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omg Ferm Interest I\Jorrrp

~ = Emerged out of my: interest as an economic | hlstorlan in the
. analytical status: of institutions or rules

= Were they “exogenous” or did they represent a collectively
rational choice from a book of blueprints of possible
Institutional/normative structures? .

= 1981 critigue of North and Thomas; 1991 “Do;l_.egal
Systems Matter?”

= 1984 : “Microeconomics, Norms and Rationality” EDCC -

01 book: Altnuistically Inclined? Tihe.Behavioral ™ s
Heoryand the Origin of

IDFOCItV

= 2008: “Why Multilevel Selection Matters” Journal of
Bioeconomics
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Altruistically Inclined

“Field provides a feast for scholars who are struggling to
develop a coherent theory of human behavior grounded
In evolutionary biology and tested with empirical data
from diverse social settings...scholars in all of the social
sciences would be well advised to read this book
carefully.”

--Elinor Ostrom, Journal of Interdisciplinary History



=VOlLUon I m/ rmrmmJ

: file] naT_endorsement of SOC|oIog|caI and =
- —-—aﬂthropelegmal approaches stressing socialization
and enculturation processes

= Economists shouldn’t necessarily disparage the
approaches of other social scientists

= Changing attitude on my part toward the power of
evolutionary theory to help us understand the
an ethogram

ol iilevel selection: selection above the
vel of the iIndividual organism

—— B




l\/l ot]vgl_uon

e — .

IVIy""concern IS W{Ih the fundamental behaworal procllvmes '
~ we.assume.n.understanding or modeling rules or other
normative structures

= Many game theory models are driven by narrow versions
of rationality: assumption that humans efficiently advance
their material self interest. | question whether. this, style. of )
research can provide an adequate foundation for an
empirically informed behavioral science

= Rebellion against this default position Is part of what has
ed success of behaworal econemics -

plutiena ‘Mf mutlilevel
eolain Why our proclivities reflect preferences
|ch are not exclusively self regarding
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2 Focus on three issues:

SR —

e — . .
— the behavioral foundations for creating an

effective military unit;

— evidence that infantrymen have histenically been
reluctant to fire on the enemy and how: this
reluctance has been evercome

Eﬁ-e practice. and conventionsisurreundingrthesss ;""
-QMEGJW. l
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= the effectiveness of an infantry force depends upon the
development of bonds of personal loyalty among members
of the squad.

= These bonds are described as often strenger than those
that unite husband and wife, perhaps egual to those
between parent and child, and if successfully established

q;ate what is referred to in militanawritings;andipepulane.

ctive military training, aside frem teaching soldiers

discipline, endurance, and various skKills, creates an
environment in which these bonds take root.




Loyalty 10 Squad Memoeb
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| Infan y members—face the prospect off | |njury or deathand
- ~—af-e13re|eared—to risk their lives for the benefit of the group.

= [nfantrymen are taught that if a grenade rolls into a foxhole,
the closest soldier should cover the grenade with his body
to absorb the explosive force. .

= Group leaders expect this response, along with many
others, to be done without thinking, to be automatic, to be
essentially a conditioned reflex, in'a manner similar to the

ol in Whlch a Secret Service/Agent is pre,par-ed_P"‘
zlo el Selifletween a bullet

e
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- A|| members oTasquad are collectlvely better offiif each
. “agrees*in-advance to fall on the grenade,

= But why, If humans operate so as efficiently to advance
their material self interest, which would seem to imply that
they prefer life over death, would any narrowly rational -
Individual ever agree to this?

= Why would trainers waste their time talking about honor,
duty, and courage?
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~ = [fit turns out to be easy, all things considered, to
- take unrelated individuals and mold them into a
sguad prepared to trust each other with their lives,

It turns out to be remarkably difficult to get them to
fire on the enemy. .

= That men are prepared, given state, sanction for
violence, to Kill other men, will hardly be surprising
to economists.

= What is astoni

s



| I 'T9'2[7 S.L.A. Wrshall publlshed Men Aqamst Flre ini o
__..whjch he made what to me when I first read it was the

astonishing claim that in infantry companies in the Second

World War the rate of firing rarely rose above 15 - 20
percent.

= Even for well trained troops with combat experience =
Marshall concluded that the firing rate never rose above 25
percent. Marshall argued that “the average and healthy
iIndividual... has such an inner and usually unrealized

esistance toward kllllng a fellow man;that he will, not of his et
ﬁm volition tak: io)

1) -
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— _Tﬁe problem oﬂewﬂrmg rates also applled to close range
- aerial combat.

