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Most of the world’s nonviolent societies base their peaceful worldviews on cooperation and an
opposition to competition. Although they have nurturant, affiliative societies, many raise their children
to be hesitant and fearful about the intentions of others so that they will internalize nonviolent values
and never take their peacefulness, or that of others, for granted. The children in these societies lack
competitive games; aithough they are loved as babies, by the time they are 2 or 3 vears cld, they
are made to feel no more important than others. These societies devalue achievement because it
leads to competition and aggressiveness, which leads to violence they feel. Their rituals reinforce
their cooperative, harmonious beliefs and behaviors. They have internalized their peaceful, cooperative
values so that their psychological structures accord with their beliefs in nonviolence.

Most people in the United States, according to A. Kohn
(1986), fervently believe in competition: It is a fundamental
aspect of human nature; people live in a dog-eat-dog world;
people need to compete to survive and prosper. Competition, it
is argued, is necessary for the United States’ economic prosper-
ity, and it is essential for achievement in sports, science, arts,
and music (Abra, 1993).

However, many social scientists do not share this enthusiasm
for competition. The investigations of some psychological re-
searchers reflect an unease about the supposed competitive na-
ture of humanity and its benefits to society. Whatever the views
of the researchers may be, there is undeniably an extensive
literature on the psychology of competition and cooperation.

Most of the literatore is limited, however, by its focus on the
United States, and to some extent European, cooperation and
competition; this limits the studies to issues thal are appropriate
to the competitive Western context. For instance, researchers
have investigated many ramifications of whether a cooperative
or competitive environment fosters higher levels of achievement.
However, in their research, they did not appear to ask an even
more fundamental question: Is an emphasis on achievement,
whether produced by cooperation or competition, really essen-
tial to Western societies? To ask questions such as this, to really
examine the essence of cooperation and competition as manifes-
tations of human cultures, researchers need to step back from
their U. S. and European participants and lock at the ways these
elements of human behavior are handled in societies that are
not 50 competitive.

Much as international exchange faculty gain fresh perspec-
tives on their own societies by living abroad (Dudden, 1987},
particularly in significantly different cuitures, researchers inter-
ested in competition and cooperation can gain valuable reflec-
tions from the mirrors provided by very different, less competi-
tive societies. The images are often quite unlike the originals:
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sharper, fuzzier, more distorted, or even completely reversed. To
carry the metaphor one step farther, this article is based on
the premise that the concave mirror provides the best possible
reflection of the U. 8. society of competition. To reverse the
image and turn it upside down, to look at societies that com-
pletely eschew competition, exhibit virtually no competitive be-
havior patterns, and highly value cooperation, it should be possi-
ble to throw the U. S. psychology of competition into the greatest
possible relief.

Cross-cultural studies might be expected to provide addi-
tional insights into the issues relative to competition, coopera-
tion, and individualism. Can a cross-cultural approach shed any
light on the psychology of these different goal orientations? The
answers from the psychological literature are mixed. Although
many of the studies of competition and cooperation undertaken
in countries other than the United States report on useful re-
search, some of it is not clearly tied to the cultures of the
countries where the investigations are carried out (Erev,
Bornstein, & Galili, 1993; Okebukola, 1986). Other cross-
cultural literature is more instructive about cultural differences
in competitive and cooperative environments, such as some arti-
cles on the subject that have appeared in the Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology (Domino, 1992; Friedman, Todd, & Kari-
uki, 1995). A few studies on competition and cooperation te-
ported in other journals are also explicitly cross-cultural, such
as siudies by Cox, Lobel, and McLeod (1991) who compared
European Americans, African Americans, Asian Americans, and
Hispanic Americans; by Espinoza and Garza (1985) who com-
pared the competitiveness of Hispanic and American students
when each group was in a minority situation; and by Shwalb,
Shwalb, and Nakazawa (1995) who analyzed the dichotomy
among the spirit of cooperation, self-sacrifice, loyalty, and team-
work that the Japanese believe in and the highly competitive
examinations that Japanese school children take to help them
achieve successful careers.

However, this literature does not address these issnes from
the perspective of societies that are highly opposed to competi-
tion. The question raised earlier bears repetition: Are there any
such societies? The answer—from the psychological litera-
ture—appears to be negative. However, there 1s a fairly substan-
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tial body of scholarly literature on nonviolent or peaceful socie-
ties— groups of people who live without much or any violence
in their lives. Perhaps some or most of these societies are also
noncompetitive? A review of this literature shows that, in fact,
many of them are highly noncompetitive.

More than 40 societies have been identified as peaceful, where
people live with virtually no, or in some cases abseclutely no,
recorded instances of violence. The literature about these socie-
ties has been produced primarily by social scientists, with psy-
chologists, historians, theologians, folklorists, and others adding
important insights. The research reported in this lterature, if
examined carefully, does turn up a rich and interesting vein
of information on competitive, cooperative, and individualistic
behaviors, which should be useful to researchers concerned with
these issues— particularly those who are interested in the con-
nections between competition and aggression or, the converse,
between cooperation and nonaggression. Most of it is not psy-
chological research literature because the social scientists did
not conduct empirical psychological experiments on the peoples
they studied, although some of the literature on the peaceful
societies does report the results of psychological studies and
experiments. Virtually all of the literature is taken from scholarly
publicalions, however. As T describe in more detail later, basic
to the worldviews of these 40 or more societies is their absolute
opposition to manifestations of violence. The literature makes
it clear that 23 of them link competition quite firmly to aggres-
sion, and as a result they are opposed to both; but 2 of the
societies do not seem to have any problem with competition.

In this review, I do not cover or take a sample from small-
scale societies in general; neither do I attempt to produce a
statistical analysis from the literature about the peaceful socie-
ties. This literature varies widely in purpose and scope, and of
course the societies themselves also vary, united only in that they
all have a strong commitment to nonviolence. These conditions
would weaken any attempts of one to derive statistics. Instead,
this review looks at the subject of compelition and cooperation,
and to some extent individualism, in 25 of the nonviolent socie-
ties covered in a previous book (Bonta, 1993 ), where informa-
tion is available on how to find about their competitiveness and
cooperativeness in the literature. One exception is the Mbuti, a
society included in the earlier book but not here because, clearly
from the information available, their society is significantly
more violent than any of the others. The literature on the other
peaceful societies (Bonta, 1993) covers a variety of topics re-
lated to their nonviolence but does not really touch on competi-
tion, cooperation, or individualism. To summarize, these 25 soci-
eties were selected because (a) they appear to be somewhat,
highly, or totally peaceful; and (b) information is available about
their competition, cooperation, and individualism. This article
is a search for alternative ideas about the ways that societies
build a psychology of peacefulness and an opposition to aggres-
sion and violence. I intend to illuminate the discussions of re-
searchers who are already concerned about these issues.

Definitions

A few brief definitions are needed to establish the parameters
of this review.

Nonviolent (or Peaceful} Sociery

Sources vary on the definmition of a nonviolent society, but
they all converge on the proposition that a small number of
societies are extremely harmonious on both intragroup and in-
tergroup levels. They are almost completely without violence
or, in some cases, have so few cases of violence that they can
safely be referred to as “‘absolutely’” nonviolent. A peacefil
society would carry the added implication that the society is
particularly tranquil and lacking in conflict, although some re-
searchers and social scientists use nonviolence with the same
meanings. Because these differences are not germane to the
thrust of this article, both peaceful and nonviolent are used to
describe these societies for the sake of stylistic variety. In addi-
tion to an annotated bibliography (Bonta, 1993) that summa-
rizes the literalure on these peoples, several scholarly, compara-
tive analyses list the peaceful societies and discuss many aspects
of their nonviolence (Fabbro, 1978; Howell & Willis, 1989;
Montagu, 1978; Ross, 1993; Sponsel & Gregor, 1994). Of
course, many hundreds of works have been devoted to these
societies individually, some of which focus on competition, co-
operation, and individoalism. The Appendix lists the 25 societies
I include and describes briefly the nature of their peacefulness
as well as arguments for the vielence of some of them.

Competition, Cooperation, and Individualism

These concepts are frequently defined (Deutsch, 1949, 1973;
Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, 1981) as three
types of goal structures: competitive goal structures, in which
the atrainment of interlinked goals is negatively correlated
among different people; cooperative goal structures, in which
there is a positive correlation for people whose interlinked goals
are attained; and individualistic goal structures, in which goals
are not linked at all. Johnsan and Johnson (1983) summarized
these concepts in straightforward terms: competition—people
attain their goals only if other participants do not— coopera-
rion—people afttain their goals only when other participants
do also—and individualism—people attain their goals without
affecting the goal attainment of others. These definitions, origi-
nally by Deutsch ( 1949), have been modified by others or other
definitions have been substituted in some of the literature { Bay-
Hinitz, Peterson, & Quilitch, 1994; Vealey, 1994), bur they are
quite adequate for the purposes of this review. Behaviors based
on those goal structures—cooperative behavior and so forth—
are discussed frequently in this article, and their meanings are
derived from the goals. That is, cooperative behavior refers to
behavior based on a goal structure of cooperation, and so forth.

Purpose and Scope

People in the United States are both cooperative and competi-
tive at virtually the same time, even though some laboratory
experiments may make il appear as if there is an either—or
choice. As an example, a U. S, politician normally has to win
an office through a competitive process, and the operation of a
legislature such as the U. S. Congress involves constant compe-
tition among its members for their many different competing
agendas. Yet to effectively pass legislation, the legislators must
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constantly cooperate with other members because the helping
of others, the giving of support to gain reciprocal support, is
the essence of the political process (Axelrod, 1984). Most other
social interactions in the United States also involve elements of
cooperation and competition operating, in many cases, almost
simultaneously. This familiar (to Western researchers) mixture
of cooperation and competition differs from most of the peaceful
societies, which are highly cooperative in nature and carefully
eliminate any manifestations of competition.

The purpose of this review is to examine the psychology
of cooperation, competition, and individualism in the peaceful
societies and to see how the same topics are treated, by compari-
son, in the Western-oriented psychological literature. The goal
of this article is not necessarily to answer whether competition
causes violence, The nature of the literature does not allow one
to go that far. That 23 out of the 25 societies examined shun
competition as inimical to their beliefs and firmly link it with
aggression and violence must be contrasted with the 2 that do
not—and still have peaceful societies. That the vast majority
of peaceful societies are also opposed to competition does not
prove a conclusive link between the two concepts that competi-
tion causes aggression and violence. But there is no gquestion
that the peacefulness of these societies is dependent, in the
minds of the peaceful peoples, on their continuing opposition
to competition. By virtue of the 2 exceptions, the literature also
shows that it is possible to have a peaceful, yet competitive
society if all of the other circumstances, beliefs, and attitudes
of the society focus on nonviolence.

Because the goal of finding definitive cause and effect rela-
tionships between competition and violence does not appear
within reach, a more modest goal for this article is to look
instead at the psychological issues that relate to competition,
cooperalicn, and individualism within the peaceful societies. By
studying the web of supporting details, researchers may be able

to understand the complexities of competition, cooperation, and

individualism and how they relate to aggression, conflict, and
violence. One of the major issues for both the psychological
literature and the social science literature on the peaceful socie-
ties is that of raising children in a cooperative environment: Do
the nonviolent peoples raise and educate their children differ-
ently from Western societies to emphasize and reinforce their
oppousition to competition? Another significant issue in both
literatures is that of achievement: Do the peaceful societies pro-
mote individual achievement as Western societies do?

Some psychological research suggests that competition pro-
motes aggression. Almost all of the peacefnl societies would
agree and woukl link aggression to violence, but the literature
on the peaceful socicties goes farther by providing details on
the psychological structures that contrel competition and nurture
cooperation. The literature suggests other important questions
about competition in the peaceful societies: What are the rela-
tionships between intergroup and intragroup competition, coop-
eration, and individualism? Is competition as ubiquitous as some
researchers maintain? How do rituals in the peaceful societies
reinforce the peoples’ beliefs in cooperation? How do the highly
individualistic, and highly competitive, peoples among the non-
violent societies maintain their peacefulness?

As already stated, these specific discussions do not answer
conclusively the question of whether competition causes vio-

lence. But the specific issues that are addressed here provide
pieces for the larger puzzle, and they form a fairly clear picture.
The details show societies that rely on the absence of competi-
tion, and to a greater or lesser extent on the presence of coopera-
lion, as essential to their peacefulness. The two competitive,
but nonviolent, peoples demonstrate the variability of human
societies—all the pieces are still not available, and the picture
about the relationship between competition and violence may
become somewhat more clear as a result of this literature, but
puzzling aspects remain nonetheless.

