices that 1 have
cxamined (Brundage, 1987), There are, however, relevant
situations hat he fails 10 address—some of which will
bolster his argument, althougl olhers may raise doubts or
uncerainlics.

Oue relevant situgtion e MacDonald does not address
in his article scoms to support his argament rather forcefully.
This has to do with the marital status of slaves in Roman
antiquity. Immemorial practice in the Roman world denied
slaves (and at times other subordinale groups as well) con-
wshinnn, that is. the capacity Lo enter inte knviul marriage
(iustae nuptiae), from which alone legitimate children could
be born. Roman jurists described the relationship of slave
couples as mete contuberniunr, ade lacto union that enjoyed
no protection at law (lreggian, 1991y This remained
true throughoul the classical period of Roman Ly (which
can be dated roughly between 117 and 284 C.E.; Schulz,
1946).

27




Roundtoble Commentares: Monngamy:

Christian authorities from very carly in the church’s
history emunciated a policy concerning slave couples that
differed radically from the conventional rules of Roman
civil law. 8t. Paul, for example, insisted at the outset of
Christian history that social status had no meaning among
Christians {Galatians 3:28; 1 Corinthians 7:21-22). This
egalitarian position, however, long remained a theological
idcal. rathcr than a practicsl reality. Even afer the time of
Constantinc T {r. 312-337), whcn Rome’s mlers becamc at
least nominally Christian, the old rule that slaves could not
marry remained a staple of Roman civil Iaw, Constanting
himself, indeed, bolstered the traditional prohibition (Cod.
Theod., 190512 16; Cod., 1963:553; Falcdo, 1973),
which still remained the law of the Roman world two cen-
turies later undcr Justinian 1 (r. 527-565; Cod., 1963:9.11.1;
Nov., 1963:22 10-11).

The significance of all this for MacDonald’s argument
lies in the fact that from the time of Pope Calixius (r.
217-222), thc Roman church fashioned its own rules abowd
slavc couples, mules that flatly contradicted the civil law
norms. The unions of slave couples, according to the papal
rules, counted as full-fledged marriages within Christian
communitics, despite the civil law’s prohibition of slave
marriage (Gaudemet, 1955). Ecclesiastical anthorities thus
implicitly claimed autonomy [rom the rules of civil law,
They asserted the right 1o create their own marriage law,
different from, and even contrary lo, the civil law of the
Roman statc. They conlinued to mantam that position,
moreover, even after the highest authoritics of the Roman
government converted to Christianity and thus became in
principle subject to the church’s rufes on marriage, as on
othcr matters,

Adding further confusion, Constantine and his succes-
sors granted Christian bishops the power to adjudicatc dis-
putes among Christians and instrucied provincial civil
authoriiies to enforce the decisions of the audientia episco-
pafis, as the bishops’ courts were styled (Gaudemet, 1989).
Thus, 3 Chnistian slave conple might count as marricd per-
sons for ecclesiastical purposes, while under civil law they
were not. and never could be, married either to each other or
1o anyonc clsc.

Atthe same titng, moreover, Lhe boundaries between civil
law and church law became increasingly blurred, ouce the
decisions of the episcopal audientia became enforccable by
civil authorities. It might scem that the practical sotution 10
this unsatistactory situation would be to allocate to each
court system, the civil and the ecclesiastical, jurisdiction
over different types of maiters. In theorv, such a separation
of jurisdictions did come to be the rsle, Butreality continued
to be considerably messier than legal theory supposed that
il ought to be. What if, for example, our slave who wus
married in the eves of the church, but incapable of being
married in the view of civil authoritics, should now be
emancipated, while his spouse was not? For the audientia,
this changed nothing: the slave and his wife werc still
martied, as they had been before. But incivit taw they would
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still not count as married. since she was still a slave. Tn civil
law, consequently, the former slave was free to remarny,
while in canon law he was nol. A similar, bul even more
intricate problem arose when one party to a non-Chrislian
marmiage converted (o Christianity. Was the convert still
married to thc unbaplized spouse? This is another set of
issues that St. Paul dealt with (1 Connthians 7:12-16), but it
has nevertheless continued Lo resurface in various guises
cver since his time, These problems become still more
critical when one of the parties dies and the joinl properly
must be partitioned.

The situations described above carry obvious implica-
tions for the way in which monogamy emerged as a secial
norm. They might perhaps be dismissed as marginal situ-
ations—al Icast until one remebers that the Roman econ-
omy depended upon huge nubers of slaves, who arguably
made up thirty-five to forty percent ol the population at some
points i Roman history {Watson, 1987}, Still more central,
aud absolnlcly critical for MacDonald’s argument, in my
view, was Lhe prevalence in the Christian world of the
prirciple that a valid marriage is indissoluble and the slow
infiltration of (hat doctrine into Western social norms.
MacDonald's arlicle, however, deals only cursorily with that
important theme. The history of the related problems of
marital separation, divorce, and remarriage likewise need o
be examined more thoroughly in any appraisal of
MacBDonald’s theory of socially imposed monogamy, al-
though space will not permit detailed discussion of these
matters here.

Finallv, let me mention very briefly two further points
that striuck me in reading MacDonald"s article. MacDonald
apparently accepts Jack Goody's belicl that the medicval
church rejected adoption and that consequently adoption
disappeared in the Western world in late antiguity and
reappeared only quite recently in Western societics (Goody,
1983). Goody’s belief, however, is simply wrong, 'The me-
dieval clsrch never did ban adoption, and adoption contin-
ucd to be practiced in the Wesl throughout the Middle Ages,
as | and others have shown (McKnight, 1985; Bonficld,
1991; Shechan 1991; Brundage, 1994), Lastly, 1 have
rescrvalions about MacDonald’ s characterization of medic-
val Christianity as a unificd institutional entity. This sweep-
ing generalization is bound 10 raise warning signals in any
historian’s mwind. Certainly al a high level of abstraction
Christian norms were supposed to be uniform throughout
Western Europe, Whenone examines the Church’s structure
morc closely, at higher degrees of magnification, so o
speak, this monolithic impression breaks down mather
dramatically. The effectiveness of canonical enforcement
mechanisms, for example, varied widely between rcgions
and over time. Likewisc, the weallh and political power of
monasterics, prelates, and parishes spanned an excecdingly
wide spectrum (Brundage, 1995). Variances of (his
nmagnitude necessanly inject a high degree of uncertainty
into grand gencralizations aboul (he extent and the excreise
of ecclestasticnl power in medieval Lurope.
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Christianity and Socially Imposed Monogamy:

An Incomplete Explanation

Ulrich Mueller

acDonald’s histarical skeich of the emergence of
Msocially imposcd monogamy in Western Europe

is a very scholarly piece of wotk, which undoubt-
cdly wili scrve as an imporlant eference in the future.
MacDonald fails, howevet, in thus sketch to put the phe-
nomenon he investigates in the appropriately broad hislori-
cal ard ccological perspective. Thas, (1) he does not give us
the reason that makes sociaily imposcd monogary in Chris-
tian Europe such an interesting historical phenomenon; {2)
he analyzes the ideology and somc of the ¢fTects, but not the
ceonomic—and thercfore, ccological—conditions for the
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1ise of monogamy; (3) he shows unnecessary rcstraint in
answering the question for the determinants of the phenome-
non altogether, and, therefore, he does not discuss the con-
sequences of his Tindings for the theory of group sclection.
T will discuss each of these shorticomings in turn,

Early in his anicle, MacDonald says that ““advanced
levels of economic production and political organization are
thus consistent with both egatitarian and anti-cgalilarian
sexual customs. .. [W]hether intensive polygyny or socially
imposed monogamy resull. ..is undetermined.”” This would
have been an appropriate statement by an observer living in
the early fifieenth century at the latest. But now we are wiser,
and history has demonstraled that what we nowadays can
correctly call ““advanced levels of economic production and
political organization™ are as little consistent with intensive
polygyny as they are with slavery or castration of future
cabinct tnembers in order to cnsure their loyalty. Where do
the owners of big harems live 1oday, and what say do they
have in world afTairs? What is the status of societics with
legalized polygyny on world markets today?

The answers 10 these questions lead imincdiately to the
core of thc problem: the socictics of Europe that practiced
monogamy in all social strata, by vinuc of their technologi-
cal, economic, and political achicvements, came lo dominate
ihe world from 1500 onward, populating the Americas and
Australia and colonizing much of the rest. In their striving
1o keep up with the West, societics that practliced poly-
gyny—whatever their cultural  background—adoptcd
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monogamy, In those sociclics that sl allow polygyny, the
modern segmenis of the political elite have abandoncd it, a5
they have abandoned clitorectomy, In other words, there was
an cvolutionaty competition beiween polygyny, a ubigui-
tous phenomenon in statcs and tribal societies all over the
world, and socially imposed monogamy, and the latier won.
This victory is what makes the phenomenon—ile rise of this
institntion in Europe—so intercsting, and anyv evolutionary
cxplanation of it would be incomplete that did not try 10
explain why this mutant strategy first cmerged in Europc and
why it won on a global scale.

