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COALITIONARY PROACTIVE AGGRESSION
AND HUMAN NATURE: INTERDISCIPLINARY
APPROACH

Abstract: The aim of this paper is to provide an interdisciplinary examination of coa-
litionary proactive aggression in humans, a topic particularly addressed by anthropologist
Richard Wrangham within the context of comparative primatology. This type of aggression
is most closely aligned with the concepts of organized or collective violence in sociology
and manifests as coordinated human actions directed towards achieving a specific goal,
often resulting in the injury or killing of individuals, groups, or entire societies. Historical
examples of this type of aggression include ritual sacrifices and punishments, massacres,
concentration camps, warfare, and actions of state organs such as the military and police,
entities that hold a monopoly on violence. The primary question this paper seeks to answer
is whether this form of aggression is inherent to human nature. Consequently, a necessary
part of the paper is a philosophical-theoretical discussion regarding the (non)existence of
human nature and universal properties of human behaviour related to aggression. This is
followed by a review of theories on coalitionary proactive aggression encompassing various
fields, including primatology, and sociology. Studying this form of aggression is critically
important, as its mechanisms are often latent, where aggression may not always be apparent
in individual behaviour, yet the cumulative actions of individuals result in violent outcomes.

Keywords: coalitionary proactive aggression, organized violence, human nature,
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INTRODUCTION

The central issue in discussing the relationship between aggression and human na-
ture is not whether humans are violent, but rather what kind of aggression is characteristic
of them. Beyond an examination of human history and prehistory, this question can be
illuminated through a comparative perspective, particularly by analyzing human aggres-
sion in relation to that of other animals, most notably primates. Drawing on research into
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the aggressive behaviour of chimpanzees and bonobos, primatologist and anthropologist
Richard Wrangham (Wrangham, 2019) argues that humans are less prone to direct physical
violence than these two closest primate relatives. While bonobos exhibit lower levels of
aggression than chimpanzees, they remain more inclined toward violent encounters than
humans. Within the framework of comparative primatology, Wrangham suggests that
humans display a distinct predisposition for a particular form of aggression—coalitionary
proactive aggression. Unlike impulsive or reactive behaviour, this type of aggression is
characterized by deliberate planning and cooperation, manifesting as coordinated collec-
tive violence directed at individuals or groups (Wrangham & Peterson, 1996; Wrangham,
2019). In complex social contexts, numerous mechanisms exist through which individuals,
groups, organizations, and states inflict harm on others, either individually or collectively
(Imbusch, 2003). A widely used classification distinguishes between (1) self-directed vi-
olence, (2) interpersonal violence, and (3) collective violence (WHO, 2021). Aggression,
a concept closely related to violence, is most commonly defined as hostile and/or violent
behaviour toward others, or as a disposition to attack or confront (Cambridge Dictionary).
The concept is frequently employed in ethology and psychology, where aggression is generally
divided into two categories: proactive (controlled, instrumental, predatory) and reactive
(impulsive, uncontrolled, defensive) aggression (Wrangham, 2018: 246). Reactive aggres-
sion constitutes an impulsive response to perceived threats and is typically accompanied
by emotional arousal such as fear or anger. Proactive aggression, in contrast, is deliberate,
calculated, and goal-oriented. Among humans, it is often associated with diminished
emotional sensitivity, a lack of empathy for victims, and the frequent absence of remorse.
This form of aggression is most often directed toward those outside one’s own group or
those perceived as different (McDonald, Navarrete & Van Vugt, 2012; Wrangham, 2018).

The boundary between violence and aggression remains conceptually blurred, and
within the social sciences these terms are often employed interchangeably. One of the few
distinctions can be found in sociological theories, where aggression is more often linked
to individual acts of violence, whereas collective violence is treated as analytically distinct
(Tilly, 2003). This article, however, advances the position that collective violence should
likewise be understood as a form of aggressive behaviour.

Collective violence is generally identified by the number of actors involved, its en-
actment in the public sphere (although it can also remain latent), and a certain degree of
organization. It involves larger groups of people rather than small collectives. When small
groups engage in violent acts, such cases are more readily classified as delinquency or street
violence, i.e., interpersonal violence (Imbusch, 2003). The most prominent manifestations
of collective violence include uprisings, violent mass protests, revolutions, (civil) wars,
terrorism, and genocide. Since collective violence is associated with the macro-social
level - institutions, organizations, and the state apparatus —sociologists often regard it as
qualitatively different from interpersonal violence (Malesevi¢, 2010).

Unlike interpersonal violence, the study of collective violence necessitates attention
to structural and organizational dimensions, ideological frameworks, and the degree of
coordination among actors (Tilly, 2003; Malesevi¢, 2010). The agents of collective violence
are not only individuals, but also the state apparatus (Tilly, 1985; Skocpol, 1976), broader
social structures (Galtung, 1969), and symbolic systems (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990).
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From the perspective of evolutionary psychology, collective violence—or coalition-
ary proactive aggression—emerges through the coordinated cooperation of individuals
who harm, injure, or kill others in pursuit of a shared goal (Buss & Shackelford, 1997). It
is hypothesized that such aggression evolved because coordinated group action enabled
humans to gain more efficient access to valuable resources while enhancing reproductive
success (Buss & Shackelford, 1997). Although many animal species possess the social and
organizational capacity for coalitionary proactive aggression, very few display it in practice.
For this reason, scholars argue that such aggression is uniquely human and represents an
integral element of human nature (Wrangham, 2019).

THE QUESTION OF HUMAN NATURE AND
COALITIONARY PROACTIVE AGGRESSION

Human nature can be understood as a complex interplay of universal behavioural
tendencies shaped by genes, individual characteristics, and the environment. This does not
exclude the uniqueness of every human being, meaning that universal human predisposi-
tions are not equally expressed in every individual.

The concept of human nature is interpreted differently across scientific disciplines
and is not universally accepted. Debates about human nature in philosophy, biology, and
the social sciences are marked by disagreements and controversies. Definitions of human
nature depend on various criteria, including beliefs about the qualitative difference be-
tween humans and other animals; the relationship between humans and technology; the
duality of nature and society; truth and universal laws; and the interplay between biology,
evolutionary theory, and the social sciences.

In addition to human nature, philosophy has long engaged with the question of the
“state of nature”. This term usually refers to the condition that preceded sedentary human
life, namely the long prehistoric period when humans lived as hunter-gatherers. Authors
generally assume that life in modern societies has significantly altered human nature. From
an evolutionary perspective, human social life developed gradually, along with universal
psychological mechanisms whose sum is considered to constitute human nature (Sanderson,
2014). Even social phenomena often labelled as revolutionary did not occur suddenly, nor
did they transform human behaviour within a short span of time.