Raising Children in a Cooperative Environment

From the point of view of the peaceful societies, the major
question about their children is How are they raised and edu-
cated so that they will adhere to the nonviolent value structures
of their communities? What psychological structures are in place
to ensure the successful adoption of social values? How are
children taught so that they internalize the society”s beliefs about
competition and cooperation? How do their games and play
activities relate to competition and cooperation?

Researchers have produced a rich literature on these issues
in their work with European and U. S. children. Johnson and
Johnson (1979) summarized the results of over 600 research
projects with students; their summary of the literature is still
vatid today: (a) Students master, retain, and transfer principles
and concepts more effectively when they learn in a cooperative
environment than competitive or individualistic ones, and coop-
eration promotes more and better learning than does competi-
tion; (b) students have more intrinsic motivation to leamn in a
caoperative setting; (¢ ) cooperative environments are better than
competitive or individualistic ones in the facilitation of commu-
nication skills, ability to resclve conflicts, and social and cogni-
tive developments; (d) students’ attitudes toward teachers and
their schools are more positive in cooperative environments; (e)
students have a more positive attitude toward their classmates,
including members of the opposite gender, other ethnic groups,
social groups, and people with differing abilities, in cooperative
environments; and (f) mental health and self-esteem are more
positive among students in cooperative learning situations than
competitive or individualistic ones.

The social science literature on the peaceful societies would
not disagree with that summary, but it does provide additional
perspectives to the psychological literature, such as the strategies
some of these peoples use to indoctrinate their children in their
nonviolent, noncompetitive, cooperative ways. For instance, one
widespread child-raising technigue used among a number of the
peaceful societies is the phenomencn of the dramatic plunge in
status of 2- to 3-year-olds. Infants and very small children are
cherished by parents, older siblings, and other members of the
community. They are fondled constantly and nursed on demand,
and their other needs are satisfied as quickly as possible. But
when they reach Age 2 or 3—the age varies in the different
societies—at roughly, although not necessarily, the time when
another baby is born, the status of the child abruptly and dramati-
cally plunges. From being the center of everyone’s attention,
the child suddenly gets little notice at all and is made to feel
like a very insignificant member of the community. In some of
the societies, adults and older children actively make sure the
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3-year-old no longer has any illusions of special status; whereas
in other societies, the child is simply ignored. To emphasize, in
many of these societies the change is sudden and dramatic.

In some of the societies, the child may go through a period
of very lengthy temper tantrums, almost all of which are com-
pletely ignored. But soon the point becomes clear—no one is
special, stands out, or is above anyone else. In a few of the
societies where children are more closely controlied, they would
not dare have temper tantrums, but the point remains the same.
The infant learns quickly the importance of love, closeness, and
dependence on others; the 3-year-old learns that the individual
cannot dominate others. A spoiled 5-year-old might lead pro-
gressively to an egocentric, dominating, competitive, aggressive,
and perhaps even violent adult. Some examples help flesh out
this pattern.

Infants of the Paliyan people who live in the hills of southern
India are weaned between Ages 2 and 2'%,.! When their mothers
go back to work and ignore the child’s demands, they often
have protracted temper tantrums that are usually ignored. This
period may last until Age 4 or 5. The child soon learns to adhere
to the social rules, play quietly without fighting, and be reticent
(Gardner, 1966, 1972). Children in the Semai society, a people
of Peninsular Malaysia, face a similar rude awakening when
they are very small. Although nursing is not necessarily stopped,
the constant nurturance practically ceases; parents must go back
to work, and no amount of screaming by the child does any
good. Temper tantrums of 1 hr or longer are ignored by everyone
during a period that may last until the child is 4 years old.
This has the effect of transferring and broadening the child’s
dependency from the parents to the broader household and entire
community. The Semat children quickly learn that they are help-
less to control events around them and are totally dependent on
the good will and support of the group (Robarchek, 1977).

Very similar patterns have been observed among the Tahitians,
a society of French Polynesia, where children learn by the time
they are 5 years old that they are powerless to rebel, subvert,
or evade the whole community, which might be possible if they
were still just dependent on their two parents (Levy, 1973,
1978). Comparable patterns have heen reported among the Ifa-
luk, a society who lives on a small island in the Federated States
of Micronesia (Spiro, 1953 ); the Zapotec, an American Indian
society of southern Mexico {O’Nell, 1979); the Inuit of northern
Canada (Briggs, 1971); and the Lepchas, a Himalayan society
in northern India {(Gorer, 1967). The Amish (Hostetler, 1980)
and Hutterites (Hostetler & Huntington, 1967), rural Christian
peoples who live in the United States and Canada, also cherish
their infants, but they instill in their small children an obedience
to higher authority as one of their foremost principles. Children
in those societies would not dare have open temper tantrums,

The literature gives examples of the ways some of the nonvio-
lent socicties actively teach their children to be noncompetitive.
Several social scientists have maintained that the people of Bali,
an island in Indonesia, control all their emotions and thus have
a peaceful, reserved society. Balinese mothers teach their chil-
dren to avoid strong perscnal involvement by ignoring their
temper tantrums ( Bateson, 1963; Connor, 1979). Mothers may
tease their children by offering a breast to another's child and
react with amusement when their own children try to push away
the intruder. This strategy diminishes lendencies toward compet-

itiveness and rivalry, although there are certainly instances of
competitive behavior in Balinese society.

Various visitors to the Hutterite colonies on the plains of
Canada and the United States have observed how cooperative
the children are (Sawka, 1968), an attitude they are taught in
their homes. Qutside teachers in the colony schools are some-
times frustrated when they try to get the Hutterite children to
become motivated by competitive means. If a teacher makes a
special point of praising one of the children, the entire class
reacts with embarrassment (Bennett, 1967). The Hutterites raise
their children to be loved and enjoyed, but, even as an infant,
the child is expected to adapt to the work schedule of the colony.
Children quickly learn to be happy with the group, the unchang-
ing pattern of colony life, and that individuals have little control
over their environment. Because the colony is more important
than the individual and older people are more important than
younger ones, the child learns to accept a very low status in the
colony. Children 3 years old can no longer scream lustily; they
must be quiet around adults and even have to cry quietly. They
are readily dismissed from activities when adults or older chil-
dren do not want them around (Hostetler & Huntington, 1967 ).
In this kind of an environment, children quickly adopt the coop-
crative values that are an essential aspect of their communal
lives.

Amish children are educated through the eighth grade in
schools run by the local Amish people. They approach education
quite differently than the mainstream U. S. public schools.
Whereas the public schools stress speed, learning the subject
matter as a way to get ahead, and individual attainment, the
Amish focus on thorough learning and accuracy al the expense
of speed, the socialization of the child into the community,
shared knowledge, and the importance of tradition. In the public
schools, individnalism and competition are promoted by the
narrow age groups of the children, which separate them from
their siblings; whereas the Amish include siblings together in
the classroom and emphasize group excellence. Public schools
emphasize children overcoming their weaknesses because the
focus is on the intellect of the future citizen; Amish schoals
accept human weakness, and they concentrate on the belief that
people need help from others and God to improve. The competi-
tion that exists in the Amish school is group centered; it encour-
ages the children to try to improve on their previous records—
to get betier spelling scores for instance. Amish children thus
encourage each other 1o perform well, so the whole class and
school will succeed (Hostetler & Huntington, 1971).

The Tnuit of the central Canadian Arctic studied by Briggs
(1982, 1987, 1991, 1994 ) have psychological structures in place
that teach their children to internalize their cooperative values
and abhor aggression. Inuit children are socialized with
games—small, spontaneous exchanges—in which an older per-
son teases a child to be selfish or aggressive toward someone
else such as a sibling. Although these games are cathartic for the
children and the adults, they also create feelings of ambiguity,

! The ethnographic present is used because it generally is that way in
the anthropological literature, even though societies may have changed
since social scientists reported on them. However, in cases where the
literature clearly indicates that changes in a society have affected their
nenviolence and noncomperitiveness, the past tense is used.
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conflict, and danger about the values they cherish, thereby
strengthening their commitment to those values. The contradic-
tions about their nurturant, nonviolent values are not only felt
rationally but also accepted as feelings. Children are encouraged
through behavior with animals to engage in contradictory aclivi-
ties—to love, cuddle, and protect a little animal, such as a baby
duck, and then injure or even kill it. This builds conflicting
feelings of aggression and protectiveness. Complex messages
such as those aroused by aggressive games, or the loving and
destroying of the same duckling, create doubt in the child that
society is predictable, people are always nonviolent and nurtur-
ant, and one is always secure. This doubt, and the fear that it
arouses, serves to secure an adherence to the values of society
and to be constantly careful to maintain the love and support of
the group. Values are not learned in a straightforward manner
or neatly compartmentalized; one acts in a socially approved
fashion because the consequences of not doing so are so person-
ally frightening and relevant.

The Ifaluk described by Lutz (1988) similarly instill in their
children a strong reserve that borders on fear about the intentions
of others as a means to maintain their values of opposition to
competition and violence. When Ifaluk children are weaned at
about Age 2. they are believed capable of learning some of the
society’s social rules, although their educability is believed to
be limited. The children are thought to learn their incorrect
behavior from their peers, and parents have the responsibility
of correcting those bad examples. The children usually learn by
example, but the Ifaluk also believe that it is important to lecture
them on proper behavior. The parents lecture in a form of styl-
ized preaching; the children, they believe, listen, inevitably un-
derstand, and learn; they obey the rules of correct behavior
because of the adult discourses (Lutz, 1983, 1985).

The Ifaluk believe that the proper inculcation of their chil-
dren’s understanding of major cultural concepts such as mez-
agre —a situationally relevant word for anxicus fear—is im-
portant for proper socializing and inhibiting misbehaviors.
Adults indicate to children that they should beware of the metagu
that comes from strangers outside the house or being in large
groups of people. Although they belicve that the children will
experience meragy naturally, they feel that the process should
be encouraged. One way to assist this process is by the parent
displaying justifiable anger {song) whenever the child misbe-
haves. Adults teach children that a special kind of ghost will
“‘get them™’ if they wander away from the heuse or misbehave,
ard they go so far as to have one of the women dress up in a
costume and impersonate the ghost, which appears menacingly
at the edge of the compound threatening to kidnap and eat the
wayward child. When the child reacts in terror, the protective
adult tells the ghost that the child will not misbehave any more,
so ‘‘go away.” Antisocial and aggressive actions are thus firmly
imprinted in the child in association with metagu and the par-
ents’ response of justifiable anger Parents teach their children
to not be assertive, aggressive, or disruptive and to be sensitive to
other people’s needs. For the Ifaluk, metagu encourages peaceful
participation in cooperative group activities (Lutz, 1983).

In a psychological study, Bay-Hinitz et al. (1994) demon-
strated that when children play cooperative games their aggres-
sions decrease and cooperative behaviors increase; conversely,
when they play competitive games their aggressive behavior

increases and cooperative behavior decreases. This finding
seems to be supported by the literature on the nonviolent socie-
ties. Not only are the children in the peaceful societies raised
in an environment without competition, but they also do not
play competitive games. Examples include the Semai (Dentan,
1968), the Chewong (Howell, 1988, 1989}, and the Batek (En-
dicott, 1979), three societies of the Malay Peninsula; the Piaroa,
an American Indian society of Venezuela { Overing, 1989b), and
the G/wi, a society of Botswana (Silberbauer, 1981). Kadar
children in southern India also play without any element of
competition such as hiding, catching, or running away—their
games are based on simple enjoyment of the activities af the
moment (Ehrenfels, 1952). When Chewong children spin tops,
which they acquire from the more aggressive Malay people of
Malaysia, they leave out the competition that characterizes the
Malay top-spinning games (Howell, 1984).

Most of the games of the children in these societies are coop-
erative aclivities, which involve demonstrating physical skills,
mimicking adult activities, or telling stores. Semai boys play at
hunting, while girls play house; they swing on vines, jump down
waterfalls, and play fantasy games (Royce, 1980). A favorite
game among the !'Kung chikiren of Namibia and Botswana is
zeni, in which the children use a stick to throw into the air and
catch a weight that is attached by a thong to a feather. Although
children exhibit widely differing abilities in the game, they do
not compete: All play for the sheer pleasure of it ( Draper, 1976).