Idcology and religious beliefs, however, cannot serve as
ultimate explanations for cithcr event. No ideology or relig-
lous belief sysiem, once it prescribes behavior in this world,
serves the needs and desires of all mcmbers of society
cqually well. It need only serve those of the dominant
groups; the rest of the populativn may be forced into acqui-
escence. The nobilily in the socicty of the Roman Empirc,
aswell asinils successor states in the western Meditcrmanean
and in the rest of Europe, was forced into monogamy before
the risc of the political dominance of Christianity, Also,
maonogamy has survived so far the seculatization of Weslern
societies. In addition, there are non-Christian traditions of
castes of religious professionals living in lemporary or per-
matcnt celibacy, traditions thal arc not connected with a
religious dogma favoring monogamy . Thus, the Church and
Christian dogma may have been instrumental, but they were
nal sufficient canses for the cstablishment of monogamy in
the West. Ideology alone cannot accomplish such feats.

Nar was the solc canse the diffuse, highly fragmented
structure of the ancient Mediterranean city-sialcs. Rather, it
was the persistence of small, independent artisans and mer-
chanis in that fragmented political structure, which charac-
terized European history from antiquity, that served as the
econoniic and technological foundation of the spiritual
power that forced the class of big landowners—ihe nobil-
ily—into monogamy. Investing the whole family property
into just one son is a viable stratcgy only in the case of land
ownership. For alf other kinds of family property, including
culloral capital, it is safer to invest in more than one child,
and into sons and danghicrs alike (Boone, 1986). The per-
mancnt competition among territorial governmcnts of all
kinds, also characicristic of Enropean history. placed a high
premium on economic efficiency.

Marriage systems with socially imposed menogamy,
which permitted a much more flexible transfer of capital
between generations, contribuied substantially 1o the greater
economic efficiency of the West. In addition, individuals
brought up in a nuclear family (with onc father and one
mether) may receive more personal attention and a belter
education, and may thcrcfore act more independently and
show more entrepreneurship in adult life than individuals
hrought up in a harem, Even for the cgalitarian societics of
the developed world of today, a more cqual income distri-
bution brings higher growth rates (The Feonomist,
November 5, 1994).
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Now, how canwe analy s the cconomic basis of a socicty
in lerms of behavioral ccology? There are many studies that
try to relate intemal social onder, especially the mating
syslcm of primates, with the basic ecological structure of the
environment, that is, the distribution of food, predators, and
shelter (for an overvicw, sce Smuts et al., 1987). 1f MacDou-
ald is right in thinking that evolutionary theory cannot
delcrming whether ““intensive polygy ny or socially imposed
monogamy ” will result from the conllict of interest over the
distribution of mating chances, then there is no hope for ever
arriving at a behavioral ecofogy of humans that descrves ils
name. Why this pessimism? Environments that favor so-
cially imposed monogamy do not have to exist, but, once
they have evolved, they will give rise to this marriage
regime, ot by a probabilistic, but by a deterministic process,
provided therc is enough time for adaptation. In acephalous
societics, we have monogamy or a mild form of polygyny,
which at various places later in history were replaced by the
intcnsively polygymcus regimes that MacDonald describes.
Therefore, under certain circumstances, a system of monog-
amy is not invasion-proof. Conversely, the rise of socially
imposed monogamy in the West mnst have been advanta-
geous 1o social groups that also had the power to enforce it.

The environmental conditions that made the nse of so-
cially imposed monogamy possible must still exist today:
otherwise, polygy iy would have reemerged. There are many
silverbacks (nol the least in academia) in present socictics
who would think about marrying a second. younger wife if
this were a legal option. But the coalition apainst this still
holds, as it has for centuries. Despotism with intcnsive
polygy ny may be the individually optimal male reproductive
sfrategy, bul it cemainly is not the globally enforccable
optimal male reproductive stralcgy (just as male chimpan-
zees may wish to monopolize females, but in their usual
habitats find themsclves unable 10). MacDonald correctly
points oul that here natural selection might work hetween
groups, 100. The fact that the Europeans and not the Arabs
nor the Chinese colonized Australia and the Americas is
evidence of (his sclection between groups, but we do nol
have lo assume a selection within groups against socially
imposed monoganwy in afl possible environments.

Itis a pity that MacDonald did not further analyze eco-
nomic differcnces between socicties with the two marriage
regimes in question in terms of behavioral ccology. Therein
lics the key to an undcrstanding of socially imposed monog-
amy, together with its most important demographic consc-
quences—below-replacement reproduction,
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Redeeming Medieval Man

Frank Kemp Salter

Erling with its traditional Cathohic: church topped by

an onion-shaped steeple. With minor differences, the
scene is typical of this old civilization, When one travcls
through Germany ot any country of Europe, it is difficult to
avaid (he many churches, at least one per town. The interigrs
are often porgeovsly decorated. Even the most out-of-the-
way village can boast a magnificent display of brass and
stucco icons. Often the local church is the only building of
any impressivencss. Clearly a significant investnient has
bezn made by the local people in crecting and maintaining
these edifices,

What has motivated this prodigious cffort? An oft-heard
view is that (he common people have for millenma been
exploited by the clergy, It is an immenscly popular view
among secular academics that the rclationship between
Church and people has been essentially an cxploitative one,
in which the clergy played on the ignorance, superstition,
and credulity of the uneducated peasantry. What one might
call the economic or, more to the point, the Marxian theory
af the development of the Catholic Church has been aug-
mented by cvolutionary hypolheses. For cxample, Balch
(1986) and even more popular authors (e.g., Bndge, 1980)
maintain that celibacy is an organizational technique for
simulating the widespread use of eunuchs in Eastern socie-
tics. Childless subordinates arc less templed, being less able,
to praclice nepotism, and thus can be coopted (exploited)
more thoroughly by their masters.

Betzig (1992:376) puts lhe finishing (ouch on this damn-
ing portrait of the medieval Church. She argnes that, begin-
ning in the late Roman era, young priests of atistocratic
origin agitated for socicly -wide restrictions on reproduction
as a strategy against elder brothers who had inhenied Lhe
father’s cstate. This strategy increased the chance of the
prests inhcriling propery as back-up heirs or when the
Church inherted. They could then usc this wealth as ““a
means to reproduction.” She concludes that “‘the whole

Thc institute where I work overlooks the town of
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point of menagamy must have been pelvginy....|And| the
point of celtbacy must have been polygyny, too™ (p. 377). In
this view, clerical celibacy and the morality of restraint have
been motivated by aggression rather than aitroism.

These critical analyses of the Church have political and
ideological significance when pul in histotical perspective.
The continuing humanist criticism of religious institutions
belongs 1o the Western academic tradition whose outlook
was influenced by a long struggle against clerical control of
education (Caton, 1988; Collins, 1994, for a paradigm ex-
ample, see Desmond and Moore, 1994, on the Church of
England’s hostile receplion of Darwin's theory of natural
sclection and anti-clerical exploitation of the theory). Per-
haps that is why some asscriions of Church ¢orruption and
deception are indistinguishable from denunciation or ridi-
cule. The academic current against religion has becn so
pranounced in psychology and psychiatry that Donald T.
Campbell (1976} could devole a major paper to arguing that
these disciplines “‘in all their major forms are mor; hostile
to the inhibitory message of traditional religious moralizing
than is scientifically justified” (p. 167)—and this from a
purely physicalist cvolutionary posilion.

Existing evolutionaty accounts of the Chmrch’s power
and practice have undoubtedly advanced our understanding,
It they have nnsatisfactory aspects, even before one inves-
tigates further. To belicve them, one must accept the invidi-
ons and improbable view of peasants, and of sincere cclibate
monks, as dupes. Furthermore, this credulity had to persist
for many generations, the Chrch’s institutional machinery
being constructed from the top down in a manner insensitive
to the intcrests of the masses.

MacDonald’s acconunl gocs some way toward redressing
the Enlightenment slandcr of thc common people of the
Middle Ages, and of the Church organization, by presenting
an exposition of the functional role of the Church in a
struggle of institutional politics. Significantly, his account
is, like the Enlightenment version it challenges, a physicalist
onc. Bt il requires no implausible stereotypes. It does nol
require us 1o view the mass of people as fools, or as passive
clay molded by elitcs. Instead, MacDonald’s analysis relies
on a realistic image of humans as strategizing individuals.

MacDonald's argumenl accords with data and analyses
coming from evolutionary biology, linguisiics, political sci-
ence, and other disciplines that indicate the far-ranging
consequences of short- and long-term strategies in social
alfairs. Animals with highcr processing capacity, including
humans, arc conceived as strategists who owe parl of their
adaptivencss to dcliberalcly deploved combinations of
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specics-typical behaviors calculated to achicve goals (e.2.
Eibl-Eibesfcldt, 1950; Heold-Cavell and Borsulzky, 1986,
Grammer, 1989: Datta, 1992). Strategics thus have mnatc
compouetts, also called phylogenclic adaptations, An ex-
amplc is humans’ cvolved repertoire of emolions, which
prepare the individual for specific types of action adaptive
for the social context (Frijda, 1986, Frank, 1988; Eibl-Eibes-
feldt, 1989). Individual social strategies shape daily interac-
tions at the verbal and nouverbal levels (Ervin-Tripp, 1976;
Bandura, 1977, Ekman, 1985; Brown and Levinson, 1987),
as wcll as at the level of relationships and, consequently,
sacial stmeclures (Mauss, 1968 Lederman, 1986, Hinde.
1987). Means-end ralionality, bound by limited information
and processing capacity, has long been recognized as a
necessary factor in understanding organizational and eco-
nomic dynamics (Blau and Scott, 1963; Cyert and March,
1963; Sargent, 1993).

