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I found myself uncharacteristically reluctant to start this chapter. It discusses the 
subject towards which I have the least optimistic outlook – mankind’s propensity for 
violence. If we are hard-wired to fight, as some would suggest; if violence is a genetic 
component of Homo sapiens, then how are we to evolve beyond it? It is certainly a 
fundamental aspect of human behaviour, for we witness violence everywhere, from 
the earliest historical records through to the present day. Evolve we must, however, if 
we are even to imagine a utopian society, let alone create one. 

War is like agriculture, something we already did in a simple form but with new 
features: permanency and social organisation. Our ancestors - ape and proto-human 
- collected food in hunter-gatherer societies for millions of years, presumably on 
an on-demand basis. In the same way, our ancestors fought sporadic skirmishes 
over territory, social rank and choice of mate, the conflict defined largely by the 
coincidence of bumping into someone you could fight with. With the emergence 
of agriculture and a settled way of life, the organisational skills that made farming 
and trade possible could also be applied to conflict. For the first time, there was a 
pool of people who stayed in one place, who could be organised to attack an equally 
stationary pool of people in another. War was tribal skirmish formalised, with 
the added bonus of rape and pillage for the winning team. Impregnating women 
from other tribes or societies strengthened the gene pool, while the booty was an 
appropriation of excess, another concept made possible by settlement, in the form of 
stored food and artefacts that nomadic societies could neither keep nor carry. For the 
first time, man could plot the profitable long-term subjugation of another society, 
rather than simply scare them off from the local watering hole. The planting of fields 
and building of shelters by another social group meant that its people were going to 
stay put. If it was possible to enslave them, you could also tax their efforts; if not, just 
appropriate their crops, burn or occupy the houses, kill the men, abduct the women 
and steal the livestock.

The founding of settled societies must also have advanced the concept of enemies. 
Enmity requires a target, an identity, and knowledge of it; we can’t hate what we don’t 
recognise, although we can certainly fear it. Hatred is learned, acquired and nurtured, 
which is hard to do if the enemy always moves on, erratically replaced by new ones 
from time to time. Another thing it’s hard to do unless you live in a settled society 
is to codify combat, and improve on the techniques of organised warfare through 
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the generations. Hunting packs display primitive military organisation; they probe 
for weakness, separate herds into manageable targets, attack on two or more fronts, 
lay ambushes and spring traps. These are evolutionary characteristics, skills learned, 
honed and passed on for thousands of generations. Once the methods were efficient 
enough to sustain the pack, they probably stayed the same for millennia, adapting 
only to changes in climate, geography or prey.

Mankind has exceeded all the limits that seem to apply to other species. We hardly 
hunt or fight like our ancestors did. We strive always to improve our ability to inflict 
violence, and technology has for ever been the tool with which we hone these terrible 
skills. In some ways, I can understand why some people so dislike evolutionary 
theory. It’s dull to look back into the distant past of our race and see a long trail, here 
and there brightly lit by our incandescent fury; in other places, shrouded in cruel 
shadows. Is it really possible that the modern manifestations of war are simply an 
analogue of the alpha-male exhibiting his genitals to the females, pulling faces at the 
other males and screeching at the top of his voice? Or is it territorial: George W. Bush 
and his nuclear penis, ever-ready to fuck your motherland at the push of a button, 
rock hard on his military-strength Viagra, his howling and threatening gestures 
magnified and relayed to the whole world by the microphone and the TV camera?

�
If settled society enabled warfare, then its institutions became the facilitators of 
war. In autocratic societies, rulers were under no obligation to explain themselves, 
for slaves have no right to appeal, no vote and no forum. This is no longer the case; 
democracy, education and a ubiquitous media require our leaders to justify their 
acts or lose the support of the polity. They do so all too glibly, and we are on to their 
tricks. Yet, as I have argued elsewhere, any attempt to change an institution from 
within is doomed to failure. In this case, we must look to the individual’s predilection 
for violence for a solution; such extremes as warfare oblige our institutions to reflect 
the consensual values of the societies they serve. These days, without a society’s 
support, wars are proving politically costly to engage in. We could do ourselves a big 
favour by refusing to support institutionalised violence, but in order to accomplish 
this convincingly we must first renounce violence between individuals. We must take 
the lead, seize the moral high-ground and maintain our occupation of it, by force if 
necessary…OK, just kidding.