= During World War Il less than 1 percent of fighter pilots
became aces (more than five kills), and they accounted for
30- 40 percent of all enemy aircraft destroyed. -
= Most fighter pilots “never shot anyone down or even tried
to 1

= o rectify this the US Air Force engaged in a screening

ram to try and select for fighte ralnmg-ﬁ-_

n sociopathic

Cles
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S After Gettysburg 27 574 muskets were

~ recovered from the battlefield. Of these,
roughly 24,000 were loaded and ready to
fire. 12,000 had been (improperly)loaded
more than once and of those, 6,000 had had

ounds rammed down their barrels. >

ﬁWﬁe&niﬂﬂw 23 times
rd, 1976).




Jintired rifles

~ = CivilWar soldiers used rifled, muzzle Ioading muskets with explosive

... force provided by black pewder. With training, infantrymen could

~ reload'these wWeapons quickly. The soldier bit open a paper cartridge,
poured powder into the muzzle, followed this with a minié bullet, which
he drove home with a countersunk ramrod. A percussion cap ignited
the charge. The weapons, mostly Springfield and Enfield rifles, were
relatively accurate, certainly more so than smoothbore muskets, and -
Lheir large caliber bullets produced devastating wounds When: they:hit

ome.

= A well trained solider could expect to get off 4 or 5 shots a minute. In
drills soldiers spent five percent of their time firing; the remainder was
as fast as W

med by thelleading process.
ﬁgt soldiers [te I
* L * iallen with a weapon not

rfeaay . oreover, a fallen comrade’s leaded, cocked, and
primed weapon would have been taken up by a surviver and fired

-




Flr'Ts Battle of the Franco Prussian War August 4 1870

rounds to hit onIy 400 French defenders, a result that can
be partly attributed to the fact that the French were dug In
behind fortified positions.

= The outhumbered French defenders, however, fired 48,000
rounds against Germans who were advancing across open
ground and struck just 404 of them, for a hit to fire ratio of
1:1109.

eractual’ ratierwas probably conSIderany Iower,..s;n,g,@_

Seems |mplau3|ble given the baseline elghteenth century
Prussian tests using smoothbore muskets.



= cepilorns o Low Firirlg Prooler)
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= Crew serviced'weapons (machine guns)
Rl —

= Firing at a distance
— Artillery

— Naval combat

— Aerial bombardment
— Snipers_

one side has won
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b human behavmr S|mply another
“llustration of “nature red in tooth and
claw”? On the one hand, one can point
to the historical and contemporany.
record of violence, murder, atrocities,

enocide, and war. :
éﬂ thelo 1dconsidering the six
a nalt'billion people who inhabit the

planet, it Is remarkable how little
physical violence there iIs among us.
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| ﬁ greatest beneflt | can confer on you is usually
—-ﬁot to harm you.

= I[magine | am beating you over the head.

= Think how much better you will feel once | stop
doing so.

= Think how much benefit | have granted you by
desisting or by refraining from hitting you in the

place. .
iIrmative he tip of the —

gically altruistic behavior, even
though most of the literature on altruism focuses
exclusively on them.




Trin Veneer of Civilizatlor

~ = Cultural Explanations
R — .

= Soclal' Contract Theorists (Locke, Hobbes,
Rousseau)
= Huxley, (Evolution and Ethics)
= Freud (Civilization and its Discontents)
r-enz (©Gn.Aggression)

— e ——

arsons (Structure of Social Action)
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——-._Although e_c_cmomlsts typically dispense with the “thin
veneer” explanation, instead gravitating toward repeated
game explanations of why we don't live in a Hobbesian war
of all against all, many retain the assumptions about innate
human behavioral predispositions.

= In its basic assumptions about human nature, this IS
surprisingly similar to “thin veneer” anthropolgists and
sociologists, whose approaches economists have often

ﬁ;ren WOntte dlsparage e
ewaysm ;r RIS 1f) Lzl
SGhcuturation and soci )

Ulturation and socialization: processes drlven 0)Y

teaching/learning and imitation

= For economists, it’s typically rational play within an
iIndefinitely repeated game




Kn alternate view/is that humans are blologlcally
- —predlsposed against harming conspecifics, and
that 1t I1s only certain types of experience,
conditioning, or stimuli that will, for most people,
overcome these restraints.

= Moreover, humans are weakly predisposed to-
provide affirmative assistance to nonkin, but this
weak predisposition can be strengtqened through

|n|ng B

| ofithesewiey essential human
gredispositions Is correct Is one of the most
fundamental questions in the social sciences.
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. Botﬁ experlmeﬂtal and observatlon ewdence
~ reinforces the appeal of the idea of cognitive
modularity, the view that thought and behavior are
Influenced by different “mental organs.”

= With respect to behavior, these usually‘align inthe
counsel they provide.

= But not always, and focusing on circumstances -
ere gmda e conﬂlcts — Priseners Dilemmasi s

=il

more coherent behavioral science.
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= Humans are predispoesed to solve prisoners dilemma

. surprisingly-easily, at least compared to what we as
economists might otherwise expect.