MacDonald’s arliclc is a signilicant contribution to
biopolitics. The most abvions relevance is 1o the question of
cntural differences, especially regarding sexual cgalitarian-
ism. The laticr subject is of great interest lo biopoliticians
because it belongs to (he broader subject of the connection
between reproductive behavior and institutions. This inter-
face is rightly of major theorctical importance, because no
behaviors can be cxpected to be more “biological,” more
innate, than those incident to reproduction, and wicr-
standing the nature and effects of institutions is the raison
d’tre of political science. 1t would have been interesting 1o
scc MacDonald compare his analysis with more of the
eisting evolutionary theories of the politics of reproduc-
tion. For example, the exchange hetween Roele (1993) and
Masitcrs (1993) brings out many issues of relevance, includ-
ing the point tlat monoganty tends to equalizc male fitness.
MacDonald is not alonc: in missing pertinent literaturc in this
multidisciplinary field. Both he and Rocle (1993) manage to
discuss the social control function of traditional religion—
the latter with regard (o control of contlict and free-riding—
without reference to Campbell’s co-cvolutionary analysis of
archaic rcligious orders (1976, 1983).

The argument could also be strengthencd (but not weak-
ened, 1 think) by counsideration of the litcrature on catlural
evolution. In MacDonald’s account, the Church’s institu-
tional machinery accumulated through a scrics of inven-
tions, cach with some unforeseen impacts. The data
presented is relevant to (he issue of the genesis of social
icchnologies (in sociofogical langnage, “structures of social
control,”” or in this author’s parlance, ““control infeastruc-
tures” —-Salter, 1995). Hence, the analyvsis would have benc-
fited from a fuller exposition of existing social technology
theory, which in some places touches directly on the repro-
duction-institution connection (c g, Tiger and Fox, 1989,
Reynolds, 1973; Gellner, 1983; Caton, 1988). The light
treatmenl of this literature produces an clement of reinven-
tion it MacDonald’s argument that institutional behavior is
“underdetermined™ by organic evolution. 'This posilion,
explicated with powerful simplicity, could be overstaicd.
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While macro features of institutional life such as polyg-
amy/monogamy or despotism/egalitaianism are in signifi-
cant measure the outcome of deliberate design, the element
of competition should make combinations of fcatures more
biologically determined due (o the constraint of lmman
nature. For examplc, despotism and polygamy should co-oc-
cur more frequently (hun egalitarianism and polygamy
(Belzig, 1986).

MacDonald’s argument converges o thatof W. H. Dur-
ham (1992), who suggests that celibatc orders maximize
horizontal (cultural) at the expense of vertical (geretic)
reproduction. However, MacDouald goes beyond economic
analogy by describing behavioral mechanisms by which
celibacy has increased monks’ popularity and hence politi-
cal influence: they proved their altruism and spiritual priori-
tics by stepping aside from the competition for wives.

Further investigation of this issue might identify fincr-
grained processcs by which social techniques have been
diffused, selectcd, and accumulated in the developing
Church apparatus. MacDonald goes a good deal of the way
in this dircction, but in a manncr analogous to an econorist,
identifying motives but not fully describing the behavior of
the market participants. A consideration of Campbell’s
mode! of religion as a means of social control might have
been insiructive (1976, 1983). Description of social control
mechanisms could have benefiled from a consideration of
other sacieties in which monogamy is the rule. namcly, band
socicties. These have intensc mutial monitoring.

Since MacDonald's critique of Betzig (1986) can be
taken as a critique of naive sociobiological analyses of
religion, a wider revicw of that literature would have been
usclul. Some tension is evident between analtyses that dwell
on proximate mechanisms and (hosc that attempt to con-
struct elegant (heory from axioms of cconemic or filness
maximization. Theorclicians such as Masters (1993) and
Camphell (1983) kecp throwing wrenches into the gears of
relatively purc genetic calculus by insisting on the causal
agency of institutions, as docs MacDonald. In general, un-
convincing resulls are achicved by sociobiological thcory
unmcdiated by proximate mcchanisms of individual and
group stratcpics. This thought is well stated by Reynolds and
Tanner in their review of the evidence on the functions of
religious celibacy: “‘[W]halcver ‘functions’ celibacy may
have, they are not universaily applicable™ (1983:147).

None of the criticisms raised here undermine MacDon-
ald’s argument. Rather, they are back-handed compliments,
indicating just how pregnant MacDonald’s theory and us-
semblage of facts are for the broader subjects of institutional
lifc histories and social contro! in gencral.

To rccapitulate, MacDonald presents the medicval
Church as achampionof the lower strata’s oppositionto elite
polygamiy. It is a view cofailing a relatively non-invidious
mode! of Medicval Man, Instcad of passive, exploited fools,
we begi (o sce peasants and other supporters of the Church
as self-intercsled strategists. and hence as specimens of
hutmanity with whom we arc familiar from daily contact.
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Political Processes and the Anomaly of Socially Imposed

Monogamy

John M. Strate Wayne State University, USA

evinMacDonald’s article attempts to solve the puz-
B zle of socially imposcd nwonogamy in Westem
urope. The puzzle is that political elites in most
early and traditional states were able to translatc their power
into substantial perquisites, among them intensive poly-
gvny. For some reason, howCver, political elites in Western
Europe lost the perquisite of intensive polygyny, apparently
during the laic Middle Ages. Why the differencc? What
happened in Western Europe (but not eisewhere) that led
there 10 the establishment and maintcnance of socially im-
posed monogamy?

According 10 evolutionary theory, individuals gencrally

-behave in ways thal enhance their inclusive fitness. Presum-
ably, political ¢lites in highly stratified societies should
prefer a mating system, such as intensive polygyny, from
which they and not others benefit. To the extent that such
elites have the powcr and accompanying resources to estab-
lish and maintain such a system, they should do so. In the
evolutionary calculus, inlensive polygyny mecans more
wives, more childrcn, more grandchildren, and ultimately, a
higher inclusive fitness.

Scerningly contrary 10 the straightforward predictions of
evolutiomary theory, however, the political elites ol Western
Europe became monogamous, as a result of social controls.
MacDonald argues that socially imposcd monogamy was a
political outcome, and that evolutionary theory by itself is
insufficicnt to account for it. Although the thcory would
predict that there will be conflicts of interest over mating
systems, based upon presumed behavioral inotivations and
differing reproductive interests, it does not prudict the out-
comes of such conflicts. In stratified societies, a range of
oulcomes from inegalitarian to egalitarian can resull, de-

John M. Strate is Associate Professor and iraduate Advisor in
the Departinent of Political Science, Waync Stule University,
Detroit, MI 48202, USA. As 2 graduale student at the University
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12:277-78).
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pending upon those groups which win, lose, or compromisc.

MacDonald looks at other scholars and their views. Al-
exander (1979) argued that socially imposed monogamy
arose in nalion-siates because :p3 of a necd for internal
cooperation and solidarity in the context of balancc-of-
power races. The imposition of menogamy, since it resuits
in a levcling of reproductive opportunitics, encourages such
internal cooperation and solidarity. MacDonald sces merit
in Alexander’s argument, For cxample, socially imposcd
monogamy in the Western world first appeared in the small,
compctilive city-states of Greece. Clearly, however, there
are many histurical examples of early and traditional states
in which intensive polygyny, not socially imposed monog-
amy, was the rule. Thus, socially imposed monogamy, al-
though it may be an effective responsc in some contexts to
external threat, is not a necessary onc.

Betzig (1986) argucd (hat socially imposed monogamy
arosc with the appearance of industrialization as a response
by political clites who were compelled 1o rccognize their
dependency upon and 1o share power with economic clites.
The historical evidence, however, is that socially imposed
monogamy cmerged in Western Europc much carlier, in the
late Middle Agcs. Although Betzig’s argument fails to ac-
count for the origin of socially imposed monogamy in
Western Europe, it may help account for its maintenance,
since industrialization creates a new sct of clites, apart from
the landed anistocracy, with different intercsts. Diminished
cohesiveness among clitcs may lead to more egalilarian
social controls.

After an cxicnsive review of the work of historians,
MacDonald identifies the proximate reason underlying the
imposition of socially imposed monogamy in Western
Europe inthe latc Middle Ages: the political activities of the
Christian Church. Over time, a variety of social controis and
ideologics fostered by the Christian Church and supported
by women, along with lower- and middle-status nicn, sus-
1ained socially imposed monogamy. Among the social con-
trols were prohibitions on divorce, prohibitions on
endogamy, penalties for illegitimacy, controls on concubi-
nage among elitcs, and the policing of sexual behavior both
within and outside marriage. MacDonald shows clearly the
extraurdinary interest taken by the Christian Church in these
domains and the considerable success it had in imposing 1ts
standards, even upon Lhe clite classes.

What made Western Europe different, then, was a strug-
gle among secular and ecclesiastical elites for political
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power, or more precisely, domains of awtliority. [n arcas
identified by MacDonald, notably family, marriage, and
sexual behavior, secular elitcs ceded authority 10 ecclesias-
tical elites. Although MacDonald labels this struggle inter-
nal politics, conflict between the ecclesiastical and secular
elites in twelfth-century Europe was nol entircly a matter of
internal politics, carricd oul in entirely different ways within
separalc stalcs. Rome was battling for papal supremacy
against the Holy Roman Emiperor and other rulers in Europe.
It was a continental-wide struggle. The power of ecclesias-
tical eliles was waxing, that of secular eliles waning,

AsMacDonald argues, there are probably multiple roules
to socially imposed monogamy in stralificd sociclics.
Betzig's work (1986) shows thal inlcnsive polygyny is
strongly associated with despotisni. Accordingly, it seems
likely that it is the reduction or elimination of despotism that
leads to the disappearance of intensive polygyny. Furthcr
power sharing among political clilcs—perhaps due o an
expansion in their number and variety—may encourage
trends toward socially imposcd monogamy. Thus, in West-
crm Europe, ecclesiastical elites mounted a successful chal-
lenge against secular elites, and bene fited botheconomically
and poelitically from the imposition of a variety of egalitarian
social controls npon secular eliles. In a number of the
city-statcs of Greece, egalitarian ideology was favored by
the need for political elites to secure the cooperation of
citizens in military cffons.

