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			Introduction

			How Sex Drives Human History

			At five a.m. on December 29th, 2022, Romania’s Directorate for Investigating Organized Crime and Terrorism invaded a warehouse in the town of Voluntari, just north of Bucharest.

			The armed agents arrested two men, brothers Andrew and Tristan Tate, who were held in jail for three months and under house arrest for another three months, before being released on bail. The charges against them for rape and human trafficking are still outstanding, but even assuming they are innocent of those charges, what Andrew Tate has already admitted to doing is troubling enough.

			Even before his arrest, Tate had become a household name among teenage boys in the English-speaking world. One 2022 survey of American teens ranked him as the top online influencer ahead of Kanye West, Mr. Beast and Duane Johnson. Before his TikTok account was banned, his videos had been viewed more than 12 billion times. He still has 9 million followers on Twitter.

			Not all of Tate’s appeal is bad. “My message is traditional masculinity,” Tate told Tucker Carlson just weeks before his release. “My message is to stand up and say what you mean and mean what you say.”1

			For a lot of American boys who are constantly told that masculinity is toxic and that “the future is female,” Tate’s message could be a positive one.

			“I basically just say to men: look, it’s a very hard life. You’re gonna need to get up, work hard, and go to the gym. Get yourself a strong network of brothers. Don’t tolerate men who just smoke drugs and play video games or men who are disloyal or dishonest,” Tate told Tucker.

			This is all great advice. Unfortunately, Tate has a lot more to say, particularly about women, and it is all horrible.

			“Females have no innate responsibility or honor,” Tate said in one podcast, explaining why women shouldn’t be allowed to drive.2 Women are also “intrinsically lazy,” according to Tate, which is why they need a man to tell them what to do.

			Only the youngest of women, eighteen- and nineteen-year-olds, are worthy of Tate’s time because by age twenty-five, according to Tate, they’ve slept with too many other men. Tate adamantly denies that he dislikes women. He claims he loves them. They are, according to Tate, “The true currency of ballers. Fuck money. It’s women.”

			As repulsive as Tate may be to feminists here in the United States, however, no movement has done more to make his lifestyle possible.

			“The institution of marriage is the chief vehicle for the perpetuation of the oppression of women,” Marlene Dixon, founder of the Democratic Workers Party wrote in 1969. “It is through the role of wife that the subjugation of women is maintained.”3

			Taking this argument to its logical conclusion, Simone de Beauvoir, author of The Second Sex, told Feminine Mystique author Betty Friedan in 1972, “The family must be abolished, with absolute measure.”4

			Feminists have not completely succeeded in destroying the American family…yet. But they have made a lot of progress. From the first census of the United States through 1960, about 80 percent of all households were led by a married couple. That percentage started falling in the 1960s, it dipped below 50 percent in 2010, and has fallen to just 45 percent today.

			No one is happier about the declining power of marriage to regulate who gets to sleep with whom than Andrew Tate.

			By his own admission, before he was arrested Tate ran a camgirl empire employing dozens of women in multiple countries. On his old website Tate once explained, “My job is to meet a girl, go on a few dates, sleep with her, test if she’s quality, get her to fall in love with me to where she’d do anything I say, and then get her on a webcam so we could become rich together.”5

			Getting married to one woman would be a serious detriment to Tate’s lifestyle.

			“I have beautiful women that are in love with me, and we are all happy and smiling every day,” Tate once said, specifically explaining why he would never get married to one woman. “I get to fuck whatever I want. I don’t think one woman is capable of completing a man’s life.”6

			Feminists abhor this kind of talk. But they fail to recognize how their movement has empowered it.

			What Tate understands about monogamous marriage is that as an institution it does far more to control men’s lives than it does to control women. It is no accident that Tate comes from a broken home and was raised without a father. Tate is what happens to men in a world without marriage, and marriage is fast disappearing from our world every day.

			The Conventional Wisdom on Marriage

			Tate, and his unwitting feminist allies, are not the only ones happy to see humanity evolving past monogamous marriage. America’s most popular sex columnist, Dan Savage, has been calling for an end to monogamy for years. “Monogamy is ridiculous,” Savage tells his followers. “People aren’t any good at it. We aren’t wired for it. We didn’t evolve to be monogamous. It’s not natural.”7

			Savage’s comments reflect the established conventional wisdom on monogamy: It isn’t natural to humans; it is a learned cultural behavior contrary to our innate desires, and the whole point of the assault on marriage is to throw off its baleful influence and return to a more natural state of affairs in which desire is unfettered.