According to Draper (1976), one of the reasons that the
games of the !Kung lack competitive elements —this might be
true for many of the other peaceful, small-scale societies—is
that there are few children in a !Kung band—perhaps 14 of
both genders, ranging from infants to l4-year-olds. Conse-
quently, competitive games would be hard to organize because
it would be difficult to find age mates to compete with, much
less form viable tecams for some sports. But this accords with
the 'Kung cultural opposition to competitiveness. The argument
that the lack of suitable age mates helps inhibit competitive
games may be true in societies that are otherwise predisposed
to nonviolence; however, in other small-scale societies that are
highly aggressive and violent, children have the virtues of com-
petition instilled in them at an early age (Brown, 1986; Herdt,
1986).

To conclude, practices such as the child suddenly losing pa-
rental attentions, the child destroying cuddly baby animals, par-
ents teasing about hurting others, or the child developing fears
about the intentions of others could all lead children to become
resentful and violent rather than cooperative and peaceful. Why
should these practices necessarily lead to cooperative, peaceful
behavior? The answer seems circular in nature: These practices
are carried out in societies that are already highly nonviolent.
The Inuit child who is taunted with ‘“Why don’t you kill your
baby brother?™, to use Briggs’s (1994) haunting example, only
has one possible way of dealing with the issue, and he or she
already knows what society expects. The child has no other
example than the peaceful one, so the adult’s teasing question
serves to build uncertainty about the permanence of a peaceful
society and develop deeply felt concerns about the ambiguities
of social relationships. Everyone always appears peaceful, but
each individual has to be on guard constantly to not offend
others, to actively to keep the peace. This guardedness, a feeling
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of ambiguity about the intentions of others, is the result of
psychological practices, but it is only effective in societies where
there is already little or no ambiguity about violence, which is
always rejected.

Achievement

Nearly as much psychological literature on competition and
cooperation focuses on achievement as on education. In fact, in
much of that literature, achievement and education are closely
related. But competitiveness and achievement are not necessarily
linked—1t is gnite possible to have a strong drive for achieve-
ment without a high need for competition (Smither & Houston,
1992). Thus, it is important to separate the motivations for
achievement from the motivations to cooperate or compete
{Simmons, Wehner, Tocker, & King, 1988),

Attitudes toward achievement vary in the psychological litera-
lure, aithough the most common theme is that participants prefer
to use cooperative strategies to attain success rather than com-
petitive ones (Sherman, 1986; Simmons, King, Ticker, &
Wehner, 1986). More important in the literature than attitudes,
however, is the question of real achieverment: Do competitive
conditions prompt people to achieve more than cooperative
ones? A large body of literature shows that cooperative school
environments promote higher levels of achievement than com-
petitive or individualistic ones (Cosier & Dalton, 1988; John-
son & Johnson, 1983; Johnson et al., 1981 ). However, it appears
as if some tasks might be learned more effectively in competitive
group environments (Okebukola & Ogunniyi, 1984), and peo-
ple who are already achievement oriented may learn more effec-
tively by performing competitive tasks than cooperative ones
(Epstein & Harackiewicz, 1992). As mentioned at the beginning
of this article, some researchers also argued that competition
produces the highest achievements in all fields, including the
ars, sports, science, and so on (Abra, 1993).

From the perspective of the peaceful societies’ literature,
when psychologists try to evaluate the effects of cooperation
and competition on achievement, they may not ask the right
questions. More fundamental than whether one practice more
effectively fosters achievement would be to question the value
of individual achievement itself. Why do some of the nonviolent,
noncompetitive societies try to minimize or eliminate manifesta-
tion of achievement? What are their reactions to leaders and the
need for leadership? Can highly peaceful, cooperative societies
recognize achievement and leadership without introducing ele-
ments of competition? Whereas some researchers might argue
that modesty and peacefulness are not necessarily incompatible
with achievement and leadership, most of the peoples in the
nonviolent societies would not agree (although few would de-
bate the point because that would be considered too aggressive).
Out of the nonviolent societies that are explicitly opposed to
competition, many are also opposed to the recognition of indi-
vidual achievement, success, and leadership. Instead, they highly
value humility and modesty and do not tolerate achievement-
ortented people.

The oppesition of these societies to achievement appears to
be based on the concern that successful individuals will threaten
the overall stability and peace of the group. For instance, the
Tahitians value their individual autonomy, and they are not

highly ambiticus. They lack a sense of personal striving; when
they cannot meet their goals, they substitute others. If people
are not successful in achieving things, they feel that substitutes
will come along. This lack of striving minimizes social situa-
tions that produce anger and helps them maintain their nonvio-
lent values (Levy, 1973).

Amish societies provide a second perspective on the unecasy
relationship between cooperation and achievement in a nonvio-
lent society. The basis of Amish peacefulness is their commit-
ment to Gelassenheit (submission or the spirit of yielding them-
selves to God’s way). Their belief in submission, also called
“‘nonresistance,” prevents them from using force in any social
relationship, such as serving in the armed forces, filing suits in
courts, or engaging in compelitive practices, They believe in
humility, silence, and self-denial, and they do not engage in
professional or competitive practices that could foster arrogance
and conceit. The Amish cooperate in many mutually beneficial
activities because their belief in Gelassenheit focuses their ener-
gies on the comnunity { Kraybill, 1989 ).

Cooperative as they might like to be, however, more than half
of the Amish living in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, now
operate their own small businesses because they no longer can
obtain enough land for all of them to continue their traditional
farming operations. The Amish who run businesses understand
and deal with competition; they are quite familiar with the mar-
ket-driven, profit system; and they can formulate effective strate-
gies for managing their operations. However, their society limits
the size of their business operations—they cannot grow too
large because of potential criticism from within their church
that they will abandon traditional values. One successful Amish
businessman complained that “‘my own people look at my
growth as a sign of greed”” (p. 310), although he recognized
that his identity with his people was the most important thing
to him (Kraybill, 1989).

A third example of dealing with achievement in a peaceful,
cooperative society is provided by the 'Kung, who are very
strongly opposed to competition (Draper, 1976}. They also are
very strongly opposed to any signs that one person might think
he or she is superior to another. They constantly find ways to
make sure that people relate modestly with others and that there
is absolutely no appearance of people making anything of their
individual achievements. Even an elaborate gift if it is perceived
as self-display is challenged (Lee, 1969). For example, when
a hunter successfully kills an animal and goes back to his band,
he cannot just walk in and announce his achievement. Correct
procedure is to return to the group and wait for someone else
to ask him **Well, what did you see today?’’ The hunter rephies,
with his head in his hands, “‘T didn’t see anything.”” The other
person responds “*“What do you mean you haven’t killed any-
thing? Can’t you see that I'm dying of hunger!”” To that, the
hunter replies *“Well, there might be something out there. I just
might have scratched its elbow.”” The hungry inquirer gets the
point and smiles, and they agree to round up some other men
and go out to the bush to “‘have a look’ and bring back the
“‘scratched’” animal (Lee, 1979). The Buid—people who live
in the mountainous interior of Mindoro Tsland in the Philippines
(Gibson, 1990) —and the Ladakhis—a Tibetan Buddhist peo-
ple of Kashmir, in northern India (Harvey, 1983) —also con-
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demn bragging and expressions of pride much as the 'Kung do
because they believe it leads to physical violence.

Many of the nonviolent societies, although not all, avoid hav-
ing leaders—another aspect of their tendency to refrain from
focusing on individuals and their achievements. The 'Kung tradi-
tionally had no leaders with authority, although certain individu-
als exhibited leadership characteristics such as being able to
speak wisely or hunt effectively. These leaders, whose personali-
ties were varied, were never aloof, overbearing, boastful, or
arrogant—characteristics the 'Kung could not accepl. Also, the
leaders received and owned nothing more in the way of material
goods than anyone else, and they lived no differently (Lee,
1978). Similarly, lcadership among the G/wi derives from the
authority —knowledge, experience, and persuasiveness—of a
speaker more than anything else. However, prestige that a person
may have from knowledge of a field, which enables him or her
to exert some leadership, does not carry over into other fields
(Silberbauer, 1982).

Among some of the societies, the lack of leadership is based
on their belief in an absolute condition of equality, in which no
one individual can tell another what to do (K. L. Endicott, 1984;
Howell, 1988). In several societies in addition to the 'Kung and
the G/wi, individuals with a lot of ability or wisdom are given
considerable respect, although without any authority. Among
the Tristan Islanders, a South Atlantic island society, prestige is
accorded to people who mind their own business, and the only
leadership exercised is by personal example (Munch, 1970).
Other societies that lack leaders include the Batek (K. Endicott,
1679, 1988; K. L. Endicott, 1984, 1987); Chewong (Howell,
1984, 1988); Nayaka, a society of southern India (Bird-David,
1987}; and Inuit (Langgaard. 1986).

Some of the peaceful societies, of course, do have leaders,
such as the Buid (Gibson, 1986) and Piaroa (Overing Kaplan,
1975). Maost of the societies with leaders, however, do not give
them power, prestige, or privileges that would distinguish them
from others, despite the fact that they may be expected to per-
form rituals, help resolve disputes, foster fidelity to group tradi-
tions, and recommend strategies for economic survival and pros-
perity. The Amish ( Kraybill, 1989) and some of the more tradi-
tional Menncnite groups {Juhnke, 1989) choose their leaders
by lot so that God is seen to have made the choice rather than
humans. The Hutterites (Hostetler, 1974) elect their leadership
council, but all of the men on the executive body feel that
their decisions are directed by the whole society, The individual
leaders must be submissive because authority is centered in the
group not the individual.

Modesty and humility are behavioral strategies used by a
number of the societies to prevent competition and conflict. The
list would include, among others, the Tahitians (Levy, 1973),
Palivan {Gardner, 1985), Amish (Kraybill, 1989; Savells,
1988), traditional Mennonites (Driedger & Kraybill, 1994,
Juhnke, 1989}, and Inuit (Briggs, 1994). The nonviclent socie-
ties, in summary, are reticent, cautious, and modest about per-
sonal achievements, and they avoid leadership, or at least the
arrogance of leadership, as a major strategy to maintain their
peacefulness,

To conclude this section, the societies that highly value coop-
eration and strongly link competition with aggression also see
individual achievement as a threat to their peacefulness. If indi-

viduals are allowed to stand out as superior to their peers, their
pride might lead to the buildup of hostility and violence. The
only prestige allowed is to follow the societal norms for peaceful
behavior. Otherwise, humility, modesty, and leadership avoid-
ance seem to characterize these societies.

Competition Promotes Aggression and Violence

A significant body of psychological literature suggests that
competition fosters aggression. One study demonstrates that
people who played a game compelitively were much more ag-
gressive in their approach to the game than those who were
instructed to play it cooperatively. The compeltitive players used
killing techniques to win far more than the cooperative players,
who tended to use avoidance techniques ( Anderson & Morrow,
1995). These results demonstrate that, when people are in a
competitive frame of mind, their aggressive tendencies increase,
even if those aggressions are not directed at a competitor. Con-
versely, the results show that a cooperative frame of mind leads
to a reduction of aggressive tendencies. In anocther study, chil-
dren displayed more aggressive behavior and less cooperative
behavior when they played compelitive games (Bay-Hinitz et
al., 1994} . Because aggressive behavior by children is an effec-
tive predictor of aggressions by adolescents—a major social
problem—Bay-Hinitz et al. advocated that cooperative games
should be introduced in preschool settings to promote prosocial
behavior patterns.

Does the literature on the peaceful societies support the find-
ings of the psychological studies that competition promotes ag-
gression? If so, how do these societies promote cooperation and
maintain their opposition to competition and aggression? How
do the worldviews of the nonviolent peoples relate to competi-
tiveness and aggressiveness? What mechanisms do they use
to internalize values that are opposed to competition and
aggression?

Some answers to the effective management of psychological
needs can be found in Inuit society, particularly among some of
the bands in the central Canadian Arctic who have a strongly
felt ideology of their nonviolence, cooperativeness, equality, and
generosity. Their ideology is based on extremely strong controls,
particularly their psychology of contradictions, which prevent
the expressions of anger and aggression. To the Inuit, opposite
values are important, constructive aspects of their society: As a
hunting people, killing is essential, but nonviolence is an equally
essential value to maintain the society (Briggs, 1971, 1982).
These people generate contradictory valnes by creating and
managing conflicting psychological need through their socializ-
ing techniques, as described in Raising Children in a Coopera-
tive Environment. The Inuit enjoy killing—their eyes shine with
excitement when they tell hunting stories—yet they react with
horror, not only to the idea of killing a human but also to any
form of interpersonal aggression, such as shouting. They clearly
associate danger with aggression, from the animal deaths that
they witness around them to their own repressed hostilities to-
ward others and a realization that others mighi reciprocate the
same feelings. However, they think that aggressive, contradic-
tory behavior can also be nurturant, such as their aggressive,
mildly hurtful treatment of their children as described already.
This kind of behavior is rationalized with the idea that the hurt



306 BONTA

child is more lovable and that to hurt a loved one tests one’s own
ability to endure pain-——rationalizations that show that mildly
aggressive behavior sometimes expresses nurturance and af-
fection (Briggs, 1982, 1987, 1991, 1994).