= Throwing caution and arguably prudence to the wind, we
trust and rely upon each other, and by and large we avoid
physically harming each other, even when the appeal of
gain or the prospect of insuring against less might suggest
we do otherwise.

ﬂu‘we do'this even when, as isigenerally.the,case;amoeng)
ults, we ane nense closely these behaviors

= To be sure, the understandable appeal of defection
sometimes wins out, but more often than not, it doesn’t, to
the collective benefit of the players involved.
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. :Iuman popuTatlons carry genes at relatlvely hlgh
- {reqguency-that could not have risen from low to
nigh frequency without the operation of group
selection at some earlier stage of our evelutionary
history

= The fact that these genes exist at. high freguencies
and under certain circumstances can now be
sustained by selection at levels no higher than that

S Gfihe individual organlsm can disguise ther ..
HiSterica ofigre ‘Selectioniin




Lirrlts of 2volutionzary Gerrne Trieory
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= Dlstlnctlon b‘étWEﬁn@xplammg how a

_:—_—-""
predisposition towards a strategy IS
sustained by freguency dependent selection
and how, upon first appearance; itissunvives

and rises In freguency.

e
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—— W|th|n a popmatmn Tandomly playlng one shot

~ PDs with each other, there Is no way that the
replicator dynamic could allow cooperators to
become established in a population of defectors.

= One has to appeal to group or multilevel selection
for a compelling explanation for hew what | think is

| Ioglcal foundation for these Erochw,Leg__

N adeguate?
ny i1sn’t cultural group selection enough?

e
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Orormist Eplararons

" = Economists typically explain thié as rational
~ behavior within an indefinitely repeated
game

= Problem: for a game actually to become -
“Indefinitely repeated,” players have to
successfully negotiate the first iteration.

sent th ticularly 1@ I bv@th—_
- ﬁMht well end

Up one shot.
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. EXolaetlons
.

Thin veneer of civilization keeps us from

——

~ tearing ourselves apart

= Not necessarily inconsistent with
economists’ assumptions that humans, are
iInnately self interested

= But mechanism of control differs: thin

o veneer, as '|H§ﬁantiated N %iy,r.e, NOTMS
’ﬁg‘jﬂuiﬁi nal play: within a

repeated game

i =
B —

y nce




DreplemsavithsEuie

EXplananon™
- Common non ancestor of three chlmpanzee
—D Species must have had behavioral
Inhibitions against killing conspecifics, else

how did that species survive?

= But “Invention” of culture took place perhaps
half a million years ago

S These inhibitions can’t be y/culturalsss
3 Jarpart, have a bielogical

Substrate



Iﬁ_av e a rather drfferent take on the He nrlch et al cross

_.cultural experiments.

= The appeal of experimental methods Is that they offer the
prospect of controlling for all of the myriad confounds that
can make It difficult to interpret observational data.

= |n other words, one observes cooperation imwhat might
appear to be PD like situations among humans. They don’t
always shoot first and ask guestions later. Aha, but people
say, that’s individually rational because people are in a

ﬂﬁated game. Or, it is argued, it’sibecause peo.p,[_e_h%_

ested 1 t s

mﬁ ‘running a one shot PD.game in a
aboratory Is that one controls for repetition and reputation
by making the game anonymous.



[Lalboratony experiments are:in Some respects curious instruments with
- which to document cultural differences, since if we accept that there
“ "are no significant genetic differences among (as opposed to within)
human groups, then persisting group differences in behavior in these
games reflect partial failure of our methods. If one wants to study
cultural differences, why use tools that were originally intended to
abstract from them?

= The interpretation of the variance in group averages as cultural poses a
problem for behavioral economists. If the variation'1s a purely cultural
phenomenon, what is to stop us from concluding that the average level
of behavior across all subject populations, what one might take as an

imate of species typical predispositions;.is also an entirely. cultural
ﬁenomenon’? But ifithat is SO, then the the large vedy

el ges the selflsh actor part

at we are mnately selfish in all arenas save those in which kin _
selection operates, and it is only a thin veneer of culture and civilization
that keeps us away from each other’s throats.

= | think this position is wrong.



"= Skyrms is concernediwith studying eguilibrium selectl'on"r‘nefhod i

- games in which coordination plays a large role.

" = This approach makes most sense for pure games of coordination,
where neither party prefers one or another outcome. Deciding which
side of the road drive on, or as in the origin of language, agreeing on
what a specific verbal utterance means (this is relevant to Skyrms’
second paper). .

= There is another range of norms where different equilibria benefit one

or another player disproportionately (as in the Nash bargaining game
or the ultimatum game)

- inally, there are norms which counsel the play of a strictly -l
ominated strategy, as In the one shot PIDia multlplayer-vclunftg_
S\02 reyparticularly relevant for

C analytlcal methods that might shed useful light en the first and
possibly the second type of norms may not be adequate to help us
understand the third.
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