Violence is just another weapon in the social armoury, another tool for dealing with 
the world. We have become completely isolated from the uses of violence that made 
it a practical human trait. It must have been of evolutionary benefit, or else violent 
behaviour would have been eliminated by natural selection. In particular, we must 



�
The Other End of 
History - Part �

look back to a time when we were not at the top of the food chain. When a species 
is vulnerable to predation, as humans were from any number of large animals, 
violence is required to turn a man from hunted to hunter, to choose fight instead 
of flight. Accordingly, evolution favours the strong, the quick and the brave; to 
this day the tradition of the warrior-king is still honoured in all societies, albeit at a 
mythical remove in the west. The hunt was most common act of violence in primitive 
societies. Many would be involved: in at the kill. Hardly any of us these days have 
to catch or kill our food, and any attempt to do so would make most of us vomit. 
Even butchering a carcass and removing entrails is beyond many; our supermarket 
mentality demands that our food be sterile, abstract, bloodless, gutless, and as far 
removed from the death of an actual living creature as possible. 

While we are several steps removed from atavistic violence towards our food, the same 
could not be said of violence towards other people. For most of our ancient pre-
history as a race, violence was the ultimate resolution of all arguments; again, with 
the advent of settled societies, inter-personal violence became the unacceptable face of 
civic dispute. It was also alarmingly infectious; two men having a fight could quickly 
lead to a riot running through a town or city, because no-one likes to miss a good 
punch-up. Necessarily, personal violence was steadily proscribed by laws and religions, 
while legalised violence on behalf of the ruler, state and church was sanctioned in its 
place. However, while war is conducted by armies, killing is done by individuals; in 
its own name, war does truly terrible things to all the people caught up in it. War’s 
immediacy, the visceral life and death struggle, the coursing, volatile  mixture of 
fear and fatigue, despair and elation, the glory of survival itself; these are the oldest 
and most powerful feelings we can have. The hunt and the hunted; interchangeable 
roles in the rituals of warfare that replaced a lost way of life, the primal thrill now 
induced, in modern humanistic terms, by the most immoral thing we can do: kill 
another person. Into the cleft between such paradoxical positions our conscience gets 
jammed, and with it our humanity.

Because in my mind the gulf appears so great between a man like myself, who has 
never taken the life of another man, and one who has, I have imagined the existence 
of a two-tier society that favours the man who has crossed the most moral line, at the 
expense of the man who can only contemplate doing so. It’s as if those who had killed 
had, without volition, joined a secret society of much harder, more realistic and more 
effective people, a group who were not only prepared to impose the ultimate sanction 
on another, but already had. I have always supposed that after you have pulled that 
first trigger, the repercussions of a second killing are merely a dull echo of the trauma 
of the first. My other supposition was that living in a society where more people had 
taken a life than not would be a damn precarious existence. Then I realised I had lived 
in one myself.
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I grew up during the 1950s and 60s. Looking back even as late as my early working 
life, nearly all the middle-aged men around me were dour, sober, sensible, grey, self-
disciplined, formal and formally dressed, given to little introspection, hard-working 
and self-sacrificing. They demonstrated a sense of community and brotherhood, 
acknowledged an un-stated and generous commonality unrecognisable to modern 
society. They respected, in everyone of the same age, the durability and wisdom 
bestowed only on the survivors of the most terrible conflict the world had ever seen. 
I now think their sobriety was a testament to the service most of them saw during 
World War II. Many of the men I knew as a child must have killed another man in 
combat, by rifle and bayonet, by bomb, artillery shell, depth-charge and torpedo, 
although no-one ever spoke of such things. Nor did they speak much about all the 
comrades killed at their side. These men were called on to make a life-long sacrifice 
in our name, and to live with the knowledge of what they had done. It is still chilling 
to hear some benign old grandfather figure dispassionately detail the appalling things 
they were compelled to do, acts entirely at odds with the image of the kindly figure 
speaking, or the inevitable tears, distress and remorse their recall invokes.

The awful irony is that their experiences seem to have ennobled these generations, 
made better citizens out of them. They saw for themselves what the real options were; 
never had the end of civilisation been more clearly foreseen, so all-encompassing was 
the destruction. Out of the ruins of two world wars, they elected to build a better 
world, and with a clear enough vision of what they wanted, those two decades saw 
the rise of more attempts at egalitarian social improvement than at any previous time, 
with the added bonus of a cultural revolution of some considerable merit – even 
though the generations that made it possible found their new world rather noisy, 
tasteless and terribly dressed. (There was, incidentally, another influence at work on 
us all – this was the time of the cold war, of Mutually Assured Destruction. There 
was an atmosphere in the 60s and 70s that I liken to the madly optimistic flippancy 
of the 20s in America, the period leading up to the Wall Street crash of 1929. I 
wonder if, out of our universal nuclear terror, we didn’t throw ourselves more vitally 
into the business of living, defying our fear of instant obliteration by investing all 
our hopes in the future). Sometimes I feel that I witnessed the zenith of mankind’s 
achievements, the apex of our civilisation, at around 11.09 in the morning of the 
18th of September, 1970, although I can’t be precise about it. 