The Semai, who live in a society in which interpersonal vio-
lence is almost completely absent (Dentan, 1968; Robarchek,
1979), do not even link competition and cooperation as contra-
dictory goals. Instead, they conceive of aggression as the oppo-
site of cooperative group harmony. Robarchek (1989) investi-
gated this issue with the Semai by administering self concept
sentence completion tests to 19 participants. The questions
probed their values about what they would do under hypothetical
stress situations, such as hunger. Most of the participants indi-
cated in their replies that they would rely on the nurturance of
others to solve their problems rather than try to solve the prob-
lems by themselves. Questions that were directed toward posi-
tive and negative values showed that the Semai do not even view
goodness and badness in exactly the same dimensions: The
former is defined in terms of nurturance (giving and helping),
while the latter is conceived in terms of behaviors that inhibit
group cohesiveness, particularly aggressiveness, quarreling, and
anger.

A third example can be found in the literature on a Zapotec
village in the state of Oaxaca, in southern Mexico. Several social
scientists have focused a considerable amount of research on
one particular village, nicknamed ‘‘La Paz,”” which is far less
violent than other neighboring villages. The residents of La Paz
are quite competitive in their business dealings, which concen-
trate wealth and power in the hands of a few people, and they
are not averse to cheating both outsiders and their fellow villag-
ers. But their values are opposed to actual physical conflict, and
whenever a fight threatens to erupt, someone always intervenes.
Machismo is virtually absent in the village, although it is a
dominating trait in nearby communities (Paddock, 1976).

The nonviolence of La Paz seems to be based on the fact that
the residents have deeply internalized the values of cooperation,
responsibility, and respect which are generally accepted, al-
though apparently not so fervently practiced, by the rest of the
Zapotec people. To the La Paz villagers, cooperation includes
acceptance of responsibility for community service; it also im-
plies avoidance of tense situations in public and doing anything
necessary to promote the appearance of social harmony (O’Nell,
1986). O’Nell (1981) administered a questionnaire in La Paz
that showed that Zapotec men do feel some justification at times
for initiating aggression, such as in defense of themselves or
their property, but the responses also show that the men preferred
an indirect response to aggression from others. Most of the men
said that they would appeal to others in the event of an aggressive
attack, particularly the community authorities.

Fry (1988, 1992) has written on the social psychology of
child raising in La Paz and compared it with another nearby
town, referred to as ‘‘San Andres,” which has a much higher
level of measurable violence-—although both towns share the
same basic Zapotec ideals and are similar in most other ways.
However, there are significant differences in observable levels
of adult aggression between the two Zapotec towns. In San
Andres, teenage boys normally engage in roughhousing, while
the ones in La Paz do not; sometimes teenagers in San Andres
have serious fights, but they never do in La Paz. Men in San

Andres greet one another with slaps and punches, have mock
fights, swear at one another, and steal and hide other men’s hats.
Men in La Paz do not engage in this kind of rough behavior,
and they refer to the inhabitants of San Andres condescendingly
as ‘‘unfriendly barbarians.”” Children in San Andres see adults
engage in fist fights when they are drunk, which rarely occurs
in La Paz. Fry observed instances of wife beating and child
abuse in San Andres but not in La Paz. The men of San Andres
assume that their wives will have sex with other men any time
they can, so they try to control them through fear and force.
The women of La Paz do not have to deal with this problem
very often because they are respected and treated as equals by
the men (Fry, 1992).

Fry’s (1992) analysis of the difference between the two com-
munities is that, while they both adhere to ideals of cooperation,
respect, and equality, antisocial actions such as stealing, adul-
tery, and physical violence are strongly disapproved in La Paz.
The inhabitants of San Andres believe that it is natural for some
people to act violently, the killing of a rival for reasons of
jealousy is understandable, sometimes aggressiveness is justi-
fied, fighting when people are drunk is normal —people are just
that way. Children raised in San Andres frequently hear adults
admit that violence is a part of life; they do not learn about and
witness a consistently peaceful view of their village. By contrast,
the people of La Paz consistently express the view that their
community is peaceful, no one fights there, and they are cooper-
ative, never jealous, and respectful of others—views that the
children who grow up there hear constantly. Thus, the children
in the two communities absorb the different self-images and
learn by example the way adults treat one another—to build
up grudges and feuds and to escalate disputes into violence
versus to approach human relationships peacefully taking great
care to avoid aggression.

To conclude, the literature on the nonviolent peoples, despite
variations from society to society, shows that the societies have
structures that reinforce their beliefs that competition fosters
aggression: They have developed strong psychological controls,
which nurture cooperative, helpful, peaceful behaviors and limit
competitive and aggressive ones. The techniques vary: for the
Inuit, a psychology of contradictions; for the Semai, an identifi-
cation of cooperation with goodness and aggression with bad-
ness; and for the Zapotec of La Paz, an ability to strongly
internalize cooperative, peaceful values. But it is safe to con-
clude that the worldviews of all the peaceful societies, which
link beliefs in cooperation with ideals of nonviolence, also com-
bine those beliefs with various psychological structures to en-
sure the continuity of their harmonious social lives.

Intergroup Cooperation

Researchers have studied the differences between the ways
individuals within groups, and groups as a whole, relate to com-
petitive, cooperative, and individualistic environments. Psycho-
logical research shows that individuals tend to interact less com-
petitively than groups or that groups act more competitively
than individuals (Insko et al., 1994; McCallum et al., 1985).
This ‘‘discontinuity effect,’” as it is called (Schopler et al.,
1993), is prompted by a fear of exploitation by the out-group,
although a variety of mediating mechanisms are possible. How-
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ever, tendencies for groups to act in more competitive fashions
are counterproductive because intergroup cocperation produces
less friction and disagreements and more collaboration and sup-
port than competition does (Johnson & Johnson, 1985). Fur-
thermore, whereas compelition between groups may foster a
focus by group members on their common tasks, cooperation
between groups tends to promote interpersonal attractions ( Bet-
tencourt, Brewer, Croak, & Miller, 1992).

These studies might help to throw light on the psychologies
of the nonviolent societies, but in turn those societies may have
patterns that could enlighten researchers. Are the intergroup
relations in the peaceful societies more cooperative than compet-
itive? How do their intergroup relationships compare with their
intragroup relations? Are they just as cooperative? How does
intergroup cooperation relate to the peacefulness of these
societies?

For many of the nonviolent societies, people can survive quite
well in the annual economic cycle of food production, gathering,
hunting, and trading by interacting primarily with the small
number of individuals in their groups, plus some traders from
the outside society—conditions of the surrounding natural envi-
ronment do not require more than that. For other societies, eco-
nomic conditions appear to dictate cooperation among groups,
either regularly, annually, or when needed, and there are social
and psychological implications.

Economic benetits are a significant reason for intergroup co-
operation among the Hutterites, who live on rural communes
but use modern farm equipment to run large operations on the
midwestern prairies. Hutterite colony members frequently visit
with other colonies to borrow heavy pieces of machinery they
might need, such as cement mixers, specialized types of planters,
or bulldozers (Bennett, 1967). This kind of economic exchange
ensures that colonies will help one another if times of scarcity
should arise. Another good example is the !'Kung, who have
very clearly understood territories where different bands hunt
and gather (Marshall, 1960), but at certain times of the year
when one band is living in an area and has a plentiful supply
of food and water but others do not, the other bands are welcome
to come and share in the surplus (Lee, 1972). The good will that
this kind of economic cooperation, or ‘‘generalized reciprocity,”
generates allows societies to ensure that resources will be shared
very widely in the event that shortages or other troubles threaten.

Economic cooperation between groups is also important for
the Mennonites, who live as peacefully as they can, even though
they are mostly integrated into modern U. S. and Canadian
societies. Although informal, voluntary assistance 15 wide-
spread, particularly to needy Mennonites or those struck by
illness or disaster, they have created more formal institutions to
provide mutual aid, such as cooperative fire and casualty insur-
ance, health and life insurance, and disaster relief (Redekop,
1989). On a broader level, the various Mennonite churches
have organized the Mennonite Central Committee, which has a
worldwide relief and service mission. In addition to the exempli-
fying of the Mennonite feeling to give service, support social
innovation, and provide an outlet for personal creativity, the
Mennonite Central Committee encourages cooperation among
the very diverse congregations, which would not be available
through any other means (Redekop, 1989).

In addition to the economic motivators for intergroup cooper-

ation, cooperative behavior between groups is also essential to
the society’s social and psychological health. Intergroup cooper-
ation among the Hutterites provides a social function because
many marriages result from the intercolony visiting, and it gives
the colonies opportunities to monitor, criticize, and help one
another (Bennett, 1967). But there also are instances of in-
tergroup competition, especially among the managers of the
different enterprises carried on by the colony who sometimes
compete for resources to pursue their particular activities. When
this happens, the colony executives have to override this compet-
itiveness and make decisions for the good of the whole society.
But these instances of intergroup competition among the Hutter-
ites represent only a very minor aspect of their society. Hutterite
managers are simply irying to make their operations as success-
ful as they can for the benefit of the whole society. Their entire
training and socialization emphasizes that they not assert them-
selves and work for the benefit of the colony rather than for
themselves. Furthermore, in the well-integrated colonies, men
progress as they age from laboring positions to management
positions to, finally, offices of executive authority. Hutterites
believe that they have to wait until God chooses them for ad-
vancement. influence, anthority, and power are diffused among
the mature men, who cooperate in their colony activities. Before
an overpopulation of men can cause problems with dissatisfied
individuals who do not rise to higher positions, the colony will
split into two—which maintains the proper proportion of adult
men for all of the necessary positions in the colony, without
any surplus (Bennett, 1967; Hostetler & Huntington, 1967).
Intergroup cooperation also seems to symbolize for nonvio-
lent peoples their cultural emphasis on peacefulness. For exam-
ple, the Mennonite Central Committee provides a symbotl of
Mennonite identity that helps them maintain their commitment
to the faith. Many might otherwise become alienated by the
narrow, patochial nature of some of their congregations (Rede-
kop, 1989). On the rare occasions that intergroup cooperation
has been possible for the Tristan Islanders, who have tradition-
ally lived in an extremely isolated situation, their cooperative,
helpful service to strangers has apparently bolstered their iden-
tity. When a Norwegian scientific expedition was visiting the
island in 1937-1938, they were treated with constant kindness
and generosity by the islanders, who seemed pleased to have
the opportunity to be of service to the visitors (Munch, 1971).
Thus, so far as one can tell from the available literature, if
the nonviolent societies have intergroup relationships at all, they
are highly cooperative—just as they are in person-to-person
relations. With the exception of the Fipa and Jains, to be dis-
cussed in Elements of Competition in Nonviolent Societies,
there is no evidence in these societies of the pattern described
in the psychological literature on Western societies of intragroup
cooperation flourishing within environments of intergroup com-
petition. Intergroup cooperation in the nonviolent societies is
based on economic motives for one sharing risks and providing
mutual assistance, social and psychological factors that foster
marriages and allow people to move from one group to another,
and the need for symbolic indicators of their peacefulness.

Competition Is Ubiquitous

Researchers in the field of Darwinian, or evolutionary, psy-
chology believe that many aspects of human behavior are based
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on the processes of natural selection; whercas some are con-
cerned primarily with the phenomena of cooperation and altru-
ism ( Barkow, Cosmides, & Tooby, 1992}, others focus on anger
and aggression (Palmer, 1993). Some argue that competition is
a ubiquitous social behavior, which is pervasive throughout mod-
ern life (Walters & Crawford, 1994).

The assertion that competition is ubiquitous is clearly contra-
dicted by the evidence of the nonviolent societies. Montagu
(1976) pointed out that cooperation is also a ubiquitous social
behavior, in fact, it is more prevalent than competition. The
literature on the peaceful societies supports and amplifies Mon-
tagu’s conclusions: Peaceful societies are highly cooperative in
nature, and competition is relatively rare. Of the 45 unique
societies listed by Bonta (1993), only 2 appear to explicitly
thrive on competition, as already mentioned—the Fipa and
Jains—and a few others exhibit very modest instances of com-
petition on occasion.” Although numerous examples of coopera-
tive, noncompetitive behaviors have already been presented, the
argument that cooperation and an opposition to competition are
prevalent among the nonviolent societies can be strengthened
by a brief review of the evidence, with a particular focus on the
strength of feelings about the subject in some of the societies.