MacDonald’s argument might be strengthened in three
ways. First, greater consideration should be given to the
tendenicy for cullural traits to become linked with other
cultural traits. Intensive polygyny is compalible with des-
potism; socially imposed monogamy is compatible with
democracy. Although socially inposed monogamy may be
compatible with despotism, ihe combination of intensive
polygyny and demnocracy should be rare or nonexistent.
Sceond, his argument also would be strengthened by con-
sideration of how the spread of socially imposed monog-
amy, even among the states of Western Europe, was duc to
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the economic and military successes of those states thal were
carriers of this cultural trait. Many cultural traits spread by
the process of cullural selection, occasionally because of
military conquest. They also spread by cultural diffusion, as
often happens because of emigration, trade, and warfare. For
example, the history of Western Europe and of socially
imposed menogamy on that continent would have been quile
different had the Muslims not been stopped at the gales of
Vienna. Third, political commaunities do 1ot exist in isola-
tion from one another. The nature of internal polity depends
upon problems of ¢xicroal polity. There should be tension
botween aulonomous slales that are adjacent to each other
but possess vastly different political reginies. For example,
it may be difficull for a denocralic statc where political
elites practice monogamy to coexisl with a neighboring
despolic state where elites practice intensive polygyny or
concubinage. As international norms become more egalitar-
ian, the latter eliles become anachromisiic, and political
comipetilors, both inlernal and external, find reason to chal-
lenge their power.

MacDonald has made a significant contribution to the
explanation of the anomaly of socially imposed monogamy
in Western Europe. The fact that a variety of different mating
systcms, both inegalitarian and egalitarian, are found in
stralified societies does not violate evolutionary theory.
Such systems result from largely unprediclable political
processes involving the imposition of social controls
through coercion and other sources of power, The work isa
good illustration of how the careful investigation of anoma-
lies is an essential step in theory building,
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Indeterminacy and Multiple ESSs in Evolutionary Theory

David Sloan Wilson State University of New York—Binghamton, USA

hencver conflicts of interest cxist among indi-
induals, the oulcome cannot be predicled with

certainty. This statcment remains trae when in-
dividual inlcrests revolve around rcproductive success. [
admire MacDonald’s article Tor stressing the indeterministic
nature of human social institutions and for delving into the
tistorical detail that will be required for a satisfactory uc-
count of socially imposed monogamy. It is important 10
stress that MacDonald’s account is not an altcrnative
Alcxander’s (1979) and Belzig’s (1986, 1393), but rathcr
embods their accounts in a larger and more complex frame-
work.

I would like 1o show how indeterminacy ean be incorpo-
raled into evolutionary theory and call atiention 10 lwo
important papers by Boyd and Richerson (1990, 1992) cn-
titled “Group Selection among Alternative Evolutionanly
Stablc Straicgies™ and “‘Punishment Allows the Evolution
of Cooperation {or Anything Else) in Sizable Groups.”

The sceds of indeterminucy ¢an be found in evolutionary
game thcory. Maynard Smith (1982) imagined two types of
individuals (hat inlcract in pairs over resource ilems.
“Doves” are prepared to sharc the items and do so withother
doves. “Hawks™ are prepared to fight for the items and
therefore takc them away from doves, but this means that
they engage in damaging fights with other hawks. IT these
arc the only two types in the population, then hawks cither
take over the population or evolve lo a stable equilibrium
frequency in which the benefits of stealing from doves are
balanced by the costs of fighting with other hawks.

The introduction of a third strategy called “Bourgcois™
radically changes the situation. The Bourgeois strategy fol-
lows the rule, *“Act like a hawk if you are the first to arrive
at the resource, but act likc a dove if you are the secord lo
arrive.” 11 the cost of fighting exceeds the value of the
resource item, the Bourgeois strategy can replacc both
hawks and doves, eliminating fighting from the population,
Even though the Bourgeois who arrives first is prepared to
fight, it never has (o because the second comer is also a
Bourgeois and will act likc a dove.

David Sloan Wilsen is Professor of Biological Sciences in the
Department of Biological Sciences, Binghamton University, State
Universily of New York, Binghamton, NY 13902-6000, USA. He
is an evolutionary biologist intercsied s lnunan behavier. Among
other works, Dr. Wilson is author of Nafural Selection of Papula-
tions end Commumities {Benjamin/Cummings, 1980), which dis-
cisses (he theory ol group selection resulling in higher level
functional organization.
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The Bourgeois strategy introduced two important cou-
cepts to cvolutionary game theory. The first is the concept
of punishment. For the Bourgeois strategy Lo succeed, the
Bourgeois individual must be prepared to fight harder for
the resource than the resource is actually worth. The sccond
is the concept of arbitrary social conventions. There is
nothing special about 1he rule “hawk if first, dove iff sec-
ond.” Rules such as “hawk il second, dove if first” or ““hawk
if bigger, dove if smaller” would do as well, as long as the
difference is obvions to the members of the pair. Once a
particular social convention evolves, however, it is an evo-
lutionarily stable strategy (ESS) against any other conven-
tion. Tn a Bourgeois population, a mutant that followed the
tule “hawk if second, dove if first™ would fight all the time
and go cxtinct.

Boyd and Richerson (1992) generalized this idca to large
social groups. They showed that any social convention can
be an evolutinnarily stable strategy (ESS) if it takes the form
{a) be nice if member of group petforms x, (b) punish if
member of group performs not-x, and (¢) punish mcmbers
who themsclves do not punish those who perform not-x.
Although x conld be cooperative behaviors that are good for
{he group (such as monogatny). it could also be anything
else, such as “‘stand on your head.” Tl costs and benefits
of the actual bchavior become irrelevant if the rewards and
punishments of the social convention are suffieiently great.
Thus, Boyd and Richerson have opencd a Pandora’s hox,
rclcasing a potentially infinite number of social conventions
that are inicrnally stable and promate behaviors that may or
may not be adaptive, when judged indcpendently of the
rewards and punishment that make them adaptive in the
narrow context of the social convention.

Which particujur social convention is likely to become
established in a population? Al onc level, this question may
not have a detcrministic answer, We might use cvolutionary
principles to predict which social conventions individuals
might want to establish, but the vagaries of history will
determine the one that actually becomgs cstablished. Al
another level, however, tlie evolution of social conventions
might be more predictablc. magine that there are many
socia) groups and that they do not ali have the same social
convention. Even though all conventions arc inicrnally sta-
ble, they may differ in their consequences at the societal
level, If so, the most robust social groups—and the social
convention (hat make them robust—miight gradually en-
croach upon and replacc the other groups. Alicrmatively (and
equivalently), the other groups may convert to the best sacial
convention afler recognizing its superiority. Thus, the
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process that determnines which of several social conventions
spreads (hrough the global population is very different and
perhaps more predictable than the process that determincs
which social convention becomes established within a given
population.

This is a theory of group selcction among multiple ESSs
(Bovd and Richerson, 1990), and it differs from standard
group selection modcls in one important respect (sec Wilson
and Sober, 1994 far a general review of group selection as
it relates to human evolution), Usually, group sclection is
invoked o cxplain the evolution of altruism, which is inter-
nally unstable and goes exlinct in the absence of group
sclection. In contrast, the altcrnative social conventions are
intcrnally stable and will persist indefinitely in the absence
of group sclection. Even modest fitness differences at the
gronp kevel may therefore be sufficicnt to cause the best
social convention 1o gradually replace the athers. In many
ways the group selection of alternative ESSs is similar to
Wright's shifting-balance theory of evolution (e.g.. Wright,
1980), in which local gene pools replace cach other based
on differences in their epistatic genctic interactions.

These general concepts can be related to MacDonald’s
paper in the following way. Il we consider morogamy vs,
polyygyny inthe absence of social controls. we find 2 conflict
of intcrest among varicus segments of socicly. W thercfore
expect a struggle in the imposition of social controls whose
outcome is indeterministic. Since pelygyny is favored by
weallliy males, who usually hold the 1nost power, we i rht
expect them to usually prevail, as they have in the majority
of societies. Oceasionally, however, 1he various segments of
socicty that favor monogamy prevail, after which meinog-
amy becomes internally stable within those sociclies. Once
this happens in al Icast some societics, tlic evolution of
socially imposed monogamy hcconcs a betwecn-group
process rather than a within-group process. The fact that (his
cultural institution has been spreading from its fow sources
of arigin may indicatc that it is superior at tlw societal level,
perhaps for the reasons that Alexander and Betzig have
identificd. However, it is nat nccessary fo cxplain why
monogamy per se is adaptive within any given socicty,
because the costs and benefits of (he actual behavior have
apparently been overridden by the rewards and punishments
imposed by the sacial convention,
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It is impontant to emphasi-c that, when group sclection
occurs among alternative ESSs, the prevailing social con-
vention may include many arbitrary and nonadaptive traits
along with the adaptive traits that arc responsible for its
success. For example, it is possible that other features of
Western European socicty are responsible forits success and
that socially imposed monogamy is simply a *“spandrel,”
rather than a part of the necessary archilccture (Gould and
Lewonlin, 1979). On the other hand, the passion and the
cffort expended by the Church and other interest groups to
cuniail the reproduction of the elite suggests that menogamy
was a central concern (o European society and sormehow
fundamental 1o its operation. Perhaps it would be possible
to actually correlate the productivity of specific socicties and
their ability to wage war with the degree to which monog-
amy and other cgalitanan social conventions have been
succcsshlly imposed.
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ROUNDTABLE RESPONSE

Focusing on the Group:

Further Issues Related to Western Monogamy

Kevin MacDonald

that require ¢larification or expansion. There is agroe-

ment thal the development of monogamy in Western
Europe is an important topic and that mmuch more work needs
to be done in the area.