From a neo-Darwinian standpoint, there is no qualitative difference between humans
and other animals; humans are, in fact, animals. Thus, it is possible to identify essentially
similar behavioural patterns in humans and other species that define their nature (Wilson,
1978). The biological conception of human nature is grounded in Darwin’s assumption of
variation, according to which the difference between humans and other primates lies only
in the degree of particular characteristics (Darwin, 1859/2009; 1871/1981). This view was
later confirmed through genetic research within the framework of the modern synthesis.

Within this context, aggressive behaviour can be regarded as one of the human uni-
versals. No human society exists in which some form of interpersonal or collective violence
is absent (Brown, 1991). Moreover, violence has been an integral part of human social life
from prehistory through all stages of social development, from hunter-gatherer groups to
modern societies (Sanderson, 2014:192). Violence and aggression can thus be considered
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fundamental elements of human nature (Wilson, 1978), as well as of the nature of other
animals (Wilson, 1975/2000). This does not imply that all humans are equally aggressive,
nor that humans are constantly violent, nor that aggression is the sole feature of social life.
Humans are also capable of compassion, sociability, and altruism.

The key scientific and philosophical question regarding the relationship between
aggression and human nature is whether humans are more inclined toward cooperative
behavioural patterns (such as solidarity, kindness, and empathy) or competitive patterns
(such as hostility, aggression, and conflict). In line with this question, two major perspectives
on human nature have developed in philosophy, biology, and the social sciences, drawing
from the theories of Hobbes (Hobbes, 1651) and Rousseau (Rousseau, 1755/1992). Both
approaches are rather one-sided, as are many interpretations in the social sciences, which
often emphasize their differences rather than their similarities. For instance, one similar-
ity is that both assume an early, wild, and isolated form of human life, in contrast to the
complex, large-scale societies of today.

From a Hobbesian perspective, humans are naturally selfish, competitive, and ag-
gressive, requiring a form of authority to maintain peace and order. In modern society, this
authority is embodied in the state and its instruments of coercion (Tilly, 1985). Hobbes’s
ideas resonate with scholars in evolutionary psychology and history who argue that modern
societies are witnessing a general decline in violence due to institutional and moral progress
(see: Gat, 2008; Pinker, 2011; Muchembled, 2015). In addition to the Hobbesian view, social
sciences also include the philosophy of “aggressionism”, which holds that humans possess
an innate propensity for war in order to defend or advance their interests (Moseley, 2002).

By contrast, the Rousseauian perspective suggests that humans are naturally good,
peaceful, cooperative, and compassionate, but that social life as we know it has compelled
them to display competitiveness and aggression. In relation to this, debates in the social
sciences continue regarding warfare throughout history, particularly the question of whether
prehistoric warfare existed. According to certain sociological theories (Malesevi¢, 2010),
the shift to agriculture and sedentary life created the conditions for organized warfare and
forms of collective violence that had not been possible in earlier hunter-gatherer societies.
For this reason, collective conflicts did not disappear in the modern era, nor is there evi-
dence of a general decline in violence (Malesevi¢, 2010; Ferguson, 1992, 2008). For example,
Ferguson argues that the human species is not biologically predisposed to war, nor is war an
inevitable aspect of human existence. Rather, warfare is shaped by social context, material
constraints, and specific cultural values. At the same time, warfare as a social phenomenon
also reshapes societies and structures relations with “others”, which are themselves socially
constructed through conflict (Ferguson, 2008:32).

Beyond such one-sided views of human nature and aggression, some scholars argue
that the psychological mechanisms of cooperation and aggression developed simultaneously
(Wrangham, 2019). In this sense, a particular emphasis is placed on coalitionary proactive
aggression. What is distinctive about humans, in the context of comparative primatology,
is that they are at once the “most peaceful”’—due to their low levels of reactive aggres-
sion—and the “most dangerous”—due to their high levels of proactive aggression relative
to other primates. This form of aggression is expressed through various manifestations of
collective violence, including lynching, genocide, massacres, state-organized repression,
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and warfare. The paradox lies in the assumption that this type of aggression evolved in
tandem with the development of empathy, self-control, and cooperation within human
societies (Wrangham, 2019).

A CONSILIENT PERSPECTIVE ON COALITIONARY
PROACTIVE AGGRESSION IN HUMANS

Coalitionary proactive aggression represents an interdisciplinary field of study between
the natural and social sciences. A consilient explanation (Wilson, 1998) of coalitionary
proactive aggression implies a synthesis of knowledge from various disciplines such as
anthropology, biology (ethology and primatology), evolutionary psychology, and sociology.
Such an explanation assumes that scientific theories and evidence are stronger or “closer to
the truth” if they are reinforced or confirmed across different scientific domains (Wilson,
1998). In this regard, the evolutionary approach has the greatest potential for unifying in-
sights from diverse fields, making the search for both proximate and, particularly, ultimate
(evolutionary) causes of this type of violence crucial (Mayr, 1961).

According to Wrangham (Wrangham, 2019), coalitionary proactive aggression in
humans developed more extensively compared to reactive aggression due to the process
of self-domestication. He argues that humans became “tamer,” weaker, and less prone to
reactive aggression throughout evolution. For instance, chimpanzees are more inclined
toward physical conflicts with each other compared to humans (Wrangham & Peterson,
1996). The process of human self-domestication unfolded through the violent punish-
ment of aggressive individuals by coalitions of men. Examples include ambush killings of
community members who were tyrannical and more aggressive than the rest of the group.
Wrangham suggests that, over time, excessively aggressive individuals disappeared, and
reduced to a very small portion of the population. At the same time, evolution favoured
calmer behaviour, but also human coalitionary behaviour aimed at eliminating “others”
perceived as threats. The development of complex communication and language enabled
coordination and planning of such attacks (Wrangham, 2019). Thus, according to Wrangham
(Wrangham, 2018; Sarkar & Wrangham, 2023), compared to most primates (and mammals
in general), humans are less reactive and therefore less prone to reactive aggression and
interpersonal violence. However, human proclivity for coalitionary proactive aggression
is evidenced by the long history of lynching, genocides, and warfare.

A crucial element of coalitionary proactive aggression is the designation of the enemy
and the one perceived as a threat as “the other” — different and unknown. Humans are
generally less aggressive toward members of their in-group. Anthropological studies of
small-scale societies show that their members are more peaceful toward their own group
or tribe while often being extremely aggressive toward members of out-groups (McDonald,
Navarrete & Van Vugt, 2012). If we analyze the consequences of violent intergroup conflicts,
that is, warfare, it can be concluded that mortality rates are extremely high (Keeley, 1996).