The Buid is one of the societies that is very strongly opposed
to competition. The two central symbols of their social organiza-
tion are groups of companions engaged in cooperative tasks and
closely companionable marriages. Their society is based not on
relationships of kinship or proximity but on friendly relations
and a desire to cooperate in shared activities (Gibson, 1986).
The Piaroa are also intensely opposed to competition—they
identify it with cannibalism as a highly destructive force ( Over-
ing, 1986). The Chewong are so strongly opposed to competi-
tion that they have no word for it. They have adopted Malay
words for anger. war, and fighring. which they understand but
never experience, and they never use the Malay words for coer-
cion or competition (Howell, 1989).

Other peaceful peoples also never permit competition o be
part of their societies. For instance, the Ladakhis traditionally
did not experience—and were opposed to—competition, in-
tergroup hostility, and hurting anyone {Harvey, 1983; Norberg-
Hodge, 1991), and they were committed to friendship, coopera-
tion, and mutual helpfulness (Mann, 1986). The Tristan Island-
ers had virtually no knowledge of competition until they were
forced to evacnate their island in 1961 when a volcano erupted.
They were moved to Great Britain for 2 years until they were
able to return to their homes, but they were quite unprepared
to adjust to the highly competitive English society. A researcher
who warked with them during that period felt that they easily
accepted themselves and their lack of competitiveness, were free
of anxiety, and had an atmosphere of cooperation and tranquility
in their homes (Keir, 1966).

Another society that does not accept competition is the Ifaluk,
who were described in Raising Children in a Cooperative Envi-
ronment. They place a high value on helpfulness, sharing, and
cooperation as part of their strongly felt ethic of nonaggression
(Lutz, 1983, 1985; Spiro, 1952). The Haluk most highly value
a person who is maluwelu, quiet, calm, respectful, obedient,
kind, and gentle—the word is also used to describe a lagoon
when the wind is calm. Their calmness and culture of nonvio-
lence arises not so much from an inner tranquilily as from their

cultural norms: They strongly devalue traits such as one showing
off, lacking respect for others, displaying personal possessions,
or other competitive behaviors that might imperil their egalitar-
ian, cooperative, harmonious society {Lutz, 1985).

A few more examples of nonviolent sacieties that abstain
from competition conclude this section. The Paliyan reject com-
petition because they believe it leads to social disharmony and
threatens self-reliance and cgalitarianism, which they highly
value (Gardner, 1969}. A different tribal society of India, the
Birhor, is characterized by economic cooperation and individual
independence. There is virtually no competition among them for
scarce resources, and individuals rarely accumulate possessions
{ Adhikary, 1984b). The Montagnais-Naskapi [ndians of Labra-
dor, Canada, have a social life of harmony and cooperation based
on ethical beliefs, behavior patterns, and a rational utilitarian
approach to human conduct (Speck, 1933). Finally, the Lepchas
suppress competition almost completely in their society (Gorer,
1967).

The anticompetitive values of these societies, and of the others
that are cited in this article, do not prove that cooperation is
ubiquitous among all human societies; neither do they disprove
the argument that competition is based on Darwinian processes
of natural selection. But they do raise doubts about the observa-
tion that competition is universal. From the perspective of West-
e secieties, it may well appear to be so; psychological research
carried out in the Western environment might bear out that
thinking. From the perspective of the nonviclent societies, how-
ever, cooperation is the predominating behavior and the most
effective strategy to ensure all other social goals.

Furthermore, social scientists who study the nonviolent socie-
ties extensively, such as Robarchek (1989), tended to reject
deterministic theories that suggest that humans are primarily
reactive, respond to environmental forces in a mechanistic tash-
ion. or act only in a biologically evolved fashion. Although
Rabarchek did not reject the influence of biological and ecologi-
cal factors on human actions, he argued from his study of the
Semai that people are also motivated by sysiems of beliefs,
values, and meanings—that is, by their culture. Humans respond
to situations based on their interpretations and appraisals of
them, which are formed within their cultural contexts. He saw
people as actively able to make choices as they pursue their
unique goals.

Rituals That Foster Competition and Cooperation

Rituals have the effect of integrating groups, reinforcing their
beliefs and practices, and providing cathartic emotional experi-
ences. Although they are essential to many religions, rituals are
also an impartant aspect of a secular society, such as the United
States. As the rituals of the quadrennial U. §. presidential elec-
tions support a belief in representative democracy, the ritnals of
competitive sports provide the psychological structure for the
U. 5. belief in competition and free market capitalism. Competi-
tive sporls provide ritual experiences not only for Western socie-

? The bibliography includes 48 societics, but 3— the Anabaptists, Or-
ang Asli, and San—are simply group names for ethnically related socie-
ties, which are also included individually.
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ties but also for cultures worldwide (Harris & Park, 1983).
Whereas it can be argued that sports are not really ‘‘true’’ rituals
(Guttmann, 1985), they still provide emotional experiences and
legitimate the existing social order through symbolism (Harris,
1983).

Sport competitions do more than that. Baseball represents the
U. 8. rite of spring (Grella, 1985), and all sports, with their
timed periods of play (or baseball with its timeless innings),
correspond to the liturgical calendars of religions (Novak,
1985). But football, of all the sports in the United States, has
come to represent the competitive ethos of the nation, to provide
the glue which binds a diverse people together (Pope, 1993).
Football, according to Pope, provides a civil religion for the
people of the United States that touches ‘“*a deep, vital core
within the national soul, perhaps because of its aggressiveness,
territoriality and fluid interplay between community and individ-
ualism’” (p. 243).

Do rituals in the nonviolent societies similarly serve to inte-
grate the people and reinforce their cooperative, peaceful values?
Do their rituals support their worldviews, their individual self
concepts, and the structures of their social relations? Are they
in any way as cathartic as a football game is in the United States
for its fans? Some examples from the literature provide answers
to these questions. '

The Piaroa view competition with revulsion. Competition
over resources and the power to transform earth’s resources into
human goods is the primary force that produces human violence,
in their view, and the Piaroa’s political process rejects competi-
tion and the ownership and control of resources. But they still
suffer from the viclence of their mythic past. They believe that
the forces that created the universe were both productive and
dangerous, and to this day these forces have to be mastered
within the individual or the result will be ugliness and madness.
Their creator god was evil, mad, and physically ugly. He derived
his capabilities to produce from the earth’s resources—to hunt,
garden, and cook—from hallucinogenic poisons given to him
by the supreme god in the earth. His poisonous powers affected
all the other gods of Piaroa mythic times, which was when the
technologies for using natural resources were developed. Thus,
the forces of production became infused by competition, vio-
lence, greed, arrogance, and lust, which poisoned peaceful rela-
tions within and between communities. The shaman, through
ritnalistic chanting every night, enables the people to survive
another day in the face of these hostile forces. The shaman
blows the words of the chant into water and honey, which when
consumed the next morning by adults and children will keep
them safe and peaceful (Overing, 1986, 1989a}.

The primary !Kung rituals, their trance—healing ceremonies,
are cooperative efforts characterized by mutual aid and the ab-
sence of secrecy (Lee, 1967). Healing for the !'Kung includes
the spiritual, social, physical, and psychological levels of indi-
viduals; it includes the whole group, other groups that may be
camped nearby, and the surrounding natural environment. The
healing process is an integrating force that is an essential aspect
of their cooperative, egalitarian, community-focused tradition.
The healing takes place at a dance that lasts all night, usually
with women sitting around the fire singing and men, sometimes
joined by women, dancing around the circle of singers. The
growing warmth of the dancing generates n/um within the danc-

ers, a powerful energy that wells up within the body. This
n/um leads to kia, an altered state of consciousness, which
permits the healing. Healing may focus on individuals who are
ill, but it also heals divisive issues and reunites the group into
a greater spiritual union. The onset of /kia intensifies the emo-
tions of the dancers so that they may see illnesses within others,
perceive events at a great distance, handle live coals, walk into
the fire without harm, or interact with their gods (Katz, 1982).

The n/um is a shared resource that is not controlled by any
particular individual—all members of the community can par-
take of it during the dances. They do not attach any particular
prestige to a person who effectively can raise n/um, properly
control it to manage 'kia, and become a successful healer. The
process is painful and dangerous for the healer; whereas many
men and some women become healers, many do not. Because
n/um is a limitless energy, no one controls or manages it, which
is a characleristic of their egalitarian saciety. As the dance pro-
ceeds, the healer puts the n/um into the sick person and literally
“pulls out” the illness into himself or herself and discards it,
pleading with the spirit to leave the person alone. If the natural
environment has been harsh, the healer may plead with the gods
for relief from their harshness (Katz, 1982).

The !'Kung thus feel that the benevolent healing powers, which
rise up in the healers during the dance, are derived from the
social growp itself, in contrast with other peoples who believe
their shamans receive their healing ability from their own spiri-
tual contacts. Whereas shamans in other societies may form a
separate priest class, with followers and authority, the !'Kung
healers, half of the men and some women, are fully part of the
community. Thus, their concept of health as derived from the
cooperation of the social group tends te further strengthen their
tics against hostile forces (Lee, 1967).

A third example of the power of ritual to help maintain a
cooperative society is provided by the Buid, who believe that
physical violence is the product of self-assertion, boasting, quar-
reling, competition, and aggression—all of which they value
negatively (Gibson, 1990). Buid social structure limits depen-
dency of one individual on another in favor of dependency on
the group, and their ritual life confirms and emphasizes that
individuals are mystically dependent on the group (Gibsoen,
1986). When a couple becomes divided, however, the Buid be-
lieve that the spirits of the earth could become angered by their
quarreling and terminate their protection of humans, which
would endanger human life and fertility. Benevolence of the
spirits is restored after a quarrel through a ritual sacrifice of
one of the couple’s pigs, whose meat is shared with the entire
community and a portion reserved for the spirits. Their moral
universe is symbolized by their human society, which is symbol-
ized by the couple, who are in turn symbolized by the sacrificed
pig. These critically important sacrificial rituals of the Buid are
called fanurukan, they reaffirm the cooperation and companion-
ship of humans and the earth spirits. The pig is sacrificed as a
fertility symbol to the spirits of the earth because they provide
the foundation of a safe house, and the sharing of the meat
strengthens social units and the collective society against exter-
nal threats. Buid rituals provide the mystical vitality for their
idealized image of a tranquil, cooperative household, free of
domination, possessiveness, jealousy, and quarrelling (Gibson,
1985, 1986, 1988).
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Because the fourth example, the Hutterites, are a totally com-
munal society, they must be highly cooperative to survive—which
they bave done, in the face of considerable persecution from
European, American, and Canadian governments since the mid-
16th century (Hostetler, 1974). Their worldview, along with the
rituals that express and reinforce it, is based on the authority of
God and oriented toward life after death rather than enjoyment
of this life or individual self development. Their thinking is in-
fused with a respect for authority and order; God has established
a hierarchy of relationships, with the lower always obeying the
higher; the younger person, the older; the woman, the man—and
the man obeys God. They feel that the individual will must be
broken, self-denial must be accepted rather than self-fulfillment,
and individuals must become submissive and humble before the
will of the colony in which they live. Individuals are never secure:
Their security is only guaranteed by their daily behavior, not
their baptism or verbal affirmations. Because the will of God is
expressed through the decisions of the community, the individual
must be obedient to group will. Communal living is God’s order,
and private possessions express man’s greed (Hostetler & Hun-
tington, 1967).

These beliefs are supported by their daily ritual, the evening
church service. All members of the colony follow the preacher
to the school house or other large room—an undecorated space
furnished only with benches—and always sit in the same seats,
with men, women, and young people segregated and seats ar-
ranged by age as befits the separate stations in their hicrarchy.
Every person has his or her regular place in the worship service,
and an individual is missed if absent for some reason—everyone
is an integral part of the community. The congregation sings
traditional hymns, and the preacher recites a sermon consisting
of Bible passages and the text of a message that is centuries
old. The exhortation to be spiritual, obey the commands of
Christ, and reject the ways of the flesh is familiar from constant
repetition. The ritual not only serves to integrate the community
but also provides didactic instruction. It reinforces the basic
Hutterite patterns of behavior on beth the daily and spiritual
levels. Life, like the worship service, is predictable and part of
God’s order; the message of the sermon flows from God, re-
peating a teaching that everyone has long since internalized.
The singing, which is loud and vigorous, has a cathartic function
to release emotion, pravide purification, and empty burdens of
guilt and sin from the group. The church ritual thus serves to
integrate the group and provide emotional meaning to the lives
of the Hutterites { Hostetler, 1974).