It’s been a rather slippery slope since then. We seem trivial in comparison to 
those who came before, with little or no understanding of the realities of war 
and destruction. It doesn’t really touch us, despite the vicarious thrill we get from 
watching it on TV or acting out our fantasies in a computer game. We are safe on our 
sofas, so we can afford to be indignant and condemnatory while we keep the guilty 
secret of how we come by our ersatz thrills. We might feel rather less complacent 
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and less entertained if we lived with the fear that a tank shell could destroy the wall 
behind the TV at any moment, through which hole a TV crew can point a camera 
so that everyone else can enjoy real-time images of soldiers shooting our parents, 
husbands, wives, children, us. Wake up and smell the cordite!

�
The old chestnut about not learning from history turns out to be regrettably 
ambiguous. I thought it meant we should learn that wars and violence are the 
absolutely worst of all possible responses and stop doing it, not that what we should 
learn is how to kick the other butt more cunningly, or how to invent a bigger, 
smarter boot. History demonstrates that war is self-replicating. War reinforces all 
the detrimental polar relationships that lead to more war; oppressor and oppressed, 
winners and losers, rich and poor, victor and vanquished, hopeful and hopeless. We 
must become free of war or perish, because we have become rather too good at it. The 
next global conflict is likely to be our last.

Now, since I have argued that war is waged by institutions, and that these social 
entities must be undermined rather than reformed, I would like to address the 
actions of individuals that I believe could make warring institutions obsolete. It is a 
topical approach, because the “new war” is not between nation-states, but between 
conflicting ideologies of state and individual – what we call terrorism if we’re on the 
receiving end, or the fight for freedom if we are the perpetrators. I don’t think many 
of us realise how much we incorporate the ethos of the terrorist in everyday life. To 
my mind, there is little difference excepting scale between the political fury of the car 
bomber and the social road-rage of the travelling salesman. Both are prepared to use 
violence to express their anger, dissatisfaction, political or social disillusion, although 
the politically-motivated may have rather less trivial motives than the man in the 
white van. That said, both use the threat of aggression as an means to intimidate, 
both believe their only recourse when reason fails is to violence (although some apply 
reason rather less diligently than others), both are motivated by a belief they are being 
used badly, by governments or by other drivers, and they share the notion that they 
have a right to impose punitive unilateral sanctions on other individuals where they 
perceive the rule of law or the highway code has failed them. When people live in 
fear of violence from people disposed to employ it indiscriminately, they are all the 
victims of terrorism. 

There are some important shadings that differentiate political and social terrorism. 
Violent political acts by individuals or small groups are usually directed at common 
targets; a military or political institution, at economic or social stability, or at 
particular people or groups by way of revenge. Political terrorism is based on 
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conflicting ideologies, where violence is seen as the only viable alternative to dialogue. 
It has become more sophisticated, in that the historically simple ambition – to sow 
fear or kill the enemy – has been replaced by complex assessments of combined 
social and economic chaos, the effects of scale, cost-effective collateral damage and 
the sowing of ideological confusion. The effect of scale is worthy of particular note. 
The destruction of the World Trade Centre has proved a new, far more frightening 
tactic (and therefore considerably more effective from the terrorist’s point of view). 
For the first time, terrorism has deployed technology against us on the grand scale, 
and achieved the grossly disproportionate results that only technology can provide. 
The economic costs incurred since 9/11 have been staggering, and still rising. The 
average man now fears, not stray bombs and madmen with guns, but terrible gases 
and radiation from dirty nukes. This is the technology – ours – most likely to be used 
against us in the future; how much more fearful could they have made us?

If it were not for 9/11, I don’t think the US and Britain would have invaded Iraq. 
However, any claim that this was a strike against terrorism, or that the invasion of 
Iraq will in any way diminish terrorism, is contemptible. How little logic does it take 
to work out that the invasion and occupation of an Islamic country by the Islamic 
east’s most feared, hated and reviled enemy, is the perfect recruitment opportunity 
for any fundamental group? Hot youth, a bit of indoctrination, a clear and present 
danger, convenient geography; Jihad in the making: Iraq and Palestine the catalysts, 
the whole world the victim. 