I thank the commentators lor raising a nunber of 1ssues

Criticisms of the Theory

My argutnent 18 that we need to focus on internal political
processes of social control o understand the historical de-
velopment of monogamy, There is nothing in Borgerhoff
Mulder’s commients to indicate that I was wrong in pursuing
this perspective. Her point is at best a lerminological quibble
about the meaning of *“‘behavioral ecology.”

Borgerhoff Mulder refers approvingly to an article by
Boyd and Richerson (1992a), but she apparently fails lo
realize that my work is entirely within the spirit of their
perspective. Surprisingly, Borgerhoff Mulder characterizes
my account as an attempt to “‘discredit evolutionary ac-
counts,” when my emphasis is on exactly the types of
internal political processes studicd by gamc theorists and
theorists of group processes (see Wilson's commentary and
Boyd and Richerson, 1992a, b). My argument is that on
empirical grounds we must go beyond anexciusive focus on
delerministic optimization models, such as those of Alexan-
der(1979) and Betzig (1986), which posit particular exte mal
ccological variables (external threat, the possibility of defec-
tion consequent to industrialization} as resnlting in inanoag-
amy as an optimal, individually adaplive response for elite
males. As a terminological issue, [ can agree that my theory
of monogamy as a group-level phenomenon resulting from
indeterminate internal political processes is properly consid-
ered to be within the field of behavioral ecology, but Lo assert
that I have somchow aticmpted to ““discredit evolutionary
accounts” 1s, o use on¢ of Borgerhofl Mulder's own
phrases, an “alarmingly odd chain of logic.™
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Borgerhoff Mulder stales that my type of analysis “‘conld
well be developed within an evolutionary ecological frame-
work,”” but she fails to indicale what should be added to my
account to make it qualify as behaviaral ceological. T want
1o make clear that my account is squarely within the cvolu-
tiopary tradition. Wilson's comments highlight the central
imporlance of game thcory, and particularly the work of
Boyd and Richerson, 10 conceptualizing how indclerminate
inicral political processes apply to historical phenomcna
(se¢ also Salter’s discussion af social technology theory as
implying the same result). Bovd and Richerson (1992a)
emphasize, as do 1, the importance of happenstance, indetcr-
minacy, and slight varidtions in initiating conditions in
producing qualitatively different historical outcomes. Inthe
target article, | emphasize the importance of happensiance
in the face of lighly similar initiating conditions in under-
stardling variations in marital property law in England and
France (sce also MacDonald, 1990 [or further examples).

For the same reasons | also emphasize the theoretical
indeterminacy of military engagements. In his commentary,
Strate makes the important point that the reproductive insti-
tutions of Europe would have been entirely diffcrent il the
Muslims had not been stopped at the gates of Vienna. One
might make the samc point with regard to the much earlier
Batllc of Tours, the halting of the Mongol invasions in ihe
thirteenth ceninry, and the Christian Reconquest of Spain
The eventual supcriorily of Western political and social
organization emphasized by scveral commentators (see be-
low) was not at all apparent for a very long period of
Furopcan history. Indeed, Western Christian societies were
replaced by socictics characterized by intensive poly gyny in
a wide area of North Africa, the Ncar Fast, and Southeasiern
and Eastcrn Europe as a result of Muslim expansionism,
which ended only in the scventeenth century. It is thus
reasonable to suppose that the continuity of Weslern repro-
ductive instilutions was dependent on only very slight dif-
ferences in military capabilily, as well as events—such as
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the conversion of Constantine—which can only be de-
scribed as happenstance (sec MacDonald. 1990).

Morcover, by adding social inleractions 1o formal mod-
els, Boyd and Richerson show (hat there may be multiple
stable equilibria. Particularly important here is that, as Boyd
and Richerson (1992b) have shown, and as Wilson empha-
sizes in his comments, monogamy (or any othcr social
condition) can be evolutionarily stable i group members
punish non-monogamists and punish those who fail (o pun-
ish non-monogamisis. The actual social institutions regulat-
ing marriage may thus be an indelerminate outcome of
internal political processes that punish non-monogamous
behavior.

These theoretical results fit well with my emphasis on
social controls as being of critical importance in under-
standing monogamy in Western Europe. The social controls
described in the target article essentially act by punishing
non-tnonogamous behavior, with the punishments ranging
from hanging (for adultery) to social ostracism and paying
fines. While this type of perspective is compatible with the
importance of extemal ecological variables, it certainly does
not require them, As Bovd and Richerson (1992a) nole,
differences between societies do not make it necessary to
search for external environmental differences as an explana-
tion,

Betzig subscribes to a theory of social controls and inter-
nal pelitical processes in her proposal that the power strug-
gle between the Church and aristocracy over marriage
resulted fromm within-family conflicts of inlerest in which
younger brothers attempted to wrest control of family re-
sources from their older siblings. As Salter notes, Betzig's
theory may be viewed as the crowning touch in a long line
of theories that highlight the exploitalive nature of the me-
dieval Church, There are overwhelming difficulties with
such a theory.

First, Betvig fails o provide cven one case in which a
younger brother benefited from these social controls in the
manner proposed, much less evidence to suppose that eccle-
siastical policy was sysicinatically formwlaled and carricd
out by disgruntled younger brothers. This was certainty not
the case fot the main architect of ecclesiastical ascendancy,
Pope Gregory VIT At least prior (o the cleventh-conlury
reforms, accounts indicate far more nepotistic cooperation
among family members than compelition between them
{e.g., bishops giving Churcli properties to relatives who had
provided them with theirofMice [Tellenbach, 1993:85]). This
type of nepotism existed through the ninelcenth century.

Second, Betzig does not answer the objection that the
same ecclesiastical influences that inhibited older brothers
from having heirs would also apply to the younger brothcrs
should they inherit. In order (or the behavior of the younger
brothers o he adaptive, the Chireh cannot be seen as oppos-
ing the interests of the anstocracy as a whole. However,
accounts ol the reform mevements around the period of peak
ceclesiastical power (see targel anticle) uniformly stress the
conflict belween an aggressive papacy backed by other
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sectors of the ecclesiastical establishment versus an ofien-
times corrupt and nepotistic secular clergy with close ties
the aristocracy . Tn siressing the independence of ecclesiasti-
cal and aristocratic intercsts, my account is sqoarcly within
the mainstream of historical research.

Thus, inaddition to the regulation of mating, the increas-
ing demarcation between Church and laity, and the lessening
of scenlar control over Church offices, the Church actively
and successfully encouraged bequests in land and other
wealth (rom the aristocracy. The result was that secular
anthorities and non-inheriting rclatives initialed allempts o
prevent this drain on their wealth (Goody, 1983). How
would vounger brothers benefit from this increasing eccle-
stastical powcr and wealth cven if, contrary to anything we
know, they eventually inherited the cstalcs of their brothers?
While my theoretical perspective is centainly compatibie
wilh maladaptive strategizing, in the absence of strong em-
pirical dala supporting the imporiance of this process, it
seems wildly premalure (o supposc that this was an impor-
tant mechanism.

Third, Betzig supposes that even though marriage was
monogamous, polygyny occutred in the medieval period not
only among the nobility bul also among the clergy. Apart
from overwhelming empirical difficultics with such a pro-
posal {considered below), this claim is typical of Betzig’s
failure to appreciate the theorctical importance of social
controls regulating the legitimacy of children conceived
outside of monogamous marriage, a failure also apparent in
her work on Roman mating {(see Betzig 1992a, b). As Brun-
dage notes in his commentary {scc also MacDonald, 1990),
the legal status of slaves and their children was an important
aspect of the fundamentally monogamous mating institu-
tions of Roman civilization. It is simply not enough to state
in reference to public criticisms of Charles II's sexual be-
havior that ““it was always thus,” and to cite Ronald Syme’s
comment on social pressures on the sexual behavior of elite
Romans, as il hcr awarencss of social pressures penalizing
non-monogamous fertility constitutes an adequate theory of
these controls or somehow renders these controls illusory.
It was indeed ahways (hus (in prototypical Westem socie-
ties), and this fact is of critical importance in understanding
Wesicrn sexnal behavior.

Contrary to Betzig's claim, canon law was about both the
production of heirs and the production of bastards {the later
being a highly immoral act in the eyes of the Church and an
act whose resulting social illegitimacy evenmally had a
strong influence on the social stalus and mortality of these
children). Indeed, one wonders how these iwo issucs could
fail to be linked. The most important difference betiveen
Westem sociclics favoring monogamy and a society such as
classical China with a truly polygynons marriage syslem is
that males were not free 1o determine their own heirs or the
social status of {heir ofTspring conceived outside monoga-
mous marriage. Betzig completely fails to realizc the theo-
retical importance of a situation in which such children often
could not inheiit property, were likely to be held up to public
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contenpt, suffered very high levels of mortality, and had
markedly lowcred chances in lifc.