These four examples—the Piaroa, 'Kung, Buid, and Hutter-
ites—show how ritual in the nonviolent societies reinforces the
essence of their cooperation and opposition to competition. Their
spiritual lives are in harmony with their social and economic
lives, which are all strongly committed to peacefulness being
one of the paramount goals of the society. Competition must
be eliminated and cooperation fostered to achieve and maintain
nonviolence, and their rituals are a key part of the process.

Individualistic Societies

Although three types of goal structures are commenly de-
fined, most of this review has concentrated on cooperation and
competition, It is also important to lock at individualism in the

context of the nonviolent societies. Questions that guide this
section include the following : How do the highly individualistic
peaceful societies cooperate, if they do? Can they maintain their
individualism and still cooperate on necessary economic, social,
or spiritual occasions? What psychological and social structures
do they use to maintain a minimal level of cooperation?

The Nayaka provide an example of a society that avoids
conflict situations by refraining from cooperating or competing
with one another in most situations; for example, they avoid
sharing their harvests or exchanging gifts (Bird-David, 1992).
The only level at which cooperation operates constantly in Na-
vaka society is between husband and wife. Whereas young peo-
ple tend to go through repeated marriages, after a period of
several years, they settle down to life-long marriages in which
both man and woman consider their spouse their only friend,
the only persen with whom one can speak freely. Even parent—
children and sibling relationships are f{ragile and maintained
only if they live in close proximity. The couple works together,
bathes together, eats together, and sleeps together—they are
inseparable (Bird-David, 1987).

However, Nayaka village cooperation is essential for certain
purposes, despite the autonomous nature of their society. This
cooperation is established and maintained by single men, who
live with unrelated conjugal couples in attached lean-tos or well-
defined, separate portions of the main family hut. The single
man has no formal, contractual basis for his accommodations,
but he contributes toward the economic welfare of the family
unit. He sleeps on a separate mal, cooks his meals over a sepa-
rate fire 1 meter away from the family fire, and eats separately
from the family close to his own fire. These arrangements may
last from a few days to several months before he moves on to
live with another family. Although the single men can easily live
in the forest alone or become wage workers in an outside viilage,
when they live within the Nayaka settlements, they live in coop-
eration with families, even though they are fully independent of
any one family, because they shift their living arrangements
about from one family to another (Bird-David, 1987).

The importance of this arrangement is that, every evening
after finishing their meals, the single men visit the fires of other
couples in the settlement and socialize. The social cohesion of
a Nayaka community is thus formed, above the level of the
married couple, by these shifting single men, who provide link-
ing information through socializing and assist the group to come
to consensus decisions. In one settlement, for instance, people
might begin to vaguely express the idea that they might have
an annual village festival. The various ideas are carried around
the settlement by the single men, opinions converge, a consensus
is reached, and a date is set. In other vears, when there is no
effective convergence of opinions, the festival is not held (Bird-
David, 1987).

The Buid, who are highly individualistic like the Nayaka, also
base their social and moral order on the companionship of
closely cooperative, although fragile and transitory, marriages.
To the Buid, their marriages symbolize the positive values of
personal autonomy and voluntary relationships; they negatively
value kinship, dependence, and permanence (Gibson, 1985).
Whereas Buid ritual, as mentioned earlier, focuses on mystically
uniting individuals together into the group, one of their primary
beliefs and the basis of their peacefulngss is that dyadic relation-



COOPERATION AND COMPETITION IN PEACEFUL SOCIETIES 311

ships can lead to competition and aggression. Therefore, their
social interactions are all based on individuals interacting with
undifferentiated groups. When two men converse, for instance,
they do not face one another or address comments or questions
directly to the other man; instead, they may sit facing the same
direction or back to back, making comments that the other man
may or may not respond to, depending on whether he agrees.
Rather than contradicting the speakes, the listener may make a
comment on a different subject, to which the first speaker may
respond or change the subject again in twrn (Gibson, 1985).

‘When the Buid prepare to engage in cooperative agricultural
tasks, such as slashing, burning, planting, or harvesting, the
community gets together—everyone squatting and facing in the
same direction, perhaps concentrating on a distant mountain.
Each person addresses the group and indicates his or her need
for assistance; if conflicts are perceived, the parties talk them
out. In no case, though, do two individuals address each other,
instead, all individual comments are made to the group as a
whole. Because the speaker is always an individual and the
listener a group, clashes of wills are avoided. Avoidance of
social interaction between symmetrical units such as individuals
minimizes competition and confrontations, they feel (Gibson,
1985). This process of individual dependence by the Buid on the
group also preserves individual autonomy and equality (Gibson,
1990). They feel that the calculation of equivalent value and
recipracity is completely incompatible with their egalitarian
ethos. Reciprocal relationships would place people in situations
of competition in which one or the other must lose, which they
do not tolerate (Gibson, 1986).

Like the Nayaka, the Paliyan also base their peacefulness on
a strongly felt belief in personal autonomy, which prompts them
10 avoid both cooperation and competition. Avoidance of compe-
tition, they assert explicitly, is an essential aspect of nonvio-
lence. They feel that competitiveness is parl of a human urge
to influence, control, rival, and outperform others, and it under-
cuts their cherished autonomy and egalitarianism. They avoid
any perception of doing more or better than others in work
activities, and their games lack cooperation or competition. In
a variety of the game called *‘prisoner’s base’” played by adults,
no one catches anvone else, and players have little interest in
the performance of others—it is like a ballet of prima donnas
who perform for themselves (Gardner, 1972).

A fourth individualistic society is the Tristan Islanders, who
have a long tradition of anarchy (Munch, 1945). People get
together in large groups if a large project is at hand, such as
putting a new thatched roof on a dwelling where as many as 20
men cooperate on the project and many women provide the
food for the day. People have a variety of different mutual-aid
relationships to handle the numerous small jobs that require a
few people—to shear sheep, fence a garden, and so on. Sharing
and gift giving is not done with neighbors by virtue of the fact
that they live nearby; instead, it is based on existing personal
relationships. Everyone on Tristan is related to a wide range of
individuals, and those ties are reinforced and expanded over
time through the establishment of friendships and marriages.
The selective, reciprocal gift giving and cooperation represents
a continuing way for the islanders to develop and support some
relationships and downplay or ignore others. The economic
functions are an essential aspect of the development of the webs

of personal relationships on the island (Munch, 1970; Munch &

" Marske, 1981).

Despite the cooperativeness that pervades many economic
activities on Tristan da Cunha, the islanders can be so highly
individualistic that they may not feel the need to cooperate on
projects that would benefit the entire community. For instance,
a vital road past a bluff collapsed and was neglected for several
years for want of a group action to repair it. As a result of the
neglect, cattle on the north side of the bluff died because of the
inability of the people to care for them (Munch, 1943). Among
these people, individualism implies that they cooperate often,
but only if they feel like it. If group projects do not inspire
them, they do not cooperate and the work does not get done.

Like almost all of the nonviolent societies, the Nayaka, Buid,
Paliyan, and Tristan Islanders avoid competition, although these
four also focus strongly on the antonomy of individuals. Despite
that focus, three of the four have structures in place that foster
cooperative work efforts, such as highly cooperative marriages,
single individuals who live with families, and an avoidance of
dyadic relationships. Only one society, the Paliyan, in the ltera-
ture of the peaceful societies has no structures at all to promote
at least some form of cooperation,

Elements of Competition in Nonviolent Societies

Despite the overwhelming focus of the nonviolent societies
on cooperation, the literature shows that two of them enthusiasti-
cally embrace competition and that there are instances of com-
petitive behavior in three others. Why are these societies com-
petitive in contrast to all of the others? How does their competi-
tiveness integrate into peacefulness?

The Fipa society of western Tanzania is described by Willis
(1985, 1989) as highly peaceful—he never witnessed any vio-
lence in their villages—-yet they are quite competitive in their
business dealings. Also there is a strong undercurrent of compe-
tition in their communities between the major families and their
supporters for alliances and power. Stresses and tensions related
to their competition are periodically resolved by cults that arise
and target the wealthy minority households. For example,
wealthy, elite individuals are accused by the cult leaders of
using sorcery to kill livestock, crops, and other villagers, and
the members of the elite confess to the crimes in an effort to
restore village unity. After the cult fervor abates, however, the
wealthy people remain and resume their regular social roles.
These cults seem to arise every 10 years or so, perhaps con-
nected to rainfall cycles. The process of public identifications
and confessions by the accused people is part of continuing
village dialogues (Willis, 1985).

Willis (1989) explained with historical and social references
this perceived paradox of a peaceful society that is aggressively
competitive. Over 100 years ago, shortly before European con-
tacts were established, the Fipa transformed their society from
one based on violence and war into one based on nonviolence
and peace. The change did not eliminate negative emotions such
as hatred and anger, but it did transform their aggressiveness into
positive, nonviolent competitiveness. Willis argued that their
aggressive competitiveness is still constructive, affiliative, and
peaceful.

The Jains, an important religious group in India, are also
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quite peaceful and quite competitive. The basis of the Jain
worldview is their belief in ahimsa, nonviolence; their other
beliefs are seen as ancillary to the avoidance of viclence. To
turn that around, various socially harmful activities that Jains
take vows to avoid, such as the committing of thefts or speaking
of falsehoods, are to them forms of violence. The Jain ethical
system includes four types of himsa, violence; but only one,
intentional kimsa, is strictly prohibited to all Jains. The other
three types of Aimsa—accidental, occupational, and protec-
tive—should be avoided as much as possible but are not abso-
lutely forbidden to Jains who have not renounced all aspects of
worldly life and become ascetics. Thus, because occupations

such as soldiers and farmers include occupational viclence, most.

Jains tend to avoid these fields, although not all do. Some Jains
serve in the Indian army, and there are Jain agriculturalists. Jains
tend to prefer, however, occupations that do not appear to them
to include violence, such as merchants, teachers, lawyers, and
doctors (Sangave, 1980).

Are the Jaing actually nonviolent? Despite the service by
some of them in the military—a coniradiction to the Western
view of nonviolence—their peacefulness is attested 1o by the
fact that retatively few are ever convicted of crimes (Sangave,
1980). But they are also highly competitive because competition
does not violate their ethical system. Jain businessmen are quite
competitive and successful (Laidlow, 1985). and the different
Jain sects can be highly competitive in their construction of
grand temples, for example. (Carrithers, 1988). They see no
dichotomy between the competitive aspects of their society and
their beliefs in nonviolence.

In addition 1o the Fipa and Jains, three of the nonviolent
societies that make a point to avoid competition do have some
competitive elements, according to the literature. Although co-
operation and an opposition to competition are essential ingredi-
ents of the traditionally peaceful Ladakhi way of life (Harvey,
1983), they frequently organize archery competitions in their
villages. These competitions are the main features of village
festivals that include dancing, singing, drinking, and, of course,
target shooting (Mann, 1986). As noted in Intergroup Coopera-
tion, researchers have observed instances of competition among
the managers of Hutterites farming operations, despite the highly
cooperative nature of their colonies. But these examples of com-
petition are never overtly between individuals; instead, they rep-
resent the commitment of individuals who are dedicated to pur-
suing activities for the good of the colony. They also do not
reflect any self-assertiveness on the part of the individuals (Ben-
nett, 1967; Hostetler & Huntington, 1967).

The most surprising contradiction between ideals of coopera-
tion and real instances of competition occurs among the Piaroa,
who were described in Rituals That Foster Competition and
Cooperation, as people whose entire mythology focuses on the
control of competition (Overing, 1986, 1989a). This contradic-
tion is found in the behavior of the leaders (ruwang) of the
large Piarca communal houses, who normally epitomize the
commitment of their society to nonviolence. The ruwang must
ensure the tranquility of their followers by example. They espe-
cially try to exemplify Piaroa beliefs that strongly idealize hu-
mankind as peaceful, in control, and tranquil and just as strongly
de-emphasize a person as hunter, warrior, or even field worker.

In addition, the leaders have the most knowledge of the magic
and sorcery that will protect their peopie.