			Savage’s understanding of sex dovetails with the feminist view that monogamy is at the heart of a patriarchal order that treats women and children as property and was created specifically to control female sexual activity. Feminists and their libertine allies (like Tate and Savage) are thus united in seeking to overthrow this oppressive “heteronormative” system.

			When the narrative gatekeepers at Vox Media (the “explanatory journalism” website created by progressive activists Ezra Klein and Matt Yglesias) created their first ever project for Netflix, they turned to Savage and fellow fidelity skeptics Dr. Stephanie Coontz and Chris Ryan to star in a video titled, “Monogamy, explained.”8

			“Anatomically modern human beings have existed for at least 300,000 years,” Ryan says in the video. “And for more than 90 percent of that time, we lived as hunter-gatherers. Anthropologists refer to them as fiercely egalitarian. There’s no reason to think that our ancestors shared everything except sexual partners.”

			According to Ryan, author of Sex at Dawn: How We Mate, Why We Stray, and What It Means for Modern Relationships, marriage did not exist in hunter-gatherer bands. Everyone had sex with everyone else and no one knew who the biological father of any particular child was. Instead, everyone raised everyone else’s children together.

			It was not until the spread of agriculture, and the concurrent invention of property that, according to Ryan, marriage was invented. “As the Greeks put it, you don’t want a foreign seed introduced into your soil,” Dr. Coontz explains. According to Dr. Coontz, author of Marriage, a History: How Love Conquered Marriage, marriage continued to be entirely about property until people began marrying for “love” around two hundred years ago.

			Love, according to Coontz, is why marriage is declining in the United States today. “As soon as the idea that love should be the central reason for marriage was first raised, observers of the day warned that the same values that increased people’s satisfaction with marriage as a relationship had an inherent tendency to undermine the stability of marriage as an institution,” Coontz wrote. “The skeptics were right to worry about the dangers of the love match.”9

			Marriage, according to this narrative, isn’t really needed for anything. It’s just one of many perfectly acceptable options on the menu of life. “Monogamy is like vegetarianism,” Ryan says. “You can choose to be a vegetarian. And that can be healthy, it can be ethical, it can be a wonderful decision, but just because you’ve chosen to be vegetarian, that doesn’t mean that bacon stops smelling good.”

			“It’s no longer about what kinds of relationships we should have in the modern world,” the Vox narrator instructs the audience. “It’s about designing the kinds of relationships we want to have.”

			And more Americans are redesigning their relationships today than ever before.

			An extensive lexicon of non-monogamy has developed over the last two decades to help people navigate their bodies’ true desires. There’s old school polygamy which consists of both polygyny (one man, many wives) and polyandry (one woman, many husbands).

			Then there is polyamory where several people are in a continuing relationship at the same time. This can mean one man and two women or one woman and two men, where all three people have romantic sexual relationships with each other. Or it can be where a man has separate sexual relationships with two different men, but the other men don’t have a relationship with one another.

			Open relationships, which are generally thought of as different than polyamorous ones, usually denote a situation where a couple has an ongoing sexual relationship with each other but are allowed to have short-term relationships with third parties. Representative Katie Hill (D-CA) lost her congressional seat after it was revealed that she was involved in a “throuple” with her husband and a member of her congressional staff.

			These non-monogamous relationships are a lot more common than people think. A 2016 YouGov poll found that of those Americans currently in a relationship, more than one quarter said that relationship was non-monogamous.10

			This is a remarkable increase over a short period of time. Gallup has been asking about the acceptability of polygamy for decades. From a low of just 5 percent approval in 2006, now a quarter of Americans say they find polygamy socially allowable. And the younger a person is, the more likely they are to accept non-monogamy.11

			With more and more Americans utilizing this newfound freedom to design the relationships they want, without oppressive heteronormative constraints, shouldn’t they be having more and better sex than ever before? With all this honesty, communication, and acceptance about our physical needs, shouldn’t the number of Americans in healthy sexual relationships be at record levels?

			Yet the exact opposite is happening. Americans have never been more alone or unhappy.