Terrorism is an impossible threat to counter militarily. As the US are discovering, 
developing intelligence assets in Islamic countries is more or less impossible, for a 
pretty obvious reason – Islam is a powerful, loyal, communal faith, practised with 
a contemporary piety Christianity would kill to have. This is not a people given 
to betraying their faith by betraying each other, not to the CIA anyway. (Between 
tribes and sects, things are rather more complex). Terrorists are also rather difficult to 
identify, since they wear no uniform. They are highly mobile, cheap to run and arm, 
have no heavy equipment and therefore few logistical problems, work in small groups 
and blend in with their surroundings, all the exact opposite of standard military 
operations.  In another demonstration of how, by adopting the methods of the 
enemy we become that which we oppose, the only effective counter-measure against 
terrorists has been small, mobile, lightly-equipped and highly-trained units that, 
discounting the uniforms and helicopters, are all but identical to any other group of 
terrorists. Just less indiscriminate…most of the time. It’s all a matter of who writes 
the history; today’s terrorist is tomorrow’s president of a united Ireland. You never 
can tell. Unless, of course, the SAS kills him first. Is this pre-emptive democracy in 
action?

The irony is that, as our world leaders throw their huge armies at the individual, the 
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logical solution, the only possible effective strategy, is to address the root causes of 
terrorism. Military defence is plainly unsuited to the task of engaging in asymmetric 
warfare, and offence is very inefficient unless you designate a whole country as a 
target. If you ask why people are willing to do such awful things, and discount 
the madmen – nothing will ever appease or prevent them – the basic reason is the 
terrorist’s extreme unhappiness, their shocking anger. They may have legitimate 
grievances, or they may be pursuing extreme ideological aims, and any number of 
shades in between; in this domain, everyone’s hat is grey. Understanding, respect 
and appreciation would go a long way to resolving any number of conflicts, qualities 
singularly lacking in US foreign policy, which is entirely dominated by self-interest, 
much to the disgust of the Islamic world. How detached from real concerns must the 
realpolitik be, to push so many ordinary people into committing acts of terrorism, 
especially when they give their own lives in doing so? After all, they can’t all be mad 
people, can they? And even if they were, should we not try to understand what made 
them that way? They were not born into this world wanting to blow themselves up, 
and us with them.

Conciliation is the only possible way to reduce terrorism, but to eliminate it requires 
a fundamental change in human perspective and social values, and will not happen 
until the profit-motive, with its greed, fear and iniquity, no longer subverts our every 
act. In the meantime, it is incumbent on the US to review its position. Its sphere of 
influence is expanding rapidly, while promoting a form of global colonialism through 
trade. If its economic might were not sufficiently formidable, US trade is backed up 
by the greatest military force on Earth, whose real purpose is to protect and enforce 
the right of the US to trade anywhere they want, entirely on their own terms. The US 
military also claim dedication to creating a safer world – which, coincidentally, is also 
a safer world to trade in. Are they really so short on introspection that they still don’t 
understand what’s pissing everyone off? No-one likes a bully, especially one whose 
dad can nuke your dad. In the world’s playground, there’s no answer to that. Except 
terrorism.

I say that conciliation is the only way to reduce terrorism, but there is another 
possibility, rather cynical, but one that makes economic sense. When you consider 
the costs of war – just the financial costs – but including what happens to the world 
economy, one can see plainly that war is very expensive. The day before I wrote this, 
it was said that 50 billion dollars was lost on the world markets due to the concerns 
over war in Iraq. Since then, amounts that are hard to conceive have been wasted. 
How much more could it cost to buy off a dictator, any dictator? If you offered 
George W. Bush 50 billion dollars to resign the US presidency immediately, what do 
you reckon his answer would be? It is a shockingly large amount of money, after all. 
And if you might be able to buy the US president, who couldn’t you do a deal with 
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– not Saddam Hussein, that’s for sure? And wouldn’t it be cheaper in the long run? 
Would less people not be killed? Perhaps this is a frivolous idea; I don’t really know. 
What I am certain of is that the cause and effect relationships that inform political 
terrorism are too complex to unravel, too fractured and diverse to oppose. Terrorism 
cannot be countered directly for this reason, so we must seek ways to undermine its 
motives without resorting to confrontation, because we will always lose.