There are multiple ways in which ethological studies can contribute to understanding
coalitionary proactive aggression in humans. Ethological knowledge helps illuminate the
biological foundations of human behaviour. By comparing humans and other animals, it is
possible to determine the evolutionary origins of behaviour—what is universal and what is
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uniquely human (Wilson, 1975/2000). Comparative studies of humans and other primates
are of particular importance in understanding human aggression. Numerous studies have
focused on aggressive and violent behavioural patterns in primates, especially chimpanzees
(e.g., Bygott, 1972; Goodall, 1977; Hamai et al., 1992).

Different primate and mammal species display reactive aggression toward members
of their own species. Documented cases include killing, infanticide, and even cannibalism
(Bygott, 1972; Goodall, 1977; Wilson, 1975/2000). Several functionally distinct forms of
aggression exist among humans and other animals, such as territorial aggression, dom-
inance-related aggression, sexual aggression, parental aggression, moralistic aggression,
predatory aggression, and anti-predator aggression (Wilson, 1975/2000: 559).

Many social scientists argue that collective violence, or coalitionary aggression, es-
pecially warfare, is a uniquely human phenomenon since it differs from individual acts of
violence in its organizational complexity. However, this form of aggression is also persistent
among other animals, particularly in the insect world (Wilson, 1963; Whitehouse & Klaus,
1996). For example, ants display highly aggressive collective behaviour, both within and
between species. Some ant species destroy their own colonies to establish new ones, while
others fight to defend their territory. Such battles often involve large numbers of individuals
and reveal a high level of hierarchy and social organization (Whitehouse & Klaus, 1996).
Collective violence in ants, however, occurs at an instinctive level. It cannot be equated with
human coalitionary proactive aggression, which is often planned over a period of time.
This is especially the case in instances of ethnically targeted violence and the Holocaust
in Europe during World War II, as well as in other cases of collective violence. One of the
defining features of proactive aggression is reduced sensitivity and lack of empathy for vic-
tims on the part of perpetrators. This is further facilitated by the psychological mechanism
of dehumanization, whereby victims are denied their human nature and reduced to mere
objects without emotions (Haslam, 2006).

Beyond insects, other animals also engage in group fighting both within and across
species. Yet these group conflicts differ from human collective violence in their degree of
planning, organization, and number of participants. For instance, chimpanzees, humans’
closest relatives, do not engage in large-scale warfare but occasionally partake in coalition-
ary skirmishes. As in humans, these conflicts are predominantly male-driven, with males
seeking to achieve both individual and group social status (Wrangham & Wilson, 2004: 233).

It can be said that coalitionary proactive aggression achieved its fullest form in
humans through the institution of the state. Although other animals display proto-polit-
ical arrangements, punishment mechanisms, and even well-developed hierarchies, only
humans developed the state as an abstract institutional construct. This fact again testifies
to the human tendency to form coalitions and punish others violently while legitimizing
coercive authority.

Coalitions of humans forming state institutions such as the army and the police may
legitimately use force to punish individuals who violate the legal norms of a society. The
forms and intensity of punishment differ across offenses, states, and historical periods and
may include imprisonment, forced labour, or even execution. Weber’s definition of the state
(Weber, 1922/1976), according to which it holds the monopoly of legitimate violence, opened
anew perspective in the study of collective violence and continues to influence sociological
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thought (Tilly, 1990; Malesevi¢, 2010). For Weber (Weber, 1919/2015), every state is founded
on institutionalized and therefore legitimate use of violence. From this definition, it can be
concluded that coalitionary proactive aggression is an inherent feature of the state. Weber’s
conception of the relationship between the state and violence closely resembles Hobbes’s
perception of human nature and the history of violence. Although Weber neither justifies
state violence nor considers it its sole characteristic, he highlights violence as inseparable
from the institution of the state. Like Hobbes, he maintains that before the state existed as
a distinct entity, interpersonal violence was more prevalent in human communities as a
way of resolving daily conflicts. By contrast, in the modern world, only the state holds the
legitimacy to use physical force (Weber, 1919/2015). However, with the existence of the
state, violence has not disappeared but rather transformed. The state, as the most abstract
form of coalitionary proactive aggression, is an inherent part of almost every type of col-
lective human violence, such as genocides, revolutions, terrorism, civil wars, and interstate
wars—sometimes as the perpetrator and sometimes as the victim of collective violence.

CONCLUSION

Through an interdisciplinary analysis of insights from ethology, anthropology,
evolutionary psychology, and sociology, this paper has demonstrated that humans differ
from other animals in their propensity for coalitionary proactive aggression. While they
share with other species common violent patterns of behaviour in struggles over territory,
status, and resources, only humans have developed institutionalized forms of coalitionary
proactive aggression. The history of systematic killings of particular social groups and
organized warfare illustrates the potential for coordinated violence in human societies.

At a fundamental level, the phenomenon of the state itself can be understood as an
institutionalized form of coalitionary proactive aggression. Although this is not its sole
function, and although states differ in the ways they discipline or punish their citizens,
within the framework of the state coalitionary proactive aggression is rationalized and
normatively justified as a means of maintaining social order. This dimension highlights a
crucial difference between human societies and animal communities: while various species
have developed complex social and hierarchical structures, it is highly unlikely that any
other species has established political institutions grounded in the monopoly over physical
coercion. Such a feature may be regarded as an anthropological peculiarity of humankind.

The emphasis in this paper has been placed on the etiological dimension of coalitionary
proactive aggression, namely the search for its evolutionary causes and biological foun-
dations. Yet, the etiological dimension represents only one aspect of explanation. Linking
the biological bases of aggression with the emergence of complex social institutions such
as collective violence and the state always carries the risk of reductionism, since cultural
factors, symbolic systems, and economic conditions also play a decisive role in shaping
coalitionary proactive aggression. Nevertheless, this line of inquiry remains underexplored
in the social sciences. The present paper argues that a more comprehensive understanding of
complex social phenomena is possible through sustained dialogue between the natural and
social sciences. Such an interdisciplinary dialogue makes it possible, among other things,
to grasp those deeply rooted human tendencies that have no parallel in the animal world.
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KOAJIMIIMOHA ITPOAKTVBHA ATPECUJA
N bYJCKA ITPUPOJA: UHTEPAVCHIUITTIVHAPHU
ITPUCTYII

(IlpeBog In Extenso)