Adequacy of the Data

Borgerhoff Mulder characterizes my theory as a “‘black-
boxing of cxplanalory processes.” choosing la focus only
on my claim that personal ideologies may be insensitive to
self-interest. Similarly, Mucller misreads the article as pro-
posing that the uliimate explanation lor Western monogamy
is the idcology of Christian religious belief.

ITowever, idcology was only one type of process that [
discussed. The amount of space devoted to ideology is two
paragraphs—less than 3% of the space devoted 1o the incred-
iblc array of social controls on the reprodictive behavior of
theelite and the intcrests and psychological mechanisms that
maintained these controls. Moreover, my account is far from
a “"black-boxing ol explanatory processes,” as suggested by
Borgerhoff Mulder, since it attempts to descnbe the great
many different processes that actually took place, ranging
from the wle of evolved psychological mechawisms (see
also Salter’s comments) to a panicular cmphasis oo actuat
social controls, including the workings of ecclesiastical
courts, the vigilance of neighbors, and the machinations of
divorce lawyers. One of these processes was the very wide-
spread and apparentty decply leld ideology el sex outside
menogamons  marriage was morally  reprehensible and
wonld result in eternal damnation in the next life. Onthe face
of it, such an ideology is maladaptive for individuals who
could benefit from a truly polygynous mating system, and
ils exisience certainly bears mentioning,

Nevertheless, it is obvious from the article that 1 place far
more impaortance on processes of social control and the ole
of certain cvolved psychological mechanisms than on ideol-
ogy. Given the central tendencies of human behavior, and in
the absence of the types of ecological circumstances pro-
posed by Alexander and Betsig, 1 would suppose that an
ideclogy of monogamy would quickly fail without powetful
mechanisms of social control; indeed, in my treatments of
ideology | have always emphasized that there is a powerlul
tendency for idcologics to become intertwined with social
controls (MacDonald, 1983, 1988, 1990, 1994a). In the
present case, the social controls enforcing monogamy and
inhibiting non-monogamous fertility weredeeply crubedded
in a rationalizing idcology that was radicatly incompatible
with the reproductive interests of ¢lite males. And at a
theoretical level, dominant social idcologics, such as medic-
val Cliristian vicws of sex and the theory of ecclesiastical
superiority over secular authorities, have exactly the same
status as social controls: they are the oulcome of indetcrmi-
natc polilical processes best understood within a game-
theoretic context.

Betzig raises the mosl wide-ranging objections to the
¢empirical adequacy of the data used to support my claim that
monogamy was clfectively established by the end of the

40

twelfth century preferring instead to date the risc of Weslern
monogarmy to “"the last few centuries™ as a result of indus-
trialization. It is imporiant to note that my account of the
social regulation of marriage practices represents a main-
stream account that is widely accepted among historians (sce
especially Brundage’s commentary, and nolc that, with the
possible exception of Borgerhoff Mulder, the other com-
mcnianics do not dispute the central result that the tricmph
of monogamy dates from the end of the twelfth contury).
Betzig therefore has a very large burden of proof'to establish
her position, There are six points T would like to make
regarding Betzig’s position.

Chronology

Betzig displays an astonishing lack of concemn for the chro-
nologv of her examples of polygyny. She discusses data
from widely separated times and places, much of it long
prior to the period wlen, in the mainstream view, monog-
amy was established. Thus. she cites a study ol ninth-century
census records that indicates an excess of women in monas-
teries. Even if one were to suppose that this finding suggesis
that ninth-cenfury women living in monasterics were really
harem ladies and that the monastic movement was really a
clandestine ruse camouflaging systematic polygyny—a bi-
zarrc claim for which there is absolutely no evidence—such
a claim is irclevant fe my position thal monogamy was
established by the end of the twelfth century. In previous
work (MacDonald, 1990), I have shown that resource polyg-
ynv was widespread among the emerging European aristoc-
racy, cerlainly including during the ninth centary, and this
conclusion is reiterated in the target anticle.

Betzig also refers o the Bavarian and Alamannic Codes,
which cstablished fincs for lying with other men’s maids.
These codes date from the mid-eighth century at the latest
{(Wood, 1994). The existence of these codes is highly con-
sistent with my reading of the evidence that indeed there was
amassive shift in marmage practices culminatng during the
period of the High Middle Ages and that a major aspect of
the triumph of Church policy was to successfullv destroy the
iraditional tribal social structure of the Gernmanic peoples,
including resourcc polygyny by high-ranking males.

Female Servants

Betzig notes that large numbers of young [emales were in
service in early modern England. But such a finding no more
shows that women in scrvice were syslematically coneciv-
ing large numbers of bastards by their employers than does
the fact that in contemporary times the employ ment of large
numbers of women in malc-owned companics implics that
these women are normatively conceiving basiards by their
employers. Accounts of master-servant sexual relationships
(e.g., Fairclulds, 1984, Maza, 1983; Stone, 1977, Tumer,
1962) indicate that such rclationships typically cocountered
the disapproval of the master’s wife (who often had consid-
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crable power), that they were secretive (although sometimes
they led to marriage), often (at least in England) involved
non-reproductive sexunal activity, and werc often strongly
resisted by the scrvants and regarded very negatively by the
families of the servants and by society in general. The goal
of the vast majority of these women and their families was
marriage within their social class—a goal that would be
scverely compromised by an illegititnate pregnancy.

While close to 50% of lower-class woinen aged 20-24
were in service in earty moderm England, the illegitimacy
rate was usually lar less than 3% until after 1750 (Laslett,
1977). In all studies, lower-class males, especially male
servants, were more likely than masters to be the fathers of
the illegitimate children of female servants, both in France
and England (Dcpauw, 1976, Fairchilds, 1984; Maza, 1983:
Tumer, 1962). Moreover, Fairchilds (1984) notes that mas-
ter-servant relationships resulting in illegitimate births were
far more cominon in small houscholds thian among the high
nobilily in France, and that wives were especially likely to
discharge servants made pregnant by the master, with the
result that the servants would ofien laler comnmit infanticide
andfor descend to the lowest levels of society.

Furthermore, similarly high percentages of young males
were in service during this period, so that sexual exploitation
of females cannot be the wholc story. Indecd, rather than
assume that the scrvant svstem, in general, is a sign of
normative polygyny by the wealthy, there are suggestions
(hat the system as a whole functioned to benefit the lower
classes. Stone (1977:107) writes of wealthy cslales scrving
a sort of holding function for the children of the lower
classes, supporting them and receiving services from them
for a ten year period until they could get married. Since the
wealthy could uol normally utilize these fomales as mates.
this pattern actually involved the redistribution of resources
to the less wealthy.

Conceplually, this practice may qualify as another exam-
plc of socially imposed or customaty altruism occurring in
traditional English society (see larget article). The practice
of taking in unrelated servanls is unique (o the simple
household system characteristic of northwestern Europe.
The practice pervaded alb groups, so that individuals would
have their children go to work as scrvants clscwhere whilc
at the same time taking in unrclaicd servants (Hajnal, 1983
Stone, 1977). This suggests a deeply ingrained cultural
practice, probably predating Christianity, which resulted in
a high level of non-kinship-bascd reciprocity and even altr-
nismby the wealthy thatis highly consistent with the general
perspeclive developed in the larget article. In any case, il is
completely inadequate to simply assumc thal any situation
where nubile lemales are under the control of wealthy tales
implies that sexual exploitation must be involved.

Wealth and Reproductive Success

The data from the fifteenth-century Florentine Catusto do
not imply polygyny but insicad support the point—which 1
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make in the target article (citing the same study }—that until
quilc reeenily, wealth has been associated wilh reproductive
success throughout Enropean history . Indeed, the fertility of
the wealthiest quartile is nowhere near a level that conld only
be cxplaincd by poly gy ny, and Herlihy (1983) altributes the
lower fertility of the other quartiles to birth control or higher
infant mortality.

Patterns

some examples of aristocratic polygyny cited by Betzig are
real, but they fail to indicate a general pattemn. Betzig en-
phasizes the case of the prolific Count Baldwin (a case that
[ also mentioned in the target article; see Note 11). As is
typical of her methods, lowever, Betzig ignores the general
trends and concentrates on examples that support her pre-
coneeplions. Onc can also find examplcs of noblemen who
were apparently entirely monogamous or even saintly (such
as Louis the Pious [814-840] and Saint Louis [1226-1270]).
In developing the target article, I attempted o go beyond
citing paricular cases by concetiirating on a systematic
study of the English kings, a group of wealthy males whose
reproductive behavior is well known.

Reproduction among Clergy

The fact that some clergy had children and that the Church
tacitly or openly approved of the practice hardly constitules
evidence for nommative polygyny among the clergy, any
more than the contemporary practice of marriage in the
Anglican Church is cvidence for polygyny. As many com-
mentators have noted, the clergy who were most likely io be
married or engaged in concubinage (i.e., monogamous in-
formal marriage) were at the lowcest rung of the ecclesiaslical
ladder, working in rural parishes where they were under less
scrutiny by the higher clergy and where the extra help of a
mate was oflen indispensable.