�
Social terrorism is a different creature altogether. The only ideology it recognises is 
that of being self-serving, and the target is usually other individuals. Sometimes the 
target can also be recognised as a group of people, delineated by race, affiliation or 
simple geography – football hooliganism comes to mind here – but there is no agenda 
behind the violence. The violence is the agenda. Racial terrorism requires a colour and 
a weapon, but not a reason; the individual victim is a cipher, not a person. Perhaps 
there is some ancient tribal blood flowing through these acts, but in a social context 
it scares the shit out of everyone, resulting in widespread terror, great expense and a 
future clouded in anxiety – in other words, both political and social terrorism achieve 
the same ends. 

As I said earlier, I understand why people don’t like the genetic legacy theory. I can’t 
say I like the notion that our society is a hugely inflated version of primate social 
structure, and that the violence humans employ is the legacy of male challenges to 
ape hierarchies and the alpha male. It’s a kind of determinism that, if true, also means 
that violence is so integral to human behaviour that we will never rid ourselves of it, 
and this I cannot accept. I must admit, if you watch enough wildlife programs about 
our simian relatives, it’s hard not to see the same patterns of behaviour in chimp 
society as you see in business organisations, military and governmental institutions. 
For example, consider the fact that many people meet their mate while at work, 
where status is so important (everyone’s a manager these days). Is it coincidence? I 
don’t know, but while it is certainly curious, I also think it doesn’t matter, because 
what is important to my argument is not what was, but what could be. We have 
choice, we have free will, and we can educate ourselves to improve our understanding 
of what we choose and how others are affected. It is not outlandish to suggest that 
this is what society is made of. We choose to live in groups, we choose to follow rules 
that make living together possible, we learn in order to improve our choices – of 
environment, occupation, mate, security – we try to enhance society, improve the 
quality of life and seek to understand how our actions will impact on others. We can 
also choose to reject violence; we are sufficiently distant from our primeval past not to 
be forever primed for violence as the first resort rather than the last. We must choose.
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We need help, too. Violence is so deep-rooted in human behaviour that we can hardly 
just think ourselves out of the problem. What we can do is educate ourselves out 
of it. I regard violence as a form of communication, containing the most primitive 
message and conveyed using the most direct method available. The message is: “I am 
dominant”, a claim proved by victory, when the opponent either retreats and signals 
submission, is incapacitated or killed. As communication, we can seek to improve our 
methods through education. We need to put this argument over and over again, until 
people understand that there is a reason to eschew violence; that we profit from doing 
so. The reason is this: society is not comprised exclusively of potential challenges, all 
interactions ruled by enmity and struggle. Society also represents the potential for co-
operation, one of the defining features of civilisation. Working together, sharing ideas 
and views; in short, communicating, brings strength and dignity to all those who 
engage in it. The better we are at it; the more we understand the other point of view 
and the person behind it, the more we gain for ourselves in the process. Mankind 
is a vain creature, and we do admire our own prowess in all things. Perhaps if the 
violently inclined were brought to the view that their violent acts were incompetent 
communications, they might reconsider. Then again, perhaps not. As I said, this is 
not a subject for which optimism seems appropriate, for there is neither a simple, nor 
global, solution; the rejection of violence is entirely at the discretion of the individual.

�
I reject violence for a simple reason; I’m short. We small but perfectly formed people 
are rarely foolish enough to throw our weight around, because we don’t have much 
mass, bounce comically off our opponents, and get beaten up with tedious regularity. 
Picking a fight is like kicking yourself in the arse. When I was younger, I looked for 
ways to even the scales, but short of arming myself, the only answer was to take up a 
martial art.

I did study a martial art for a short while, with very inconclusive results. It was 
quicker, it turned out, to put all my effort into becoming a very fast sprinter, and 
considerably less painful. Some knowledge of martial arts did allow me to conjecture 
that the world would be a much more peaceful place if we all did a bit of Karate, 
Kung-fu or whatever. On the face of it, enhanced peace sounds counter-intuitive as a 
product of learning how to fight, reminiscent of the claims of military ideologues in 
support of the doctrine of deterrence. I raise the issue here because, if we are to live 
with our inherently violent instincts, perhaps we need to find a way to redirect them.