Caxetak: lIn/b oBOT pajia je MHTEPAMCUMUIIMHAPHO MCTPAXMBakbhe KOATNLMOHEe
IIpOaKTUBHe arpecuje Ko jbyanu. OBoM TeMoM daBu ce aHTpoIoor Pudapn Perrem y
KOHTEKCTY yHopefiHe IpyMaTooruje. OBaj TUII arpecuje Hajuspiihe je moBe3aH ca KOH-
LEernToM OpraHN30BaHOT VJIM KOJIEKTMBHOI HaCl/ba 'y COI_U/IO}'IOI‘I/IjI/I, Y BUAYy KOOpAMHNpa-
HUX JBY[ICKMX Pafilb}l yCMEPEHNX Ha IOCTU3ambe ofpeheHor 1/ba, IITO YeCTO HOBOLY O
MOBPeNla WINM CMPTH IIOjeINHALA, TPYTIa VI YUTABUX JpyluTaBa. Vicropmjcku npumepn
OBOT' TUIIA HACH/ba OSYXBaTanZ PUTYa/THO )KPTBOBAaIbE U Ka)KibaBaibe, IIOKO/bE, KOHLIEHTPa-
IJIOHE JIOTOPE, paTOBaibe 1 AKTMBHOCTH IPJKaBHUX Tejla Kao LITO CY BOjCKa n HO}II/ILU/Ija,
OJJHOCHO €HTUTETH KOjI Ap>Ke MOHOIION HaJ HacuwbeM. [IpuMapHO nuTame je fa 1 je
0Baj BUJ Hacu/ba ypobheH /pyackoj npupopu. CaMmuM TuM, jeilal feo pafa IofgpasyMeBa
¢$uno3o¢cKko-TeopujcKy pacrpany o (He)IIOCTOjamy JbYLCKe IPUPOJiE U OIMIITIX 0COOMHA
JbYICKOT IIOHAIIaha ¥ BE3M Ca arpecujoM. 3aTUM CIefu Iperie] Teopuja O KOaINIIVOHO]
IIPOAKTUBHO]j arpecuju, Koje odyxsarajy pasHe odmacT, yK/bydyjyhu npumartonorujy u
coumonorujy. VisyyaBame 0BOT BiJja arpecuje je off Mpecy/He BaXKHOCTH jep Cy HheroBu
MEXaHN3MI Y€CTO CKPUBEHU, IIPU YEMY arpecmja HI/[je YBEK O4YMITIENHA Y IIOHAIIAY I10-
jelMHaLa, ay KyMy/lIaTUBHE Pajjibe IojefjHalla MMajy HaCU/IHE MCXOJie.

K/by4yHe peun: KoaMIIMOHA IPOAKTMBHA arpecyja, OpraHN30BaHO HaCU/be, JbY/CKa
IIPUPOZA, MHTEPAVCUUIUIMHAPHOCT, COIIMOIOTMja

YBO[

IleHTpamHO IMTamke Y pacIpaBy O OFHOCY n3Mehy arpecuje u /byzicke Ipuposie Huje
fla JIU Cy JbYAU HACWJIHY, Beh Koja je BpcTa arpecuje KapaKTepuCTUYHA 3a mux. [lopen
VCIUTUBAaMba JbyICKe UCTOPUje U MPANCTOPHje, OBO MUTakhe MOXKe Ce CarnefiaT U Kpo3
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YIOpeHY NePCIeKTUBY, HAPOUNTO aHAMU3VPajyhul /bYICKY arpecujy y Be3u ca arpecujom
IPYTUX )XMBOTUA, Ipe cBera npumara. Ocnamajyhu ce Ha MCTpaKuBambe arpecUBHOT
HOHAIllaka MUMIIAH3M 1 QOHOOO0 MajMyHa, IPUMATOJIOT 1 aHTpoInoyor Puyapy Penrem
(Wrangham, 2019) TBpau #a Cy /by Marbe CKIIOHU UPEKTHOM (PU3NYKOM HACU/bY HETO
OBU BUXOBY HajONMVDKM CPOTHUIIM ITpuMaTn. Vako SoHOO0 MajMyHM TTOKa3yjy HIDKe HU-
BOE arpecuje off INVIMIIaH3M, OHNU CY U fa/be CKITOHUjU HACWTHUM CyCPEeTHMa HETO JbYHM.
Y OKBMpY ymopefHe IpMMaToNornje, PeHreM cyrepuie fia /jbyau IOKasyjy yIaabUBy
IpeaNCIIosuLnjy Ka ofpeheHOM BUy arpecuje — KOAMUIMOHOj IPOAKTUBHOj arPecjil.
3a pas/nuKy of MUMIYJICHBHOT VIV PEaKTVMBHOT IIOHAIIAbA, OBaj TUII arpecuje OfIMKY-
je ce HAMEPHNUM IUTAHUPAKbEM U CapamboM KOju ce MaHU(ECTYjy Kao KOOPAUHIPAHO
KOJIEKTMBHO Hacl/be yCMepeHo Ha mojegyHue uu rpyne (Wrangham & Peterson, 1996;
Wrangham, 2019). ¥ clo)XeHUM ApYIITBEHNM KOHTEKCTUMA [TOCTOje OPOjHI MeXaHU3MU
ITyTeM KOjUX TIOjefiVHIN, TPYIIe, OpraHM3aIyje 1 Ap)KaBe HaHOCe MITETY APyTuMa, Oumo
ojeAMHaYHO, Omto KoneKTuBHO (Imbusch, 2003). Jexna mupoxo npuMemena kaacudu-
Kanuja pasirkyje (1) camoycmepeno Hacube, (2) Mehymyacko Hacube 1 (3) KOIEKTUBHO
Hacwbe (WHO, 2021). Arpecuja, KOHI[enT dnMCKO [TOBe3aH ca HacubeM, Hajuerrhe ce
TeduHMIIIe Kao HeTpHjaTe/bCKO OTHOCHO HACM/THO TIOHANIabe IIpeMa APYriMa, NN Kao
CKJIOHOCT Ka Hamapy win cykody (Cambridge Dictionary). OBaj mmojaM ce 4eCTO KOPUCTH
y €THOJIOTHjU ¥ TICUXOJIOTH]H, T/ie Ce arpecyja YOIIIITeHO Jie/lM Ha IBe KaTeropuje: mpo-
aKTMBHY (KOHTPO/MUCAHY, MHCTPYMEHTAIHY, IPeJAaTOPCKY) ¥ PeaKTNBHY (MMITY/ICUBHY,
HEeKOHTpo/ucany, ondpamdeny) arpecujy (Wrangham, 2018, str. 246). PeaktuBHa arpecuja
IpefCTaB/ba MMITY/ICKBHI OATOBOP Ha IprMehene mpeTe u 0du4HoO je mpahena emoro-
Ha/THUM y30ybemeM Kao 1ITo ¢y cTpax man dec. 3a pasiIuKy off ke, IPOAKTIMBHA arpecuja
je HaMepHa, IpopaYyHaTa U ycMepeHa Ha Iyb. Kop /byin ce oHa HepeTKo IoBesyje ca
CMabeHOM eMOLIMOHATHOM OCeT/bUBOIINY, HETOCTaTKOM eMIIaTuje IpeMa KpTBaMa 1
4eCTUM OfICYCTBOM Kajama. OBaj 001k arpecuje Hajuenthe je ycMepeH IPOTHB OHMX BaH
Heunje TPpyTle M OHMX KOjJ ce MocMaTpajy kKao apyraunju (McDonald, Navarrete & Van
Vugt, 2012; Wrangham, 2018).