			Fewer Americans are in relationships now than ever before.12 Fewer Americans are having sex, and those that are having it are having less of it.13 Americans have fewer friends than ever before and what friends they do have they spend less time with.14 Fewer Americans are going to church, fewer are socializing with their neighbors, and fewer are volunteering in their communities.15 The percentage of Americans living alone has never been higher and the percentage of people who believe others can be trusted has never been lower.16

			Paradoxically, as our freedom to pursue our most intimate physical and emotional needs has risen, our success in meeting those needs has collapsed. Meanwhile, the social bonds that hold us together are falling apart.

			What went wrong?

			An Unconventional View

			The research that became this book began when I was communications director for a United States senator who had recently been named chairman of the Joint Economic Committee. Originally established by the Employment Act of 1946, traditionally the JEC issued staid reports on the state of the U.S. economy looking at customary economic indicators like gross domestic product, unemployment, inflation, etc.

			My employer at the time, Senator Mike Lee (R-UT) wanted to take the JEC in another direction. He created the Social Capital Project to “investigate the evolving nature, quality, and importance of our associational life—namely, our families, communities, workplaces, and religious congregations.”

			The idea for Lee’s project stemmed from Harvard Professor Robert Putnam’s essay, and then book, Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community, which noted that instead of bowling on teams in organized leagues, more Americans were choosing to bowl by themselves. This phenomenon mirrored, according to Putnam, similar retreats from participation in churches, labor unions, and other civic organizations like the Boy Scouts. Putnam argued that the loss of these civic engagements threatened to undermine the values and skills necessary for democracy to thrive.

			As communications director for the senator, my duties included helping to take all the research and reports the JEC staff were producing, and turn them into speeches, op eds, YouTube videos, and 280-character tweets. The reports the JEC staff produced were fascinating, and I soon found myself tracking down footnotes for the studies I found particularly compelling.

			As a conservative, I had a vague understanding that there was a body of research showing marriage was beneficial both to married partners and their children. But I had no idea just how broad and compelling the literature was.

			And what I found out is that virtually everything in Vox’s “Monogamy, explained” video is wrong.

			Our human ancestors did not mate promiscuously, as Ryan claims. Every hunter-gatherer society encountered throughout history has been centered on monogamous marriages (with occasional small-scale polygamy).17 There are no polyandrous hunter-gatherer societies on record. Ryan is correct that hunter-gatherer bands were highly egalitarian entities with intricate food sharing rules, but they were not the free-love communes Ryan makes them out to be. Families shared food, yes. But husbands did not share their wives with each other or vice versa.

			Now, in any primitive society where death can and does come suddenly, and there are no social safety net programs, sometimes one husband would die and if no single men were available, his wife would marry another already married man, most often one of his brothers. Extra pairings did happen. But they were rare. And more importantly, in any society where everyone must carry everything they own on their back, there simply isn’t the opportunity for one man to acquire enough wealth to support more than one or two wives. Monogamy was the overwhelming norm.

			All that changed with the advent of agriculture. The specialized warrior classes of agriculture societies conquered and enslaved neighboring communities. The high-ranking men of these warrior classes amassed great power, wealth, and harems of wives. So, Ryan is correct that the adoption of agriculture coincided with a change in human sexual relations, but the change was a move away from monogamy, not its first adoption.

			For the next ten thousand years polygamous empires dominated the Earth. Whether it is Hammurabi’s Babylon, the Maurya Empire in India, the Qin Dynasty in China, the Mali of Africa, the Vikings in Europe, or the Aztecs in Mexico, on every continent men have settled, large slave-holding polygamous empires were the norm.

			Polygamy’s reign did not begin to end until the rise of Christianity in the second and third centuries.

			The Romans already practiced a form of monogamy that they borrowed from the Greeks. But the monogamy of the Roman world would be unrecognizable to us today. Roman men were not allowed to have sex with the wives of other male citizens, but every other man, woman, and child was fair game. Wealthy Roman men had regular sex with their slaves and concubines of both sexes (especially young boys). Poor Roman men used prostitutes, which were usually slaves owned by other, wealthier men. The entire industry was taxed, regulated, and very much approved by the government.

			But the followers of Jesus and their rapidly growing church took a different approach to managing sexual desire. Sex, for Christians, is never just physical. The act, though carnal, is also a transcendent union of two bodies becoming one spirit. Even more revolutionary, this new sexual ethic applied equally to rich and poor, to men and women. The monogamy of a Christian marriage was reciprocal, unlike the monogamy of Greek and Roman marriages, which was only unilaterally enforced on wives.