It is said that sport is a ritualised form of conflict, a remnant of the Roman games 
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with the killing exorcised. I am less certain, for there is a world of difference between 
competition and conflict. Sport is certainly competition ritualised, but competition 
is not a human trait that should be dismissed. While it is true that we go too far, 
and sometimes resort to violence in competitive extremes, we also struggle to learn 
and improve in competition with ideals, heroes, virtuosos and leaders. Another key 
part of our genetic inheritance makes itself known when our chief ambition after 
eating a meal is to lie down in the sun and sleep. We could browse away our lives, but 
instead of sleeping in the sun, many of us voluntarily engage in hard tasks, and are 
prepared to spend years perfecting abstract skills like playing the piano or learning 
how to paint. In short, we often choose to exert ourselves for our own pleasure, and 
competition is one of the driving forces that push us onward, even though, in the 
end, it must be abandoned if greatness is to be achieved. The final mile is always run 
alone, with no-one else to make the pace.

Some sports ritualise violence as well as competitiveness. The most obvious are 
fighting sports, like boxing or wrestling. Some contact sports are quite violent, like 
American Football or European rugby, but that’s as far as it goes; soccer is at the 
exact half-way point between athletic competition and combat. There is no ritual 
violence in athletics (unless you count the throwing events). Yet the energy and 
discipline required, the effort and concentration, and all the training required to 
achieve any sporting aims, may well put the sportsman at a remove from violence. It 
certainly does in martial arts, which is why I single it out as the most effective way of 
harnessing energy normally expended through acts of violence, although perhaps any 
sport taken seriously and practiced with rigor may bring about the same outcome.

The aim of all martial arts is philosophical; through training so rigorous the body 
reacts automatically without any interference by the mind, the practitioner can 
transcend the normal performance limits of human physiology, and not merely in 
combat. The method used to gain this degree of mastery also takes account of our lazy 
disposition. Combat in learning situations soon wakes up the most somnambulant 
pupil, because the result of inattention is that you get clobbered. Nothing quite gets 
one’s attention like pain. If you stick with it, this is a very efficient teaching method, 
but it is something for which you must volunteer. I can’t see it used in state schools, 
for example, although the imagination can draw some amusing sketches from the 
incongruity.

A curious thing happens to those who assiduously practice fighting skills. They find 
peace in themselves, a product of their discipline. They are less troubled, less inclined 
to compete, less confrontational, and the more skilled they become, the less they 
are inclined to use their fighting abilities for real. The very indiscipline out of which 
violence emerges is the same behaviour a martial arts expert has learned to control, 
out of necessity. Loss of control in combat is entirely, and painfully, self-defeating. 
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Through discipline, the anger that accompanies violence is tamed but not broken, 
for it is the cousin of passion, the vital engine of human experience. With practice, 
the energy that would be directed into self-defeating anger and the violence that is 
its expression, is instead redirected into something far more useful, more productive. 
Perhaps we should all recognise that the energy we misdirect through violence can, 
and should, be trained and harnessed from youth, as part of an individual’s duty to 
society.

�
We need something to spur us towards a more peaceful future, to overcome 
our genetic disposition. Our distaste is simply not enough, as history clearly 
demonstrates. The profit-motive is a poor motivator, for it enshrines entirely the 
wrong values in its combative nature, its hierarchies and internal competitiveness, 
self-serving ethos, status and wealth, even the ability of commerce to drive nations 
to war in its name. None of these attributes could conceivably reduce the amount of 
violence in society. We need a greater ambition, a purpose that, by its very nature, 
precludes violence as a contribution. That ambition is to create a utopia. Without 
a dream of this scale and benevolent purpose, what is there to make us change our 
ways? While we seek only to patch up the antiquated machinery of today’s society, 
we are thereby obliged to patch up the manifestations of violence. We do this by 
suppression; more jails, more armed police, more laws, less freedom and less personal 
responsibility. The inevitable consequence of the state trying to suppress human 
behaviour is tyranny, the police-state and military rule. When people abrogate their 
civic responsibilities, the state is obliged to enforce the citizen’s observance of them. 
If we cannot control our violence, the state will attempt to control it for us. To do 
so, they will watch us ever more closely, gather all there is to know about us, and use 
this information against us whenever it suits their purposes to do so. If we complain, 
they will point to social disorder as the ailment that requires their totalitarian remedy, 
and ask us which we would rather have, more state control or more violence? Public 
gatherings will eventually be outlawed with rare exceptions, pseudo-martial law will 
be imposed more often, and police and military forces will become identical and 
interchangeable. We will bring this loss of liberties on ourselves if we don’t stop acting 
like our primate forebears, because in human societies, monkeys are always kept in a 
cage.

 