Ipannia usmehy Hacmba u arpecuje u fasbe je KOHIENTYaTHO HejacHa, @ Y OKBUPY
IPYLITBEHNX HayKa OBM TEPMIUHM YeCTO Ce KOPUCTe Ka0 CHHOHVMIL. JefjHa Off Manodpoj-
HMX pas/IiKa MoXKe ce Hahu y coIMoIonK1M TeopyjaMa, IIpeMa KojiMa je arpecuja denrhe
IOBe3aHa ca MHAVBU/YaJTHUM YMHOBMMA HACU/ba, IPU YeMY Ce KOJIeKTVBHO Hacu/be
Tpetupa Kao aHamutuaky gpyraduje (Tilly, 2003). Y oBoM pany UCTaKkHYT je cTaB fa du ce
¥ KOJIEKTMBHO HACHU/be CTO TAKO TPedao CXBATUTM K0 OONIMK arpecBHOT MOHAIIAKbA.

KosekTBHO Hacusbe Ce Ipelo3Haje IpemMa dpojy YK/byIeHUX aKTepa, ’eroBOM
U3BPpIIABAY Y jaBHO] cepu (Maga MOXKe OCTATI U CKPUBEHO) 1 ofpeheHoM creneny op-
rarusanyje. OHo yK/pyuyje Behe rpyme byan, a He Mase konektuse. Kaza ce mae rpyme
YIIyCTe y HaCM/THE YMHOBe, TAaKBM CTy4ajeBy ce MHOTO 4enrhe KIacupuKyjy Kao TeNMHKBEH-
1VIja WIN YIMYHO Hacube, TO jecT Mebympyncko Hacumbe (Imbusch, 2003). Hajynapsusuja
MaHMdecTaIja KONMeKTYBHOT Hacba 0dyXBaTa HaCH/THE MacOBHe IIPOTeCTe, peBONMyLIHje,
(rpabancke) patoBe, Tepopusam u remounsi. C 083upoM Ha TO Ja ce KOJIEKTUBHO Hacu/be
IIOBe3yje ca MaKpOAPYLITBEHMM HMBOOM — MHCTUTYILIMjaMa, OpTaHu3anyjaMa 1 JpyKaBHUM
aIapaToM — COLIOIO3M YeCTO CMATPajy [a je OHO KBAIUTATUBHO Apyraduje ox Mehymyn-
ckor Hacusba (MaleSevié, 2010).
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3a pasnuky on mebypynckor Hacuba, IpOyUaBatbe KOMEKTUBHOT HACK/ba 3aXTeBa
[OK/Iarhatbe MaXKhe CTPYKTYPHUM U OPTaHM3ALMOHNM JUMEH31jaMa, NLeOIOMKIM
OKBUpMMa I CTelleHuMa KoopanHayje Meby akrepuma (Tilly, 2003; Malesevi¢, 2010).
VIHCTpyMeHTM KOMeKTMBHOT Hacu/ba HICY caMo ojeayHy Beh u ap>xasuu amapar (Tilly,
1985; Skocpol, 1976), mupe gpyirsere ctpykrype (Galtung, 1969) u cucremu cumdorna
(Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990).

VI3 nepcrieKTrBe eBOMTYLMjCKe [ICUXOMIOTH]je, KOJIEKTYBHO HACU/be — OJ{HOCHO KOaJIN-
IIVIOHa MPOAKTVBHA arpecija — jaB/ba ce Kpo3 KOOPANHNUCAHY Capajiiby TojeiMHaIa KOjI
HaHoce TeTy, noBpebyjy nm ydujajy apyre y ocTBapuBamy HEKOT 3ajeJHUYKOL I1/ba
(Buss & Shackelford, 1997). IIpernocrasipa ce fa ce OBaKBa arpecuja pasBuja 3aTo IITO
CY KOOpAMHICAHE TPYIHE pajtbe oMoryhue /pyanma fa CTeKHy e(UKaCHNU IPUCTYII
BPEJHIM pecypcrMa, nctoBpeMero nosehasajyhu penponykrusny ycrnemsoct (Buss &
Shackelford, 1997). Vlako MHOTe )XMBOTHIbCKE BPCTE IIOCERY]Y APYLITBEHY U OpraHU3aLu-
OHY CIIOCOOHOCT 3a KOAIMIVIOHY IPOAKTIBHY arpecr;jy, BeoMa Majlo BIX Ty CIIOCOOHOCT
MCKasyje y mpakcu. 300r Tora HayIHMUIM TBP/E /i je TAaKBa arpecyja jeANHCTBEHO JbYCKa,
U Ja IIpeficTaB/ba CACTaBHU eJIeMeHT JbyAcKe npupoge (Wrangham, 2019).

[IUTAIBLE JbYOCKE ITPMPOJJE
M KOAJIMIIMOHE ITPOAKTVIBHE ATPECUJE

Jbyncka nmpupopa MoXKe ce CXBaTUTH KaO CII0KEHO y3ajaMHO JI€jCTBO YHUBEP3aJl-
HVX TeHJI€HIUja TTOHAMIakba 0OMKOBAHNX TeHMA, MHANBYUYATHIX KapaKTepUCTHKA 1
okpyxema. OBO He HCK/bYUYje jefMHCTBEHOCT CBAKOT JbYACKOT Ouha, IITO 3HAYN /Ia OIIITe
JbYZICKe IPENNCIIO3NIYje HUCY MOfjeIHAKO M3PaXKeHe KOJ, CBaKOr I0jelMHIa.