			As the Church fought to impose monogamous norms on powerful men who did not want their sexual options limited, it developed a new regime of laws and customs that also happened to weaken tribe and clan-based patriarchal power structures allowing more independent and egalitarian nuclear families to form, grow, and thrive.18

			Separated from controlling family patriarchs, nuclear families gathered in cities where new norms of behavior proved crucial to success. Sometimes these polities even elected their own leaders, and those elections served as the first inklings of representative democracy.

			Where polygamous clan-based survival depended on conformity, obedience, and in-group loyalty, success in the world of nuclear families rewarded honesty, trust, and creativity. As the power of clan-based institutions dwindled, new civil institutions like guilds, universities, and the Church itself grew to take the patriarchal family’s place. These new institutions became crucial to the development of science, capitalism, and eventually democracy.

			Better than any other family form, the nuclear family channels the ambition and drive of men into productive and collaborative behaviors. Instead of pushing men to dominate each other and acquire more women, monogamous marriage binds men and women into a long-term project of cooperative care for each other and their children.

			This is not to say that the nuclear family guarantees perfect behavior. It does not. We are all still human. But it is better, empirically, than polygamy, polyamory, or any other family type.

			In a 2018 essay, University of Oklahoma classics professor Dr. Kyle Harper described the cultural transformation of the Roman Empire outlined above as “The First Sexual Revolution.”19

			But if we step back and look at the history of marriage, we can see an earlier sexual revolution among our promiscuous ape ancestors that first set us on the path to monogamy. Then, with the advent of agriculture, a second sexual revolution delivered a highly unequal and often tyrannical polygamous world. Finally, with the rise of Christianity, humanity experienced a third sexual revolution that pushed us back towards a monogamous and more egalitarian way of life.

			Even before the West’s unparalleled prosperity convinced many, but not all, nations of the world to abandon their polygamous norms, the seeds of a fourth sexual revolution were already growing.

			As reason began to explain and conquer the physical world, some began to believe it could do the same for the ethical world as well. What were once taken as truths from established culture and tradition, began to be seen as corrupting influences that were only holding the individual back from achieving his best and truest self.

			This rising individualism was reinforced by young fields of social science like psychology and anthropology. Soon elite thinkers began to question the most basic assumptions of Western civilization. By the late 1960s, these skeptics made up a majority of Supreme Court justices, and in the span of just five years, the Court demolished what had been the American Family Consensus in favor of the nuclear family that had bound the nation together since the nation’s founding.

			Where once it was the explicit holding of the land’s highest court that the married household was the foundational unit of civil society, by 1972 marriage had been completely rejected as the proper regulator of sexual relations. Instead, the individual and his personal right to privacy, completely divorced from any sexual morality beyond consent, reigned supreme.

			Where it was once expected that husbands were to provide for mothers, the state now stepped in. But the state’s offer of lifetime support for women forced them to choose: marriage or the state. Unfortunately, more and more of them end up choosing the state every year.

			The radical individualism embraced by the Court in 1972 would continue to shape culture and policy for decades, first liberalizing pornography in 1973, then decriminalizing sodomy in 2003, then legalizing gay marriage in 2015, and finally affirming trans ideology in 2020. Now all the old sexual identities must be torn down and replaced with an infinite new menu of identities including androsexual, asexual, bisexual, cisgender, genderqueer, non-binary, pansexual, transgender, and many many more.

			The impact of this ongoing assault on marriage is clear. Among adults ages eighteen to forty-four, the share who have ever cohabited (59 percent) is now larger than the share who have ever been married (50 percent).20

			But this fourth sexual revolution isn’t affecting us all equally. Among upper-income mothers, 95 percent are married. Among middle-income mothers, 76 percent are married. Among low-income mothers, just 35 percent live in a married household.21 This fact completely dismantles Dr. Coontz’s love-destroyed-marriage thesis.

			According to Dr. Coontz, it should be those among us with the most freedom that are the least likely to be married today. Instead, we see the exact opposite: the more power and choice a person has, the wealthier and better educated someone is, the more likely they are to be married.

			A Disturbance in the Force

			Some liberals have begun to recognize the damage that the assault on marriage is causing to the fabric of our democracy, but their responses are underwhelming.

			In his book, Of Boys and Men, Brookings Institution scholar Richard Reeves acknowledges that while more women are thriving in the modern world, some men are suffering.22 Women, Reeves notes, get better grades in high school than boys, are more likely to go to college, and are more likely to graduate once they get there.

