Appendix 5
From E. 0. Wilson, Sociobiology, p. 550
How can such variation in social structure persist? The explanation
may be lack of competition from other Species, resulting in what biologists call ecological release. During the past ten thousand years or
longer, man as a whole has been so successful in dominating his environment that almost any kind of culture can succeed for a while, so
long as it has a modest degree of internal consistency and does not shut
off reproduction altogether. No species of ant or termite enjoys this
freedom. The slightest inefficiency in constructing nests, in establishing odor trails, or in conducting nuptial flights could result in the quick
extinction of the species by predation and competition from other social insects. To a scarcely lesser extent the same is true for social carnivores and primates. In short, animal species tend to be tightly packed
in the ecosystem with little room for experimentation or play. Man has
temporarily escaped the constraint of interspecific competition. Although cultures replace one another, the process is much less effective
than interspecific competition in reducing variance .
It is part of the conventional wisdom that virtually all cultural variation
is phenotypic rather than genetic in origin. This view has gained support
from the ease with which certain aspects of culture can be altered in the
space of a single generation, too quickly to be evolutionary in nature. The
drastic alteration in Irish society in the first two years of the potato blight
(1846-1848) is a case in point. Another is the shift in the Japanese authority structure during the American occupation following World War Ii.
Such examples can be multiplied endlessly-they are the substance of
history. It is also true that human populations are not very different from
one another genetically. When Lewontin (1972b) analyzed existing data
on nine blood-type systems, he found that 85 percent of the variance was
composed of diversity within populations and only 15 percent due to
diversity between populations. There is no a priori reason for supposing
that this sample of genes possesses a distribution much different from
those of other, less accessible systems affecting behavior.
The extreme orthodox view of environmentalism goes further, holding
that in effect there is no genetic variance in the transmission of culture. In
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other words, the capacity for culture is transmitted by a single human
genotype. Dobzhansky (1963) stated this hypothesis as follows: "Culture
is not inherited through genes, it is acquired by learning from other
human beings ... In a sense, human genes have surrendered their primacy in human evolution to an entirely new, nonbiological or superorganic agent, culture. However, it should not be forgotten that this
agent is entirely dependent on the human genotype." Although the
genes have given away most of their sovereignty, they maintain a certain
amount of influence in at least the behavioral qualities that underlie variations between cultures. Moderately high heritability has been documented in introversion-extroversion measures, personal tempo, psychomotor and sports activities, neuroticism, dominance, depression, and the
tendency toward certain forms of mental illness such as schizophrenia
(Parsons, 1967; Lerner, 1968). Even a small portion of this variance invested in population differences might predispose societies toward cultural differences. At the very least, we should try to measure this amount.
It is not valid to point to the absence of a behavioral trait in one or a few
societies as conclusive evidence that the trait is environmentally induced
and has no genetic disposition in man. The very opposite could be true.
In short, there is a need for a discipline of anthropological genetics. In
the interval before we acquire it, it should be possible to characterize the
human bioprogram by two indirect methods. First, models can be con-

structed from the most elementary rules of human behavior. Insofar as
they can be tested, the rules will characterize the biogram in much the same
way that ethograms drawn by zoologists identify the "typical" behavioral
repertories of animal species. The rules can be legitimately compared with
the ethograms of other primate species. Variation in the rules among human cultures, however slight, might provide clues to underlying genetic
differences, particularly when it is correlated with variation in behavioral
traits known to be heritable. Social scientists have in fact begun to take this
first approach, although in a different context from the one suggested here.
Abraham Maslow (1954, 1972) postulated that human beings respond to a
hierarchy of needs, such that the lower levels must be satisfied before
much attention is devoted to the higher ones. The most basic needs are
hunger and sleep. When these are met, safety becomes a primary consideration, then the need to belong to a group and receive love, next selfesteem, and finally self-actualization and creativity. The ideal society in
Maslow's dream is one which "fosters the fullest development of human
potentials, ofthe fullest degree of humanness." When the biogram is freely
expressed, its center of gravity should come to rest in the higher levels.
[Sociobiology: The New Synthesis, E. 0. Wilson, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975. Copyright 1975 by the President and Fellows of Harvard
College. Reprinted by permission.]