Ilojam /pyncKe IpUpoOJe pasnM4UTO Ce€ TyMadl y HAyYHUM JMCUMIUIMHAMA U Huje
yuusepsanHo npuxsahen. Pacripase o /pyznckoj npuponn y ¢pumrosoduju, duonoruju u
IPYIITBEHNM HayKaMa OfINKY]y ce HeclaramyMa 1 KOHTpoBep3ama. Jlebunuiuje /bycke
IpUpOJe 3aBMCe Off Pa3HUX KPUTePMjyMa: yBeperme 0 KBaTUTaTUBHO] pasimniy usmeby
JbYIU ¥ APYTUX KUBOTUA; OFHOC UdMeby /by 1 TexHOMOIMje; [BOjHOCT NPUPOTE 1
IPYLITBA; MCTIHE U YHUBEP3aIHN 3aKOHMU, KaO U y3ajaMHO [IejCTBO d1OJIOrHje, Teopuje
€BOTyLMje U OPYLITBEHUX HayKa.

OcuM JpypckoM mprpopoM, gunosoduja ce [yro daBy muTameM ,CTamba IPUPOfie”.
OBaj 13pa3 0dMYHO ce OHOCHK Ha CTalbe KOje je MPETXOANIO CefeHTapHOM HauMHY KU~
BOTa, OfIHOCHO AYTa4KOM IIPAalCTOPMjCKOM IIEPUOJY Y KOjeM CY /bY[M KMBEIN Kao JIOBIY-
-CaKyIUba4yy. AyTOpM yITITaBHOM IIPETIIOCTAB/bajy Jia je )KMBOT Y MOEPHUM JPYIITBIMA
3HA4YajHO M3MEHMO JbYACKY IPUPORy. VI3 eBomyLujcKe epCceKTUBe, JPYIITBEHN XUBOT
JbYIV pPa3BMjao ce IOCTENEHO, 3ajeJHO Ca YHUBEP3aTHUM IICMXOIOIIKAM MeXaHIU3MUMa
3a 4uju ce 30up cMarpa fa KOHCTUTYMILE JbYACKY mprpony (Sanderson, 2014). Hak ce u
OPYLITBEHE II0jaBe, KOje C€ YeCTO 03HAYaBajy Kao PeBONyLMIOHAPHE, HUCY IOTOM/IE 13-
HeHaJja, HUTHU Cy TpaHCHOpMICalle /bYACKO IIOHAIIAbe Y KPATKOM BPeMEeHCKOM IepHOLY.

/13 HeoapBMHICTIIKE TIePCIIEKTUBE, He TI0CTOjJ KBATUTATVBHA PasnuKa usmehy
TBYIV U IPYTUX XKUBOTUIbA; Y CTBAPH, /byIM CY XUBOTHUI€. CTOTa je KOJ, /byIy U IPYTUX
BpcTa Moryhe IpenosHaTy CYIITUHCKY CTIHe 0dpaclie ITOHallIamba Koju ofpebyjy muxoBy
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npupony (Wilson, 1978). buonomkn KoHIENT /byficKe IPUPOfie yTeMerbeH je ¥ JJapBuHOBOj
IpeTIIOCTAaBLM Bapujalije, IpeMa Kojoj ce pasianka usMehy /bynn u ocTanmx mpumara
Hajasy caMo y crereHy ogpebennx ocoduna (Darwin, 1859/2009; 1871/1981). OBaj morexn
KacHMje je IToTBpheH reHeTCKMM MCTPaXKMBambIIMa y OKBMPY MOJIEpHE CUHTe3e.

Y 0BOM KOHTEKCTY, arpeCHBHO IIOHAIIIAbe MOXKe Ce TIOCMAaTPaTy Kao jeSHa Of YHM-
BeP3a/IHMX JBYACKUX ocoduHa. He IOCTOjM /BYACKO APYIITBO Y KOjeM HeMa HeKoT 0d/ImKa
Meby/pyzckor mim KojneKTuBHOr Hacuba (Brown, 1991). Ocum Tora, Hacusbe je cacTaBHU
Ieo IPYLITBEHOT KMBOTA JBYAN jOILI Off IPANCTOpUje, Kpo3 cBe da3e APYLITBEHOT pa3Boja,
Off TpyIIa JI0Balla-CaKyIbaya 10 MOfiepHIX ApyiuTaBa (Sanderson, 2014, str. 192). Hacumpe
U arpeciuja ce CTOra MOy CMAaTpaTyi OCHOBHMM e/leMeHTIMa jbyficke npupope (Wilson,
1978), xao u nmpupopoM fpyrux xusortuma (Wilson, 1975/2000). OBo He 3Hauu fja Cy CBU
JbYV TIOJIjefHAKO arpeCyBHMU, HUTH Jia CY JbYAM CTATHO HACU/IHM, Kao HU Jia je arpecuja
jemyHa KapaKTepIUCTIKa IPYIITBEeHOT X1BoTa. /bynu cy Takobhe ciocodun 3a caocehame,
IPYLITBEHOCT U aITPyU3aM.

Kpyuno HayaHo u ¢punoszodcko nurame y norneny ogHoca usmeby arpecuje un
JbYICKe TIPUPOJie jecTe fa JI CY /bYAU CKIOHMUjI KOOIIePAaTUBHMUM 00pacliMa IOHAIIaba
(xao IITO Cy COMMAAPHOCT, /BYOa3HOCT M eMIIaTHja), MV KOMIETUTUBHUM odpacijuma
(xao IITO Cy HEIIPUjaTe/bCTBO, arpecuja 1 CYKod). Y CKIafiy C OBUM IIMTAbEM, /iBa ITTaBHA
CTaBa IIpeMa JbY/ICKO]j IIPUPOAM pasBuIa Cy ce y (punosoduju, duomoruju 1 ApymTBeHNM
HayKaMa, ocIamajyhm ce Ha Teopuje Xodca (Hobbes, 1651) u Pycoa (Rousseau, 1755/1992).
Oda mpuctymna cy IpuIMYHO jefHOCTpaHa, dall Kao ¥ dpojHa TyMauemwa Y APYIITBEHIM
HayKaMa KOje 4eCTO HaI/IalllaBajy bUXOBE Pa3/inKe, a He CIMYHOCTY. IIpnMep cnmunocTn
je ja M jefaH 1 APYTU MPUCTYII IPETIOCTaB/bajy PaHM, AMBaJb M N307I0BAH OJIMK JbY/ICKOT
XKIMBOTA, 33 PasJIMKY Of CTIOXKEHMX M BEJIVKMX JAPYILITaBa y CafjallllbOCTIL.