Morcovcr, the relforms beginning in the eleventh cenlury
severely restricted the cxtent io whicha clerical career could
be a viable family strategy, and marriage and concubinage
were unknown among the higher elergy in England during
the thirteenth century. One wonders how the Church could
have commianded such intense popular support duting the
medieval peried if the higher clergy were systematically
engaged in inlensive polygyny with lower-siatus women,
And one also wonders why wealthy parents of the mendicant
friars opposed the intentions of their children o enter these
orders if being a friar was a good stralegy lor allaining high
levels of reproductive success. As in the case of aristocratic
polygyny, Betzig ignores the clear secular trends (in this
casc, the trend toward real clcrical reform immcdialcly prior
o and during the period of peak ecclesiastical power) in
favor of a static picture in which the behavior of an earlier
age or the behavior of a few nonconformists is uncriticafly
gencralized into 3 normative pattern characicristic of all
periods.
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Literary Evidence

Literary evidence is cstremely weak cvidence for normative
polygyny, espectally when we have actual data on illegiti-
mate fcetility for an important set of aristocrats—the Enghish
kings. As in (he contemporary world, literary talcs involving
sex and seduction arc excellent devices for sustaining inter-
est, but no one woilld suppose that the fact that talcs of sexual
intrigue are abic to yield high profits for the modem micdia
is a sign that the talcs are either truc or that they constitute
an adequatc portrayal of contemiporary socicty.

Betzig concludes her presentation of countervailing “evi-
dence” with the claim that ““it’s all the evidence we’ve got.™
Such a claim is possible only by compleicly ignoring all of
the cmpirical data summarized in the target articlc and the
inicrpretations of mainstream historians. Nowhere are we
piven any indication that the English kings actually had
many more illegitimalc offspring than were represenied in
nly sources. No data are prescnied showing that it was a
nonmative practice of bishops and mendicant friars during
the High Middle Ages to have multiplc concubines. When
the mendicanl (riars, many of whom were scions of wealthy
families, are depicted by historians as cngaging in acts of
extreme asceticism_ we arc implicitly invited 1o supposc (hal
they also sired dozens of illegitimatc children with their
many secret concubines. And we are implicitly invited to
suppose that while appearing before his subjects in sackcloth
and wearing a hair shin, whilc flagcllating himsclf as pen-
ance for his sins, and while conducting Crusades to liberatc
the religious sites of the Holy Land, St Louis was also siring
dovens of bastards in his secret harent.

I belicve that Betzig creates her cmpirical fantasyland
because of her commitnent to an extremely narrow concep-
tion of evolutionary thinking Following the pioncenmg
work of Mildred Dickemann {1979}, Betzig (1986) docu-
mented an cxtraordinary convergence in reproductive pat-
(crns among the stratificd societies of the world. Indecd, the
convergence goes far beyond reprodictive paltems. To ex-
pand on an cxample discusscd by Boyd and Richerson
(1992a), when Cortez artived among the Azlecs in 1519, he
found a great many similaritics with hisown society, includ-
ing a hereditary nobility, priests, wartiors, craftsmen, and
peasants. There was (hus an overwhelming convergence
between the societies, despite the fact that Aztec society had
developed independent of Old World influcuces. But Cortez
did not find a socicty in which the religious establishinent
claimed 1o be superior to the sccular establishment and was
successfully regulating the reproductive behavior of the
secular clite.

When confronicd by an overwhelming convergence
among all stratified societics combined with a possible point
of divcrgence, the temptation s to argue, as Betzig does, that
the divergence is illusory, and to datc the divergence to a
much later period when there was a clear ecologicat differ-
ence between Western and non-Western socicties (i.e., in-
dustrialization). Tn developing such a posilion, Betzig 1s
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forced 10 maintain a completely heterodox inferpretation of
available data, propose a very fuzzy dating of Westcm
monogamy lo “the last few centurics,” and develop an
extremely speculative theory for the eventual origins of
Western monogamy. Note that although Betzig reiterates
her theory in her commentary, she fails to mount a defense
of the theory against the theorctical and empirical objcctions
raised in the target articic.

However, by accepting the theoretical framework devel-
oped in (he target anticle—a theoretical framcwork that is
squarcly within the mainstrcam of current evolutionary
thinking aboul humans—there is no rcason to supposc that
high levels of convcrgence among all of the traditional
stralified societies of the warld could not be accompanied
by an important point of divergence in the casc of Westemn
societics.

Monogamy and Modernizatinn

Mucller, Strate, and Wilson note that Westem sociclics and
their social insututions have been extraordinarily suceesstul
and that monogamy may well have been a critical compo-
nent of this success. As I pointed out in the target article. the
development of socially iniposed monogamy constitutes a
group-level phenomenon that may well have resulled in
between-group selective processcs [hat benefited Western
societies. I agrce with the commentators that this point
certainly deserves to be expanded in future work, and in
particular, as Wilson suggests, wec must clarify the status of
monogany as part of the “‘necessary architccture™ of mod-
ernization.

Particular attention needs to be paid to possible mecha-
nisms Jinking manogamy with all of the factors associated
with European modcrnization, including democracy (as sug-
gesied by Strate), egalitanianism (as suggested by Salicr),
individualism, science, technology, and industrialization.
Particular attention should also be paid to issues linking
monogamy and the family (see MacDonald, 1988), includ-
ing (he rise of high-investmcnt parenting (as also suggesled
by Mucller), the risc of the affectively based nuclear family
as the fundamental unil of social organization, and the
decline of extended kinship relationships-—the last two of
which wete clearly the focus of ecclesiastical policy begin-
ning in the Middle Ages.

Nevertheless, as indicated by the cultural parity or even
superiority of Muslim societies over a very long period of
European history, establishing thal monogamy is centrally
related 1o other Western cultural practices or to the cventual
success and diffusion of Western institutions is likely 10 be
quite difficult. As anexample of the type of analysis needed.
there are sound reasons for supposing that monoganyy was
a ecessary condition for the peculiarly European “low-
pressurc” demographic profile described by Wrigley and
Schofield (1981). This demographic profilc results fromlate
marriagc and celibacy of large percentages of females during
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ties of economic scarcity. The theoretical connection with
mogogany is lhal monogainous martiage results in 4 situ-
ation in which the poor of both sexes are unable to maie,
whereas in polygynous systems an excess of poor females
merely lowers the price ol concubines for wealthy males.

Thus, for example, Wrigley and Schoficld (1981) find
that at the end of the sevenlcenth century approximately 23%
ol individuals of both sexes remained unmarried between
ages 40 and 44, but that, as a result of aliered economic
opportunities, this percentage dropped at the beginning of
the eightcenth century to 9%, and there was a corresponding
decline in age of marriage, Like monogamy, this pattern was
unique among the stratified sociclics of Eurasia (Hajnal,
1965, 1983; Laslctt, 1983, MacFadane, 1986; Wall, 1983;
Wrigley and Schofield, 1981),

In turn, the low-pressure demographic prafile appears to
have had economic conscquences. Not only was marriage
raic the main damper on population growth, but, especially
in Engiand, this response had a tendency to lag well behind
favorable economic changes. The result was a tendency for
capital accumulation during good times rather than a con-
stant pressure of populalion on the food supply:

The fact that the rolling adjustment between economic
and demographic fluctuations took place in such a
leisurcly fashion, tending to produce large if gradual
swings in real wages, represented an opportunily to
break clear from the fow-level income trap which is
sometimes supposed (o have inhibited all pre-indus-
(rial nations. A long period of rising real wages, by
changing the structure of demand, will tend to give a
disproportionately strong boost to demand for com-
modities other than thc basic noecssitics of life, and so
to scctors of the economy whose growth is especially
important if an industrial revolution is to occur.
{(Wrigley and Schofield, 1981:439; scc also Hajnal,
1965, MucFarlane, [986)

There is thus some reason o supposc that monogamy—
through ils production of a low-pressure demographic pro-
file—was a necessary condition for industrialization rather
than its consequence, as prapascd by Betzig. Tt is this type
of argumcnt that suggests thal monogamy may indeed be a
central aspect of the necessary architecturc of Western
modernization,

Artisans, Merchants, and the Church

Mueller makes scveral inleresting points that require discus-
sion. In the target article, 1 point out {and Mueller would
apparently agree) that the ultimate source of Wesicrn mo-
nogamy is not Christianity, but rather the institutions of the
Roman Republic and Roman Empire—a subject that | have
previously addressed (MacDonald, 1983, 199¢) bul which
was beyond the scope of the target article. The mechanism
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ol the origin of socially imposed monogamy during the
Roman period was undoubtedly quite dilferent from that of
laler Western monogamy (see target article), but there are
retnarkable similarities in the mechanisms for the mainte-
nance of monogamy, including laws on the legal status of
alfspring born oulside monogamous marriage, custoins op-
posing divorce, negative social attitudes toward noncou-
forming sexual behavior, and an ideology of monogamous
sexual deconum. Mueller also points out that monogamy has
thus far survived (he secularization of Western society. |
completely agree, and indeed a major focus of the target
article was on mechanisms—such as divorce laws, public
opinion, attiludes and condrols related to illegitimacy, and
the maneuverings of politicians and lawyers—that have
supporied monogamy after the period of ecclesiastical
hegemony,

Mueller proposes a thcory of posi-anlignity Western
monogamy in which it was

the persistence of small, independent artisans and
merchants inghe fragmienied political structure, which
characterized European history from antiquity, that
served as the economic and technological foundation
of the spintual power thal forced the class of big
landowners—the nobilily—into monogamy.

I am1 aware of no evidence indicating that ecclesiastical
altcmpis to control the arisiocracy derived ultimately from
the interests of artisans and merchants. The consensus view
is that the motivation for the ecclesiastical campatgn to exert
coutrol over socicly and, in particular, the sexual mores of
thg arislocracy, musi be sought in the desire for power by
the central actors in this campaign—the relorming popes
and their intellectual and political supporters within the
Church. Nevertheless, there is indeed reason to suppose that
merchant and artisan classes benefited from Church policies.