			Moving into the working world, while men’s wages (adjusted for inflation) have fallen since 1979, women’s wages have risen dramatically. Men also have far higher rates of alcoholism, drug abuse, and suicide.

			While Reeves argues that the cause of men’s woes can be found in an education system that is more friendly to female development, as well as a changing economy that increasingly values emotional intelligence over physical strength, he also allows that missing fathers are a big part of men’s struggles.

			But instead of lamenting marriage’s demise, Reeves celebrates it. “Marriage and motherhood are no longer virtually synonymous,” Reeves writes. “About 40% of births in the U.S. now take place outside marriage, up from just 11% in 1970… From a feminist perspective, which to be clear is my perspective, these are marvelous developments.”23

			To help men cope with these “marvelous developments” Reeves calls for giving boys an extra year of government-run pre-K so they can start kindergarten a year later than girls; he calls for parental leave so fathers can have time to bond with their children; and he calls for new scholarship programs to help push men into “HEAL” jobs (health, education, administration, and literacy).

			While red-shirting boys will marginally help some academically, it will not repair the damage done by missing a father in the home. Neither will parental leave cause unmarried fathers to spend more time with their sons, many of whom will go on to have more children with other women. The best proven way to ensure boys have an active male role model in the house is marriage. Helping men get and stay employed absolutely could help more men get and stay married, but pushing them into industries they are ill-suited for, and uninterested in, is not an effective corrective.

			More provocatively, an avowed feminist from across the Atlantic, Louise Perry, has written an entertaining book making a strong case that the decline of marriage has been a disaster for women. In The Case Against the Sexual Revolution, Perry spends a whole chapter detailing what to most people was common sense just a decade ago: Men and women are different.24

			After covering why consent is a completely inadequate basis for guiding sexual ethics, and making a persuasive case against the pornography industry, Perry closes with an argument that marriage is the best “technology” we have that “discourages short-termism in male sexual behavior, protects the economic interests of mothers, and creates a stable environment for the raising of children.”

			All very true. But as amazing a “technology” as marriage is, it is also a technology that is much older than Perry gives it credit for. In fact, it has been around long enough to shape our very DNA. For example, cooking is not natural. It must be taught and learned every generation. But it is a technology that has been around long enough to change how our bodies process food. If humans didn’t cook we’d need much larger stomachs to process uncooked foods. And there is plenty of evidence that just as our stomachs grew to depend on cooking, our minds became just as hardwired to thrive in monogamous cultures as well.

			In this sense, Perry undersells marriage when she calls it “unnatural since it is not the human norm.” But it very much was the human norm for hundreds of thousands of years right up until the spread of agriculture just ten thousand years ago. Polygamy’s ten-thousand-year reign as the dominant human mating system may seem impressive compared to monogamy’s triumph in just the last 200 years, but monogamy prevailed for many hundreds of thousands of years before that.

			When we push for cultural norms and public policy that promote monogamous marriage, we are swimming with, not against, the current of human nature. The emotions that drive our behavior evolved in an environment where monogamy was dominant.

			As strong a case as Perry makes for marriage as an essential institution for human flourishing, and she does advise women personally to make marriage a priority in their own lives, Perry stops short of identifying any policy solutions that could reverse marriage’s decline. University of Maryland economist Melissa Kearney, however, steps up to that challenge in her book The Two-Parent Privilege: How Americans Stopped Getting Married and Started Falling Behind.25

			Where Perry’s book focuses on the harm to women from the sexual revolution, Kearney documents the mountains of empirical research showing that the decline of marriage has been a disaster for everyone: men, women, children, and the communities they live in. Unlike Reeves’s contribution, there is no celebration of the decline of marriage in Kearney’s book.

			On the solution side, Kearney does mention policies that might help reverse the decline of marriage—like more funding for apprenticeship programs and expanded earning supplements like the Earned Income Tax Credit. But Kearney’s refusal to acknowledge the role the welfare state has played in weakening the institution of marriage, undermines her case for a “stronger safety net for families, regardless of family structure.”

			She goes on to explain how the cash benefits given to single mothers through Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), now Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), were small throughout the 1980s and have declined since then, but she completely ignores the very real and large marriage penalties that exist in every other means-tested welfare program including, Medicaid, food stamps, Section 8 housing benefits, the Children’s Health Insurance Program, Affordable Care Act insurance subsidies, and yes, even the Earned Income Tax Credit.