/13 X08CcOBCKe IepCIIeKTUBE, JBYAN CY 10 IIPUPOAN CeOMYHM 1 arpeCUBHIA, I1a VIM je
HEOIIXOJ]aH M3BECHN BUJ| Ay TOPMTETA 3a OfipyKaBarbe pefia M MUpa. Y caBpeMeHOM JIPYIITBY,
OBaj ayTOPUTET je OTEJIOTBOPEH y Ap>KaBu U beHuM cpencrsumMa npucute (Tilly, 1985).
Xodcose nyeje HaCTaB/bajy HAYIHNIN Y €BOMYIMjCKOj ICUXOMOTYjU ¥ UCTOPUjI, KOjU
TBpJie /ia MOJIePHa [[PYIITBA CBefo4e OIILITEM Olafjathy HaCK/ba YCIel MHCTUTYLMOHAI-
HOT 11 MOpajHOT HampeTKa (Bugetu: Gat, 2008; Pinker, 2011; Muchembled, 2015). ITopexn
XOQCOBCKOT CTAaHOBMINTA, [PYLITBEHE HAyKe YK/BY4Yjy U Gpuno30¢ujy ,,arpecuBHOCTI
IpeMa K0joj Jby/iu TTOCenyjy YPOoheHy CKIIOHOCT Ka paToBamwy Kako Oy offdpaHImIu Min
ocTBapwu cBoje nHTepece (Moseley, 2002).

HacympoT ToMe, pycoOBCKa IIepCIIeKTIBa Cyrepullle fja Cy JbYIM IPUPOTHO fOOPH,
MIMPHI, KOOIIepaTNBHM U caocehajHu, anu ja UX IPYIITBEHN KUBOT KaKaB II03HAjeMO Tepa
Za TIOK)KY TAKMIYAPCKIL IyX U arpecujy. Y TOM IOIIeRY, Y APYLITBEHNM HayKaMa CTaTHO
ce BOJIe paclpaBe O paToBamby TOKOM MICTOPHje, HAPOUMUTO O MUTAlbY fd /M je PaT HOCTOjao
y mpaucropuju. [Ipema nojemyuum conponomknum reopujama (Malesevi¢, 2010), mpenasak
Ha II0/OIIPUBPENY U CeIeHTAPHY XIBOT CTBOPYO je YCTIOBe 3a OPTaHM30BaHO PAaTOBAmbe
U 0d/IMKe KOIeKTVMBHOT HacK/ba KOjy HIUCY Oyt MOryhu y paHUjuM ApYLITBMMA JIOBalja
U caKyIUbaya. 3aTO KOJIEKTVMBHY CYKOOM HUCY HECTA/IM Y CaBPEMEHO J0da, HUTY IIOCTOje
JOKa3M O Ollajjary Hacu/ba YOIIILITE (Malesevic, 2010; Ferguson, 1992, 2008). Ha npumep,
DeprycoH TBpAM [a /bYACKaA paca Huje SMOONIKY IPefUCIOHPAHA PATOBAbY HUTH je
paT HemadeXKaH acIeKT JbYACKOT IOCTOjatba. YMECTO TOTa, Part je OOMMKOBAH APYIITBEHNM
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KOHTEKCTOM, MaTepyja/IHIM OTpaHNYebIMa U CIenV(PUYHIM KYITYPHUM BPeIHOCTHMA.
Y ucro BpeMe, paToBame Kao APYLUITBeHNU (eHOMeH Takohe mpeodnukyje fpymTsa u faje
CTPYKTYPY OZHOCKMA Ca ,,APYTUMa‘, KOjU CY U CaMU APYLITBEHO u3rpaheHn Kpos cykod
(Ferguson, 2008, str. 32).

OcuM jegHOCTpAHOT CXBaTama /bY/iCKe IPUPOJie U arpecuje, IojeNIH HayYHULIN
CMaTpajy Jja Cy ce IICUXOOIIKY MEXaHU3MM Capafii-e U arpecyije MICTOBPEMEHO pa3BMjan
(Wrangham, 2019). Y ToM cMucity, cTaB/ba ce mocedaH Harlacak Ha KOATUIMOHY IPOak-
TUBHY arpecujy. Y KOHTEKCTY YIOpe/iHe IIPMMATOJIOTHje, OHO LITO je MPENo3HAT/bIBO 3a
JbYJie jecTe Ja Cy OHU MICTOBPEMEHO ,,HajMUPHU)I " — 300T HICKMX HIBOA PeaKTUBHE arpe-
cuje — 1 ,HajomacHMju — 300T BUCOKMX HIBOA IPOAKTUBHE arpecuje y OffHOCY Ha ocTajie
npumate. OBaj 081K arpecuje n3paxkapa ce Kpo3 pasHe BUJOBe KOMEKTUBHOT HaCK/ba:
JIHYOBalbe, FeHOLI/, IIOKOJBbM, peNpecHja, KOjy OpraHusyje fipykaBa, 1 paropame. [lapa-
IOKC je y IPeTIIOCTABLIM [ja Ce OBaj TUII arpecyje pasBUO 3aje[JHO ca HACTAHKOM eMIIATHje,
CaMOKOHTPOJIe I capafiibe y byAcKuM gpymrsuMa (Wrangham, 2019).

KOHCUCTEHTAH CTAB ITPEMA
KOAJIMIIMOHOJ ITPOAKTUBHO]J ATPECU]U
KO /bYIN

Koanuinona npoakTuBHa arpecuja npefcTaB/ba MHTEPAUCIUIUIMHAPHY 0d/macT
npoydaBama 1sMebhy IprpogHMX 1 IpyIITBeHNX HayKa. KOHCHCTEHTHO odjanrmeme
(Wilson, 1998) koanuiioHe NpoaKTHBHe arpecuje MofpasyMena CUHTe3y 3Hakba U3 Pa3HIX
AUCUMIUIMHA: aHTPOIIOJIOTHje, duoyoryje (eTUoMorMja M IpUMATONOr1ja), eBOMYLMjCKe
ncuxosnoruje u conyonoruje. OBakBo odjallmberbe MIPeTIIOCTaB/ba fIa CY HaydHe Teopuje
U OKa3M CHKHUJU VN ,,ONVDKY UCTVHU YKOJIUMKO CY IMOTKpPeI/beH!U MU OTBphenn y
pasmranTyM HaygHuM odmactima (Wilson, 1998). Y Tom mormeny, eBOmyIujcKy MpUCTYII
uMa Hajsehy moTeHIjar 3a yjennmbaBame YBU/A 3 Pa3HUX 0OacTH, MITO IIOTPary 3a
HETIOCPeITHUM, @ HaPOUNTO 33 KpajluM (eBONYIIUjCKUM), Y3POIMMa OBE BPCTEe HACW/ba
4yyHU npecypHoM (Mayr, 1961).