Yet, interesting enough, the ruwang are quite competitive in
seeking political power. These leaders, and potential leaders,
attain power by making sure that their marriages, and the mar-
riages of their kin, are made with the kin of other potentially
powerful people. They gain and hold on to their territory through
skillfully maintaining political alliances. Whereas younger po-
tential leaders might not directly challenge the older ruwang,
they jockey for strength so that they will be in the best position
to succeed the old leaders on their deaths. For example, the
death of the wife of a leader can sever the ailiances that the
marriage represented, so the leader may have to move quickly
to form another union to preserve the connections. To summa-
rize, the leadership of the ruwang is based on accomplishments,
knowledge, and commitment to Piaroa ideals —and competitive
political skills (Overing Kaplan, 1975).

To conclude, although most of the nonviolent societies are
strongly opposed to competition, abstain from competition, or
foster cooperation as important elements of their peacefulness,
some of them contradict these patterns. These sacieties, excep-
tions to the general pattern, are able, perhaps paradoxically, o
mix competitive and cooperative behaviors and still maintain
their peacefulness. There is one obvious question to raise about
this perceived paradox: Because U. S. society is also a mixture
of competition and cooperation, why are the United States and
other Western nations not more peaceful? Fully developed an-
swers are beyond the scope of this article, but clues could be
found in a broader reading of the peaceful societies literature.
These societics not only have psychelogical structares that
strongly focus on cooperation and nonviolence, but they also
have very strong systems of beliefs and attitudes that concentrate
on their need to be peaceful. Through their worldviews, they
see themselves as peaceful, in most senses. Quite obviously,
they have histories, geographical situations, and many other
social and cultural factors that have served to build reasonably,
or in some case highly, peaceful societies. The elimination of
competition from the United States would not automatically
make this nation peacetful—U. S. society is far too complex for
that. But having said that, 1 suggest that the lessening emphasis
on competition in the United States might result, over time, in
subtle changes in this society that could lead to less violence.

Conclusion

Several conclusions are possible from this review of the litera-
ture on the scores of nonviolent societies around the world. The
most striking conclusion is that, for many of these societies, the
central, defining elements in their beliefs are strong opposition to
competition and support for cooperation. Whereas the literature
varies, some of the societies are described as strongly opposed
to competition, others as never experiencing it, and others as
highly cooperative. Whichever the case. only two societies,
which can be described as nonviolent, are also quite competitive,
and the literature reveals instances of competition in a few oth-
ers. Cooperation is overwhelmingly the dominant orientation of
the peaceful societies.

One of the psychological structures in these societies that
fosters opposition (o competilion and support for cooperation
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is the element of hesitation, even fear, about the intentions of
others. In a number of the socielies, people are always uncertain
about others, which forces individuals to constantly reaffirm
their mutual commitments to cooperative, peaceful relationships.
Furthermore, a cognitive understanding of the importance of
nonviolence is not enough in these societies; people constantly
reinforce and mold their values into a consistently peaceful
worldview, which is not only shared by virtually everyone but
is also integrated into all levels of individual and group self
concepts and relationships with others.

Another important psychological structure that reinforces op-
position to competition and acceptance of cooperation is ritual.
Whereas in Western societics, competitive activities such as ritu-
alized sports promote social cohesion and civic pride in the
virtues of competition, ‘*manliness,”’ and aggressiveness, the
rituals of peaceful societies help integrate the society, protect
them from hostile outside forces, and focus people on
worldviews of opposition to competition, a need for harmony,
and the virtue of nonviolence. Whether these societies base their
beliefs in monotheism, polytheism, or animism, their rituals
hold their societies together and reinforce their beliefs.

The literature on peaceful societies includes some discussion
of various strategies for parents to use when they raise their

children, so they will avoid competition. One that is used by a -

number of the societies consists of the parent lavishing affection
on—and paying endless attention to—infants but quickly de-
moting them from their special status at about 2 or 3 years old,
to the point where the child is ignored and made to feel as if a
minor part of the community. Even temper tantrums are com-
pletely ignored, with the result that, after a few years of trauma,
children become strongly socialized into an acceptance and in-
ternalization of the nonviolent values of the entire group.

A number of social scientists have observed a complete ab-
sence of competitive games in such societies, and some have
gone on to describe the clements of cooperation they saw in
children’s activities. Clearly from the literature, children in
many of these societics learn by example; they observe only
cooperative and peaceful behavior and never competitive or ag-
gressive behavior. In these societies, the children absorb cooper-
ative, anticompetitive values consistently from all adults, and in
some cases teachers—all of whom frequently and clearly ex-
plain their nonviolent beliefs to the children. Almost all of the
societies are committed to raising their children without compe-
tition; as part of this, they seek to instill in the children a sense
of their place within the community. This helps the children to
internalize the saciety’s social values that oppose competition
and promote cooperation.

The nonviclent societies clearly link competition with aggres-
sion and violence. Those who are hunting peoples see the need
for the killing of animals, but they react with horror at the
thought of violence to other humans. Anger and aggressiveness
are negatively valued, whereas in general, nurturance and coop-
eration with the group are positively valued. These societies also
strongly de-emphasize individual achievement, which for some
of them shows the close identification with competitiveness and
hence aggressiveness. Even the societies that emphasize personal
autonomy do not allow individuals to stand out to the exient
of overshadowing others. Most of the societies foster modesty,
humility, and an opposition to general leadership as part of

their egalitarian, cooperative ethos. But does competitiveness
necessarily lead to violence? The examples of the Fipa and Jains
show that it does not. However, many of the peaceful societies
view competitiveness as a dangerous behavior that should be
avoided and strongly opposed. In addition, because most of
them have such a negative attitude toward competition, there is
an implication—not necessarily an absolute cause-and-effect
relationship—that competitive behavior does help produce vio-
lence in human societies.

An objection that could be raised is that, because most of
these societies view violence as a product of competiticn and
individual achievement, why are large-scale collective societies
(such as the former Soviet Union) so violent? Part of the answer
is that the lack of individual competition and achievement, an
important aspect of all but 2 of the peacetul societies cited in
this review, does not imply that those societies are necessarily
collectivist. Among the 25 societies considered in this article,
only the Hutterites are trulv collective, in the sense that the
production and distribution of goods is controlled by the group.
The small-scale socicties vary in their degrees of collective shar-
ing: Some share game animals, others share game and gathered
foods, and some share very little.

In any case, the reasons for the peacefulness in these societies
transcend their economic organization. Peacefulness is an essen-
tial aspect of the worldviews, attitudes, and beliefs of the non-
violent societics. From societies as diverse as the Amish, Semai,
and Tristan Islanders, the peacefuiness that they achieve is not
due to their collective, or lack of collective, economic behavior
but to their very strong beliefs in their need to be peaceful,
and—as the essence of this article—their psychological strate-
gies that reinforce, strengthen, and cement those shared beliefs
and attitudes into daily practices that work most, or in some
cases all, of the time. Cooperation is more than just an economic
consideration.

In conclusion, the psychological literature on cooperation and
competition does differ from the social science studies of the
peaceful societies. The difference stems chiefly from the fact
that one body of research has been conducted within societies
that generally accept competition as beneficial, aggression as
necessary, and violence, to some extent, as inevitable. The other
body of literature describes societies whose members strongly
believe in cooperation, nurturance, and peacefulness. In addi-
tion. the designs of psychological studies, and the responses
of the participants, originate within a worldview that accepts
competition and the violence that at times is implicit in it. Even
the many studies in which researchers challenge competition
still work with participants who were raised to be competitive.

In contrast, most of the investigations of the nonviolent socie-
ties reveal people with worldviews that highly oppose competi-
tion and focus on cooperation as essential to their peacefulness.
Researchers who are concerned about violence, aggressiveness,
and competition might wish to investigate the literature of the
nonviolent societies. By studying further the strategies of people
who 5o successfully reject competition, researchers might be
able to use their training and skills to find new and innovative
approaches to the problems of aggression and viclence in U. §.
and other Western socicties.
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Appendix

Nonviclent Societies

The following list is provided for readers who may not be familiar with
the nonviolent societies in this article. Each entry gives a description of
the economic basis of the society, its location, and a brief overview of
the nature of the nonviolence of the society. At least one social scientist
has convincingly described the nonviolence of each society included in
this review, although some scientists have challenged the peacefulness
of a few of these societies and have cited incidents of violence to make
their points. These challenges are briefly mentioned in each entry. Some
of the sociefies have virtually (or absolutely) no recorded instances
of violence, according to the social science literature. Others clearly
experience conflict and violence on an infrequent, but regular basis, but
they are relatively peaceful and have reasonably effective strategies for
maintaining their peacefulness. If readers are interested in obtaining
further information about the nonviolence (or lack thereof) of these
societies, they should consult Peaceful Peoples: An Annotated Bibliog-
raphy (Bonta, 1993) as a guide to the literature.

Amish

An Anabaptist Christian people who live in the rural United States
and Canada, the Amish are famed in the media, such as in the movie
Witness, as people who never resist authority, ride in horse-drawn bug-
gies, refuse to accept many modern technologies, and dress in “‘quaint™
garb, Most still operate family farms, although in Lancaster County,
Pennsylvania— the traditional center of Amish culture-—over half of the
Amish men work in small-scale businesses. Numerous social scientists,
such as John Hostetler (1980) and Donald Kraybill (1989), as well as
some historians and a host of writers, have described the very strong
Amish commitment to peacefulness— particularly their conception of
nonresistance. A murder by an Amish man in western Pennsylvania in
1993 (Walsh, 1994) and one in Maryland in 1995 (“*With Sympathy,”
19935) are the first acts of this kind of violence in Amish history; their
“freak’” nature does not discredit the very strong commitment t0 nonvio-
lence of these people.

Balinese

An agricultural and commercial people with a mixture of Hindu and
traditional beliefs who live on the Indenesian island of Bali, the Balinese
maintain a reasonably high degree of peacefulness in their society

through their self-control and (usually successful) ability to suppress
conflicts. Belo (1935) indicated that, in 4 years of living on the island,
she never witnessed, for example, a case of a boy beating up another,
although more recently social scientists have described the society’s
destructive, aggressive behavior during funerals and theatrical perfor-
mances (Connor, 1979) and a fear of possible sorcery attacks from
others (Wikan, 1987). The Balinese have a hierarchical society with a
history of warfare and slavery, and violence evidently still occurs on the
island (Howe, 1989), although Howe did not indicate how frequently.
Whereas earlier social scientists may have glossed over the extent of
conflict and violence on the island, the Balinese are usually peaceful, if
not highly so, in daily social dealings, despite the tensions.

Batek

A Negrite Orang Asli {aboriginal) peaple living in the highlands of
the Malay Peninsula traditionally subsisted mostly by hunting, gathering,
and trading the products of the forest; they have been affected by exten-
sive lumbering in more recent years, the same as the other traditional
societies in Malaysia. Kirk Endicott (1988), who lived with the Batek
for 18 months during three different research periods, described them
as highly peaceful in his writings: ‘‘The Batek abhor interpersonal vio-
lence,’’ (p. 122) and the women as well as men in their society are free
from threats of physical violence. His wife, Karen L. Endicott (1984,
1987), who joined him during one of his trips, concurred in her analyses
of their peacefulness.

Birhor

A nomadic hunting, gathering, and trading people whe live in the
forests of central India, the Birhor are honest, peace-loving people who
rarely fight among themselves and are never involved in crimes (Bhatta-
charyya, 1953). One social scientist who spent 14 months doing field-
work among them described their harmonious relationships with neigh-
boring Hindu villagers as well as their close family peacefulness (Adhi-
kary, 1984a, 1984b).
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Buid

The Buid are an aboriginal people of the highlands of Mindoro Island
in the Philippines who live by swidden®' agricuiture and trading with
the lowland Filipino peoples. Thomas Gibson (1986), who spent 24
months Hving with the Buid, indicated that they never quarrel and **never
show any signs of aggression or violence’” (p. 7) toward outsiders. But
because their traditional approaches to conflict resolution are under-
mined due to their contact with the Christian lowland peoples, at least
one incident of murder has occurred among them.

Chewong

An Qrang Asli society who live in the mountains of the Malay Penin-
sula, some of the Chewong are settled agriculturalists, while others live
in the forests by hunting, fishing, foraging, and trading. As the govern-
ment of Malaysia has clear cut the forest, the lives of all of the traditional
societies in the mountains have been severely affected. The Chewong
have been described by Signe Howell in a number of works as people
who have absolutely no mythology of violence; whose language includes
no words for quarreling, fighting, aggression, or warfare; and who are
completely unable to adapt to any conflict. During her 17 months of
living with the Chewong, Howell (1984) *‘never witnessed a quarrel,
nor an outburst of anger, except among small children™ (p. 37).