			Until we admit that these programs have played a huge role, and are still playing a huge role, in furthering the assault on marriage, we should probably not talk about expanding them.

			Toward a Larger Understanding

			As helpful as each of these books are (and you should read them), their narrative of marriage as an institution begins in the 1950s at the earliest. Most books about marriage available today suffer from the same presentism.

			This book is an effort to backfill that hole in the story. By starting from the dawn of humanity and tracing marriage’s key role in the shaping of human civilizations throughout time, this book will explain why marriage works, why marriage is declining, why the decline of marriage matters, why the state cannot replace marriage, and how the decline of marriage can be reversed.

			“The central conservative truth is that it is culture, not politics, that determines the success of a society,” Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan once said. “The central liberal truth is that politics can change a culture and save it from itself.”26

			Moynihan is right. We can make changes so that our public policy elevates the family over the individual. Marriage doesn’t have to be the new marker of class and privilege. It can be a foundational, egalitarian, and democratizing institution for every American again. We just have to make it a priority. This book will make the case that we should.

		

	
		
			Chapter One

			The Dawn of Humanity

			In Book Five of Plato’s Republic, Socrates details an ideal city-state without monogamous households. “Women should be shared among all the men,” Socrates tells Glaucon, “so that no individual woman and man should live together, and that the children, too, should be shared, with no parent knowing its own offspring, and no child its parent.”1

			But the modern roots of the revolt against monogamous marriage can be found closer to home. Karl Marx’s Communist Manifesto explicitly calls for the “abolition of the family” and socialist governments have targeted the family as an enemy of the state ever since.2

			For Marx and his wealthy patron Friedrich Engels, the foundational sin of capitalism, private property, originated in the family. The husband exploits the wife and the married couple exploit their children together. The family, in the communist view, must therefore be destroyed because it is where children first learn to accept hierarchy. Worse, it perpetuates inequality when wealthy parents pass property on to their children.

			In making this argument, Marx and Engels believed they were simply proposing a return to humanity’s prehistoric past.

			“Monogamy appears as the subjection of one sex by the other,” Engels wrote in The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, “as the proclamation of a conflict between the sexes entirely unknown in prehistoric times.”3

			This view that monogamous marriage is an invention of men used to oppress women is still a foundational belief of the progressive movement today. “The material base upon which patriarchy rests lies most fundamentally in men’s control over women’s labor power,” writes Institute for Women’s Policy Research founder Heidi Hartmann.4

			“Men maintain this control by excluding women from access to some essential productive resources (in capitalist societies, for example, jobs that pay living wages) and by restricting women’s sexuality,” Hartmann continues. “Monogamous heterosexual marriage is one relatively recent and efficient form that seems to allow men to control both these areas.”

			Only by eliminating marriage, progressives believe, can true equality be obtained between the sexes. “Marriage as the preferred societal solution has become the problem,” Emory University Law School professor Martha Albertson Fineman explains in a 2001 law review article articulating the feminist case against marriage. “The family is the way the state has effectively privatized dependencies that otherwise might become the responsibility of the collective unit or state.”5

			“We must begin to look beyond that institution,” Fineman continues, “making demands for transformation in the workplace and the state.” When Hillary Clinton says It Takes a Village, via the title of her book, and pushes for government run universal childcare, she is seeking to undo the privatization of care created by marriage, and return to an age when children were supposedly raised by everyone.

			But is the progressive understanding of history true? Was Engels right? To understand the roots of the modern ideological attack on monogamy, we must go back to the beginning of human history to evaluate the claim that monogamy is unnatural, an imposition on human nature, not an expression of it. If economic and sexual communism could be established as the default mode of human existence, then the utopian social order they sought to create could be viewed not as an imposition from above, but as a form of restoration.

			Every Man to Every Woman, Every Woman to Every Man

			Anthropology was in its infancy as a field of study when Marx and Engels were writing, but both men were familiar with the work of an American businessman from upstate New York named Lewis Henry Morgan.

			A lawyer by trade who was fascinated by the Seneca Iroquois, Morgan visited their reservation for years before they finally asked for his legal help against a corporation that was trying to evict the tribe from their land. Morgan won the case for the Iroquois who then adopted him into their tribe. Morgan would go on to become one of the first outsiders to document the Iroquois’ language, religion, family organization, and political structure.