Economic historians (e.g., Gilchrist, 1969) have shown
that Church economic policies were highly compatible with
the development of a micrcantile ceconomy. Moreover, the
period of ecclesiastical predominance coincided with a pe-
riod of unprecedented economic and demographic expan-
sion in Western Europe lasting into thc fourtcenth
century—another indication that medieval cwltural institu-
tions were highly adaptive at the level of the group. In
addition, Church policies coincided with the interests of the
mercantilc and attisan classcs apainsi the nobility by com-
bating the econoniic competition represented by Jews to the
emerging Christian middle classes. The friars—who spear-
headed the thifcenth-century Christian reform movement as
well as the anti-Semitism of the period—derived mainly
from the newly ¢reated urban omddle and upper middle
classcs.

Cohen emphasizes that these classes viewed the Jows as
a competitive threat; “‘By the thirteenth centuty, the Jews of
Europe were cngaged almost exclusively in commetcial
activities, especially the lending of money; their success and
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influence in the markeiplace set them among the chicl
competitors of the new Chrislian bourgeoisie™ (1982:43).
Cohen notes that ““it was not sheer aceident” (1982:41) that
both the Dominicans and the Franciscans developed a Chris-
tian theology of cotnmerce and trade, or that St Francis was
often described as the patron saint of merchants.

The medicval Church had a strong sense of Christian
group cconomic interests vis-a-vis the Jows, and often
worked vigorously to cxclude Jews from economic and
political influence and to prevent social intercourse between
Cliristians and Jews (Cohen, 1982: Cohen 1994; Jordan,
1989; MacDonald, 1994a, 1995; Parkes, 1976). The Church
often sided with popular sentiment by combating the rc-
peated tendencies of rulcrs o favor Jews for their own cnds,
especially with regard to Jewish moncylending. The Church,
in alliance with popular clements including merchants and
artisans, was also instrumental in the expulsious of Jews
from England, France, Spain. and several parts of Germany.
In Germany up until the nincleenth century, Jews were
regmlarly excluded from Church lands and regularly adinit-
ted to sceular lands, where they were utilized as a source of
income for the feudal lord (Harris, 1994:15). There is,
therefore, some reason to supposc hat the medieval Church
represcated in part a wide-ranging political, cconomic, and
reproductivc campaign to significantly curb the interests of
the nobility in favor of the ncwly cinerging Christian middle
classes.

Unity of the Mcdicval Church

Regarding the comments of Brundage, the main point is that
there is no disagreement with my interpretation of the dating,
the course, and most of the mechanisias resulting in socially
immposed monogamy in Westcmn Europe. 1 agree completely
with his claim that the lowered status of unions with slaves
was an imporlant aspeet of the institutional support of mo-
nogamy in the Roman world (scc also MacDonald, 1990). |
also agree with his view thai the ideology of valid marriage
as indissolublc is of critical importance in understanding
Weslern monogamy and is descrving of even greater atten-
tion than I gave it. And one can agree with Brundage'’s claim
that proliibilions on adoption were not an important mecha-
nism for the maintenance of monogany without imperiling
the status of the other mechanisms owllined in my article.
As is apparent in Brundage's comments, the Church’s
alteration of the laws on stavery in the direction of efevating
the sexual relationships of slaves to the stalus of marriage
was nol a blow against monogamy, but rathcr an attempt to
develop a uniform institulion of monogamous marriage at
all levels of society—an aspect of the Church’s program of
imposing the samme rles of sexual and domestic condict on
the rich and (he poor noted by Herlihy (1985). Indeed,
Brundage’s entire account of the infricate relationship be-
tween ecclesiastical and secular authorities is preciscly the
sort of comptex and “imessy”” internal political dynamic
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involying the regnlation of mating behavior that is unique Lo
Western societies and that resulis ultimately from the fact
that the Churchwas a real source of power throughoul avery
long period of Western history. While the prescut social
interactionist perspective is highly compatible with a role
for such “messy’ political processes, Brundage’s com-
menis also indicate that the search for thic types of external
ecological variables sought by Betzig is likely tobe fruitess.

Brundage states that 1 have overdrawn the medicval
Church as ““a unified institutional catity.”” His commcnt
does not vitiate my claim, however—bascd on consensus
among historians (including Brundage)—that the Church
played a central role in (he cstablishment of monogamy
during the medieval period. Brundage’s statement is rather
dirceted at my claim that medieval Western civilization can
be undersiood as a unified societas christiana—a collecliv-
ist society in thc scnse of Triandis (1990, 1991). The cxtent
o which this ¢learly aricutated cultural ideal of society as
an o1ganic, corporatc unity encompassing all Christians was
reatized is a difficult historical question.

Thete was certainly historical change in the gap behveen
the ideal and reality—a gap (hal increased in the later Middle
Ages and thc Renaissance. An evolutionist should not be
surprised to find gaps between theoty and reality in an
institution with an ideology ol hierarchical harmony among,
alt social groups, of secular subscrvience 1o the ecclesiastical
hierarchy, of chastity among religious personnel, and of
mating restrictcd (o nonogamous, indissolublc arriage
even for the secular elite. Even if Gregory VII's coliectivist
societas christiana was indeed achicved at any point in
history, an cvolutionist would expect it to be inherently
unstable because of the centifugal forces resulting [rom
conflicts of interest between social groups and between
gronp and individual interests.

The important qucstion for future research is Lo bctter
document the suggestions that medieval society is indecd
analyzable as a collectivist socicty with a strong sense of
gronp identification and commitment. Tn addition to indica-
tions of aclear scnsc of Christian ingronp economic inlcrests
vis-a-vis the Jows as an oulgroup outlined above—interests
that were incompatible with the individualistic tendencies of
the aristocracy lo favor the Jews—there appear (0 have been
high levels of reproductive altruisin, particularly among the
mendicant friars, many other religions personncl, and even-
tually the sccular clite, the latter mainly the result of coer-
cion, but also, as in (he case of St. Louis, influenced by
voluntary restraint. (In this regard, il is interesting that St.
Louis was nol only a paragon of proper Christian sexual
behavior, but also had a powcrful sense of Chrislian gronp
cconomic interests vis-a-vis the Jews [c.g., Chazan, 1973,
Jordan, 1989; sce larget article, Note 4].)

In addition, medicval society —and especially that of the
thirteenth century, which represents the apogee of ecclesi-
astical power—was also characterized by historically high
levels of charily to the poor, levels that were not matched
unti} the present century (Gitchrist, 1969; Tiemncy, 1959).
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Moreover, there was intense group identification and group
cormunitinent to Christianity among all levels of socicty, as
indicated, for example, by the multitudes of pilgrims and the
outpouring of religious fervor associated with the Crusades.

The proposal that there was an important degree of unity,
cohesivencss, and collcctivism o medigval Chrstian soci-
ety renders the relatively high levels of medicval altruisin
and group identification and commitment more comprehen-
sible, since it is compatible with supposing that an important
factor underlying these medieval phenomena was the trig-
gering of evolved facultative inechanisms related to group
identification and ¢ohesion (MacDonald, 1994ab, 1995;
Wilson and Sober, 1994, sce target article, Note 8). These
mechanismms imply a strong psychological sensc of Christian
ingroup membership and a corresponding perception of
outgroups as hostile and threatening. The psychological
salience of Christian ingroup membership and of non-Chris-
lian oulgroups (particularly Muslims and Jews) perceived as
powerful and threatening has long been apparent to histori-
ans of the medieval period (¢.g., L¥ynch, 1992:161-64).

And il must be remembered that whatcver the gaps be-
tween the ideal of a unified Christian society (characterized
by hierarchical harmony, ccclesiastical hegemony, and sex-
ual restraint) and the actual workings of the medieval world
revealed by conlemporary historicat wsearch, these gaps
must be balanced by the recognition that many medieval
Christians-~and especially the central actors in medieval
sociely, such as the monks, the mendicant friars, the reform-
ing popes, the fervent cnisaders, the pious pilgrims, and cven
many clite anstocrats—perceived themselves to be partof a
highly umfied, supranational collectivity. It is this funda-
mental psychological orientation—so forcign to contempo-
rary Western life—ihat, in conjunction with contemporary
psychological theories of social identity processes (Hogg
and Abrams, 1987) and individualism-collectivisim {Trian-
dis, 1990, 1991), renders the high levels of group commit-
ment and altruism characteristic of the medieval period
comprehensible in psychological terms.

This intcnse group commitiment certainly docs not imply
altruism at all levels of society. As Saltcr notes, there is a
long history of theories that imply that medieval peasants
were dupes of an exploilative Chureh, or (hal celibale me-
dieval religious personnel were tools in an exploitative
despotism formally analogous to the eunuchs who guarded
the harems of Eastern potentates. The contrary view repre-
scnted inmy artticle is that medicval socicty represented the
reproductive interests of a very wide range of the population,
certainly including the peasantry and the emerging middle
classes. And, as indicalcd minimally by the economic and
demographic expansions of the period, medieval cultural
institutions were highly compatible with increasing the re-
productive suceess of the group as a whole, Medieval relig-
ious celibacy, therefore, far from being an aspect of
reproductive despotisn and cxploitation, was, from the pre-
seat standpoin, an integral part of the “groupness” of
mcdicval society, a phenomenon that rendered plausible (he
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perception of a great many persons of all social classes that
they each had a valuable role to play in a unified cotporate
sacietas christiana,
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