Fipa

A settled agricultural and trading society of western Tanzania, the
Fipa have been described by a succession of outside observers as
friendly, good hearted, and talkative with strangers. During nearly 2 years
of living with them, Roy Willis (1989) *‘never saw anyone fighting, even
children, except in play’” (pp. 139-140).

G/wi

The G/wi are a so-called ““San’’ or “‘Bushman’’ society of the Central
Kalzhari Desert of southern Africa; the traditional economy of the
G/wi was based on hunting and gathering, although today most are
laborers on farms. George Silberbauer (1981), who worked with them
extensively for an 8-year period, described their ‘‘abhorrence of any
violence™ (pp. 174-175) other than domestic conflicts. Although they
have low-level conflicts over issues such as the equitable division of
meat after an animal has been killed, the G/wi only take pleasure from
fortunate events, such as a successful hunt or a plentiful rain shower, if
they are in the harmonious company of their fellow band members.

Hutterites

An Anabaptist Christian society that holds similar beliefs to those of
the Amish and Mennonites, the Hutterites live on communal farms on
the central plains of the United States and Canada; unlike the Amish,
they use medern technology to run their farms profitably. Their peace-
fulness is based on their Anabaptist belief in nonresistance; there are no
recorded incidents of violence, and they have never experienced a mur-
der. One social scientist has indicated that the Hutterites are unique for
their lack of conflict: “*Adult quarreling in the community is practically
unheard of in recent years” (Deets, 1931, p. 130). This assessment
seems a bit excessive, particularly because Bennett (1967 ) more recently
indicated that there is a lot of interpersonal tension in the Hurterite
colonies, which iz generated by disagreements about issues. The Hutter-
ites generally manage to avoid open conflicts and maintain their coopera-
tive spirit despite the presence of divisive issues, primarily because they
have very strong constraints on the open expression of hostilities (Van
den Berghe & Peler, 1988).

Ifaluk

The Ifaluk are a fishing and gardening people who live on a small
Pacific atoll in the Federated States of Micronesia. Their peaceful ways
have been described by several social scientists, including Catherine
Lutz (1982) who indicated that the most serious act of aggression that
occurred during the 12 months she lived on the island was when one
man touched another on the shoulder in anger, an offense which resulted
in a stiff fine. Although they sometimes express their anger through
shouting at one another, murder is unknown among these people; their
primary values are nonaggression, sharing, cooperaticn, and obedience
to soctal superiors within their highly ranked society. One article seeking
to debunk the peacefulness of these peoples, by Belzig and Wichimai
{1991), was singularly unconvincing; they mentioned one violent inci-
dent several generations ago, a viclent mythology, and the existence of
privileged classes as support for their argument.

Inuit

Aboriginal peoples who live in the Arctic from western Siberia across
northern Alaska and Canada to Greenland, the Inuit traditionally sub-
sisted on fishing, trapping, and hunting, although now they are part of
the cash economy. The two bands that Jean Briggs visited numercus
times between 1963 and 1980 at their camps in the central and eastern
Arctic of Canada have a very strong fear of aggression; they use a
variety of strategies to control anger and prevent violence from oc-
curring. Briggs (1994 ) indicated that ‘‘murder was known in many —
perhaps all—Inuit societies, and in some it seems to have been a very
frequent occurrence’” (p. 156). From her books and many articles,
however, it appears as if the two bands that she regularly visited have
been very successful at restraining outbursts of anger and violence most
of the time.

Jains

Adherents of an ancient religion of India, the Jains live in many major
Indian cities and, to some extent, villages. Jain involvement in serious
or violent crimes is very rare, and habitual criminals are unknown in
the Jaina community (Sangave, 1980). Although they may fight in self-
defense and some may serve in the Indian armed forces, more traditional
Jains recognize that military service is contradictory to their traditional
beliefs in nonviclence (ahimsa), and they are opposed to it {Misra,
1972). Many Jains are successful and competitive businesspeople. .

Kadar

A traditional, tribal people who subsist on hunting, gathering, and
trading near the southern end of the Western Ghats mountain range in
India, the Kadar almost never have physical fights: For example, a wife
might berate her husband for not having enough Western material com-
forts or people might accuse others of taking their money, but fighting
does not result. U. R. Ehrenfels (1952 ) found that there was no memory
among the Kadar of murder or violent acts of revenge, and local forestry
or police officials confirmed that crime was totally absent.

'Kung

The 'Kung are a San or Bushmen society in Botswana and Namihia,
southern Africa, who traditionally subsisted on hunting and gathering
but today live off their wage labor on farms plus their own livestock
and gardening. Social scientists have written about the various ways

*1 A temporary plot produced by the cutting back and burning off of
vegetative cover.
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the 'Kung traditionally fostered peacefulness (Draper, 1978; Marshall,
1961), although Lee (1979) discredited their nenviolence by analyzing
the rate of murders that have occurred among them in comparison with
the murder rate in modern U. S. cities. However, there is contradictory
evidence (Thomas, 1994} that, during the period when the 'Kung still
lived primarily as a nomadic people, they were peaceful overall, despite
the tensions that flared up fairly frequently in their camps: The murders
that occurred were the result of exceptional citcumstances such as a
case of mental illness. Clearly from the literature, overall they had a
fairly, if not highly, peaceful society. Whereas they did, on occasion,
experience violent conflicts, Lee’s analysis appears to exaggerate the
evidence.

Ladakhis

The Ladakhis are a Tibetan Buddhist society in the mountains of
Jammu and Kashmir in northern India. Their traditional livelihood has
been based on keeping livestock that can live in the high mountains and
farming near their villages. Norberg-Hodge (1991), who lived for 16
years among the Ladakhis, described aggression as “‘exceptionally rare’”
in traditional Ladakh, before the introduction of outside values and
goods. Arguments were rare, and people avoided situations that could
produce conflicts. Villagers who were asked about the nonviolence in
their communities indicated that ‘‘there has been no fighting in the
village in living memory”’ {(p. 46).

Lepchas

The Lepchas are an agricultural people who primarily follow Tibetan
Buddhist practices in the mountains of Sikkim, a territory of northern
India in the Himalayas between Nepal and Bhutan. According to Gorer
(1967 ), who lived among them for 3 months in the spring of 1937, the
Lepchas suppress aggression and competition almost completely. They
strongly disapprove of quarreling, which occurs very rarely, and what-
ever aggression does exist is attributed to the actions of supernatural
beings. They are tolerant of extramarital sexual activities by their
spouses, so long as the spouse is discrete about them.

Mennonites

Until the 20th century, most Mennonites were rural farmers; today
many are fully integrated into industrial U. S. and Canadian life, although
some still live in the plain manner of their ancestors. Mennonites have
evangelized extensively, establishing congregations worldwide. Their
peacefulness, as with the Hutterites and Amish, has historically been
based on their Anabaptist belief in nonresistance, the Christian ideal of
turning the other cheek and not resisting evil { Mathew 5:39). In recent
decades, they have lessened their commitment to nonresistance —they
are now more concerned with active peacemaking than passively yielding
to others. As the percentage of Mennonites who believe Christians should
actively promote peace has increased, the percentage who believe they
should not take part in warfare has declined (Driedger & Kraybill,
1994). In the 1990s, Mennonite women have started to charge their
patriarchal society with the concealment of spouse abuse; they argued
that the Mennonite belief in nonresistance fostered an acceptance of
family violence (Hildebrand, 1992).

Montagnais-Naskapi

These American Indian people, also called the Innu, traditionally sub-
sisted on hunting, trapping, and trading in the forests of the Labrador
Peninsula in Canada, although today they are primarily dependent on
the cash economy. They fought some wars historically, although they
usually preferred quiet, peaceful relations with gach other and the Buro~

pean fur traders who established trading posts in their territory in the
early 17th century. There are reports of domestic violence caused by
alcoho] (Leacock, 1981). An important feature of their traditional soci-
ety was that they would never fail to share scarce food resources with
other families who might be in danger of starvation (Leacock, 1969).

Nayaka

The Nayaka are a tribal society that lives on hunting, gathering, trad-
ing, and some wage labor at the southern end of the Western Ghats in
India. According to Nurit Bird-David (1992), who lived among them
for 1 year in the late 1970s, the Nayaka ‘‘prevent conflicts by avoiding
cooperation and competition and by moving away from potential con-
frontation. The few conflicts that occur are mainly over women’’ {p.
196).

Paliyan

The Paliyan have an explicit code of nonviolence, an essential aspect
of which is avoiding competition. One Paliyan man told Peter Gardner
(1972), who lived among them from 1962 to 1964, that he believed *‘if
struck on one side of the face, you turn the other side toward the
attacker’” (p. 423). Gardner did not mention the obvious parallel to
Christ’s famous statement, but betause the Paliyan live in the forest
fringes of remote Hindu villages in southern India (near the Nayaka and
Kadar), subsisting on nomadic gathering and contract labor, it is unlikely
that the Palivan man was familiar with Christian beliefs. The most
important issue for the Paliyan is to avoid any conflict, hostility, or
aggression. They flee into the forest at the slightest sign of hostility and
then return only gradually and tentatively, months or even years later
(Gardner, 1985).

Piaroa

These Native American people of Venezuela formerly lived in forest
villages along the highland tributaries of the Orinoco but moved down-
river in the 1970s to live in permanent settlements. Their earlier homeland
in the forest was ‘“‘a place almost totally free of all forms of physical
violence, where children, teenagers, and adults alike never express their
anger through physical means” (Overing, 1986, p. 88), according to
Joanna Overing who spent 1 year studying this society in 1968 and
another 6 months in 1977. She indicated that spouses and children are
never struck, and they are “*appalled by any display of aggression, much
less physical aggression’” (p. 88). But the Piaroa believe that diseases
and death are caused by sorcery attacks from other villages, and their
shamans launch attacks of sorcery on other villages in retaliation for
perceived injuries. In Western terms, they are highly nonviolent; but, in
their terms, they have 1o make daily use of violent supernatural means
to protect themselves.

Semai

These Orang Asli people subsisted on swidden agriculture and gather-
ing, fishing, and hunting in the mountains of the Malay Peninsula until
recently, when their traditional economy was significantly modified by
the lumbering of their area forests. Their nonviolence was originally
described by Rebert Knox Dentan, who spent 14 months of fieldwork
among them. Dentan’s (1968) pioneering book has been very influential
in the study of peaceful societies. Proponents of the existence of peaceful
peoples have relied on Dentan’s, and a little later Clayton Robarchek’s
(e.g., 1977), works about the Semai: conversely, detractors of the idea
that peaceful societies exist (Knanft, 1987} have tried to denigrate the
nonviolence of the Semai based on a violent incident that Dentan related
in his book. Both Dentan and Robarchek continue to argue for the highly
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peaceful nature of Semai society (Dentan, 1988; Robarchek & Denlan,
1987), although they continue to acknowledge that incidents of violence
have occurred among the Semai on a few occasions (Dentan, 1995).

Tahitians

Tahitians are a fishing and farming society of the Society Islands in
French Polynesia. Robert L. Levy (1973), who lived among the Tahitians
for over 2 years, indicated that there is very little conflict, open hostility,
or aggression in the Society Islands. The people exhibit a gentleness
and lack of anger toward one another and visitors, and children play
without aggressiveness and conflicts. On occasions when conflicts do
arise, the parties quickly defuse them. During periods of drinking at the
two major festivals of the year, there is no more viclence than when the
peaple are sober. However, violence is not completely absent from their
society: For example, sometimes people who drink at home or retum
home drunk will hit family members. Also, some of the historical reports
of the Tahitians describe scenes of warfare and violence.

Tristan Islanders

These fishing and agricultural people of mixed European and African
(or Southeast Asian} descent have lived on a remote south Atlantic
island, west of the Republic of South Africa since the early 19th century.

Peter A. Munch (1945), who lived with the Tristan Islanders for 12
months in three different visits, indicated that quarrels are rare. The
highest level that hostility reaches on the island is when two people
occasionally stop talking to each other, although they do not maintain
even that level of teasion very long and hghts have never occurred in
living memory. For example, a man who loses his temper would have
that blemish on his reputation for life, whereas one diffusing a tense
situation with jokes earns respect. Virtually all men treat their wives
extremely well; the only instance of viclence that Munch reported was
the rumor that a couple of men had allegedly abused their wives.

Zapotec

The Zapolec are a Native American agricultural people who live in
the mountainous state of (axaca in southern Mexico. Several researchers
have been fascinated that one community is particularly peaceful, with
very strong values that oppose violence, in contrast to the other commu-
nities nearby where fighting and machismo are comparable with the rest
of Mexico. Fighting is not completely absent in the peaceful town, but
viclence occurs far less than in other communities.
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