			The Iroquois, Morgan observed, married monogamously, although divorce was common. But Morgan noticed that the words they used to refer to certain family members were different from English norms.

			An Iroquois child would refer not only to his biological mother as “mother,” but also his mother’s sisters. Similarly, a child would refer not only to his biological father as “father,” but also his father’s brothers. This same child would also call the sons and daughters of his father’s brothers “brother” and “sister,” as well as the sons and daughters of his mother’s sisters.

			When Morgan found out that other tribes throughout North America also used this family terminology, as well as communities in Asia and Polynesia, he concluded that these terms must have developed from actual biological relations in a now distant past. In his book, Ancient Society, Morgan theorized that man began as a “promiscuous horde” where, in Engels words, “every woman belonged equally to every man and, similarly, every man to every woman.” The children from all this promiscuous sex, Engels wrote, “are regarded as being common to them all.”6

			For Marx and Engels this “group marriage” stage was essential to the creation of humanity. A nuclear family stood no chance of defending or providing for itself in nature, Marx and Engels believed. Only the “united strength and joint effort of the horde” could ensure survival. In this context, one man’s jealous attachment to a single female threatened the cohesiveness of the larger group.

			“Mutual toleration among the adult males, freedom from jealousy, was the first condition for the building of those large and enduring groups in the midst of which alone the transition from animal to man could be achieved,” Engels wrote. “If anything is certain,” Engels continued, “it is that jealousy is an emotion of comparatively late development.”7

			By abolishing the family and ridding humanity of this “bourgeois” jealousy, Marx and Engels believed a more free and fair communist order could deliver mankind back to its promiscuous natural state.

			A Real Promiscuous Horde

			Seventy-six years after Engels published The Origin of the Family, a young primatologist named Jane Goodall observed a chimpanzee not only use a blade of grass to fish termites out of their home, but also strip a branch of its leaves so he could more effectively harvest his prey.

			“Now we must redefine tool, redefine man, or accept chimpanzees as humans,” Goodall’s supervisor, the noted archaeologist Dr. Louis Leakey telegraphed after she reported her findings.8

			“The reason Louis Leakey sent me to study chimps,” Goodall explained years later, “was because he was searching for the fossils of early man and from the fossils you can tell a lot about what a creature looked like and what it ate, but you can’t tell about the behavior.”9

			Among the many things Goodall documented in the chimpanzees living in the Gombe Stream National Park in Tanzania, in addition to tool use, was their mating behavior. Turns out, chimpanzees are a promiscuous horde.

			Unlike gorillas, which mostly live in single family groups where one alpha male mates with a harem of females, chimpanzees live in multi-male, multi-female groups ranging in size from fifty to 150. And in these large groups the chimpanzee females do have sex with almost every male.

			The distribution of sex among male chimpanzees, however, isn’t as equal as Marx and Engels probably hoped. Chimpanzees are an aggressive and brutal species. There are rigid social hierarchies among both males and females enforced by violence. Alpha males frequently use force to prevent all but his most trusted allies from mating with the group’s most desirable females. These same alpha female chimpanzees are then known to steal infants from lower ranking females, denying these infants care from their mothers, and essentially starving them to death.10 Male chimpanzees do not help females provide or care for their young, although they will protect them from outside males. Disturbingly, however, when one troop of males conquers another troop of males, the conquering males will then kill the offspring of the females to ensure their sexual availability.

			The mate guarding performed by high-ranking males does not leave lower ranking males, usually the youngest chimps, without any options for sex. Unlike human males who usually prefer younger, more recently fertile females, chimpanzees prefer the opposite. The most desirable female chimpanzees are those that are proven successful mothers.

			This leaves young childless female chimps largely ignored by mature higher ranked males. It also creates an opening for young males to form consort relationships with these young females where the two chimps leave the group and remain alone for days at a time.

			Taking a step back, it becomes apparent that instead of one promiscuous mating behavior, chimpanzees practice a mix of three: 1) promiscuous, non-competitive mating by all males with an obviously fertile female; 2) possessive mate guarding by alpha males and their lieutenants with the most desirable females; and 3) monogamish consortships between younger lower ranking males and females.

			Marx and Engels were right about one aspect of our prehistoric ancestors: They needed to be in large social groups to survive. Chimpanzees are highly territorial, with all-male subgroups spending significant time patrolling the boundaries of their territory. Male chimps also organize into raiding parties where they invade enemy territory, kill the resident males, then claim the females in the new territory as their own. A single male protecting a harem of females would never survive this environment dominated by cohesive male bands.

			As genetically similar as chimpanzees are to humans, however, their habitat is largely confined to the savannas and tropical forests of equatorial Africa. Humans, on the other hand, have become the dominant predator on all seven continents.

			What revolutionary change occurred among our common ancestors with chimpanzees that allowed us to move out of the forests of Africa and conquer the world beyond?

			Human see, Human do

			Humans are not the strongest animals. A fully grown 400-pound silverback gorilla is six times as strong as the average male human.

			Nor are they the fastest. Cheetahs can run up to seventy miles per hour while humans max out at under thirty.

			Humans don’t even have the biggest brains in the animal kingdom. That honor goes to sperm whales with an average eighteen-pound brain compared to our average three pounds.

			But it turns out that when it comes to intelligence, size doesn’t matter. Ratio is what is important when trying to estimate the relative intelligence of mammals. And the ratio of human brain mass to the rest of our body shows that we are the brainiest on the planet. Our fifty-to-one body to brain mass ratio is well above the 180-to-one average ratio for other mammals, and far above birds whose average body-to-brain mass ratio is 220-to-one.

			It is not just the relative size of your brain that matters, it’s what you do with it that counts. And humans excel at a particular kind of intelligence: social intelligence.

			Social intelligence is kind of like your ability to cooperate with and, more importantly, learn from others. It includes the ability to communicate so you can influence the behavior of others; it includes social learning, which is the ability to watch how other people perform tasks successfully and then copy their behavior; and it includes the ability to deduce the perspectives of others, so you can understand their goals and how they see the world.

			Another kind of intelligence is your ability to understand and anticipate the physical world. This includes skills like the ability to count and add (quantitative reasoning); the ability to remember where things are and be able to rotate them in your mind (spatial reasoning); and to recognize how a simple tool like a stick could be used to help retrieve an object (causal reasoning).

			A team of anthropologists from Europe and the United States even developed a series of tests they called the Primate Cognition Test Battery and gave it to 106 chimpanzees from Uganda and the Republic of Congo, thirty-two orangutans from Borneo, and 105 children from Leipzig, Germany.11 The researchers chose to test children so they could better capture inherent human intelligence before it was enhanced by formal education.

			The average chimpanzee outperformed the average human child on both the causal and quantitative physical intelligence tests with the average human just barely edging out the chimpanzees in spatial reasoning. The orangutans closely trailed both species in all three tests but were almost equal in quantitative reasoning.

			The social intelligence results were a different story. The human children were solidly ahead of both chimpanzees and orangutans in the communication and theory of mind tests, but the humans trounced the other apes in the social learning test. That is our real competitive advantage: watching others successfully complete tasks and then copying what they do.

			It’s not that other animals don’t learn from others. They absolutely do. Gibbons, orangutans, gorillas, chimpanzees, and bonobos all must teach their young how to build nests to sleep in at night. Crows learn where to find food by watching other birds. Some species of fish are known to find faster swimming routes by following other swimmers.

			Animals do learn to master their surroundings through social learning. But humans are just much better at it. More importantly, as a group we have demonstrated a much stronger capacity for cumulative cultural learning.

			Cumulative cultural learning means that we are able to remember, practice, and experiment with existing cultural changes at a high enough rate so that not only are cultural changes preserved for future generations, but those future generations can then create new cultural innovations that build off previous generations’ existing tool set.

			Through this ongoing process the total number of cultural innovations held by a group of people far exceeds the ability of any single human to invent everything a group knows in just one lifetime.

			We can see the power of cumulative cultural learning by taking a closer look at how native peoples survive in some of the world’s harshest climates.

			Take the Inuit who survive throughout the Arctic, including on King William Island in Canada where the average high temperature in the winter months is minus twenty degrees Fahrenheit. In his book, The Secret of Our Success, Harvard University professor Joseph Henrich writes:

			Let’s briefly consider just a few of the Inuit cultural adaptations that you would need to figure out to survive on King William Island. To hunt seals, you first have to find their breathing holes in the ice. It’s important that the area around the hole be snow covered—otherwise the seals will hear you and vanish. You then open the hole, smell it to verify that it’s still in use (what do seals smell like?), and then assess the shape of the hole using a special piece of caribou antler. The hole is then covered with snow, save for a small gap
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