[Tpema Penremy (Wrangham, 2019), koanuumoHa IpoaKTBHA arpecija Kof /byAu
pasBuUIa Ce MHOTO IIMpe Y OFHOCY Ha peaKTUBHY arpecujy 380r mpolijeca caMONpHITH-
Tom/baBatba. OH TBPAM [ia JbYAU KPO3 €BOMYLIN)Y HOCTA)y ,,IMTOMUjU ", CTaduju u Marbe
CKJIOHM peaKTUBHOj arpecuju. Ha npumep, y mopebemy ca jpygyuMa mmmIraHse Cy CKIOHMje
Mehycoduum dusmuxnm cykoduma (Wrangham & Peterson, 1996). IIpowec pynckor ca-
MOIIPUIIMTOM/bAaBaba OfJBIja0 Ce KPO3 HACUTHO KaXKibaBakbe arpeCUBHIX I0jefiTHALA O
cTpaHe Koanuiuja pyau. [IpuMepn ykpydyjy yOucTsa 13 sacefe MpUIafHIKa 3ajefHULIE
KOj¥ Cy OW/IM THpPaHM WM arpeCUBHM)I OFf OCTaTKa IpyIe. PeHreM HaBOAY fja Cy Kpajibe
arpecUBHU IOje[VHIV C BpeMEHOM HecTajasn, cBofiehn ce Ha BeoMa Majy yeo CTaHOB-
HMIITBA. Y MCTO BpeMe, eBONIyLHja je paBopusoBata MUpPHIje IIOHAIIAbe, JII je U JBYLCKO
KOQ/IMIIVOHO TIOHAIIAlbe YCMEPEHO Ha eMMMMHICAbe ,,IPYTUX  [0YesIo a ce IocMarpa
Kao omacHOCT. Pa3Boj clo)xeHe KOMYHUKaIuje U je3rka oMoryhno je KoopguHaumjy u
IIaHupame TakBux Hamaga (Wrangham, 2019). Crora, mpema Penremy (Wrangham, 2018;
Sarkar & Wrangham, 2023), y nopebemy ca Behnnom mpumara (v cucapa yoruire), /byau
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Cy Marbe PeaKTHBHI I1a, CAMMM THM, U Mabe CKIOHM PEaKTIBHO] arpecuju 1 Mehymyackom
Hacuwpy. MehyTum, o /byACKOj CKIOHOCTY Ka KOQIMIIMOHO]j IPOAKTUBHO]j arpecji CBeoUn
IyTa MICTOpUja TMHYOBaa, TeHOLM/A M PaTOBaIba.

[J1aBHM efleMeHT KOaNMIIOHe IIPOAKTBHE arpecHje jecTe 0O3HaYaBarbe HellpyjaTerba
¥ OHOT KOjJ Ce CMaTpa OIacHOIINY Kao ,,APYror — pasmMYmuTOr U Helo3HaTor. Jbynu cy
reHepayHO Make arpeCMBHY IIpeMa IPUIIAJHNUIIMMA CBOje YKe IpyIe. AHTPOIIO/IOIIKe
CTyAMje MaBbNX APYIITaBa OKa3Yyjy [a Cy ’BUXOBY IPUITAJHNILIV MYPHM)Y TIpeMa BIaCTUTO]
TPYIIN VIM IUIEMEHY, aJl¥ ja CY 9eCTO Kpajibe arpecBHY IIpeMa IIPUIafHIIVIMA CIIO/bHIX
rpyma (McDonald, Navarrete & Van Vugt, 2012). Ako aHanusupamo HOCIefuIe HaCuI-
HIX cykoda usMeby rpyma, To jecT paToBa, MOXe Ce 3aK/bYYMUTH Jia CY CTOIle CMPTHOCTH
usyserHo Bucoke (Keeley, 1996).

[TocToje BuIIeCTPYKM HAYMHY Ha KOje €THOJIOIIKE CTY/Mje MOTY JOIIPMHETH Pasy-
MeBamby KOa/IMIMOHe TPOaKTUBHE arpecuje Kof /by/iu. ETHOoNIONMKO 3Hambe IOMaKe Jja ce
pacBeT/Ie SMOONIKY TeMeTby JbYACKOT oHaMmama. [TopehemeM /byam 11 ocTamix XuBOTHHa
moryhe je ofpenuTy eBONyI[MOHE KOPEHe MOHAIIAkhA — OHO IITO je YHUBEP3aTHO ¥ OHO
mITo je jeguHcTBeHO /ByfuMa (Wilson, 1975/2000). YopenHo nsydaBame YA U OCTa-
JIMX IpUMarta of ITOCedHOT je 3HaYaja 3a pasyMeBambe /byacKe arpecuje. bpojHe cTynuje
ce ycpencpebyjy Ha arpecuBHe 1 HacuIHe odpaclie OHAIIaka KOJl IIpyMaTa, HapO4YNTO
mMnansu (Hop. Bygott, 1972; Goodall, 1977; Hamai et al., 1992).

Pasne BpcTe mpumara u cucapa Iokasyjy peakTUBHY arpecujy pema IpuiajHuIuma
coricTBeHe BpcTe. [IoKyMeHTOBaHY CTydajeBn 00yXBaTajy yonjarme, MHPAHTUIIN, TTa YaK 1
kaHndammsam (Bygott, 1972; Goodall, 1977; Wilson, 1975/2000). Meby myanma u gpyrum
XKMBOTHIbaMa OCTOj1 HEKOMKO (PYHKIIMOHATHO MTPEIO3HAT/BUBYX 0O/IMKA arpecHje, Kao
IITO Cy TePUTOPHUjaIHA arpecuja, arpectja MoBe3aHa ca IOMMHALIN]OM, CEKCyaTHa arpecHja,
PpoAMTebCKA arpecija, MOpaICTUYKa arpecyja, IpefjaTopcKa arpecyja 1 aHTUIIPeaTOpCcKa
arpecuja (Wilson, 1975/2000, str. 559).

MHoru npefcTaBHUIM APYIITBEHNX HayKa TBPJE Jja jé KONIEeKTUBHO HACU/be, Ofi-
HOCHO KOAJIMIYIOHA arpecyja, HApOYMTO PaToBaIbe, jeAMHCTBEH /bY/ICKM GEeHOMeH jep ce
pasnuKyje of IojeIMHAYHIX YMHOBA HaCK/ba II0 CBOjOj OPTaHM3ALMIOHO] CIIOXKEHOCTI.
MebyTum, oBaj Buj arpecuje Takobe je IpUCyTaH U KOJ APYTUX KUBOTHIbA, HAPOUUTO Y
ceety nncekara (Wilson, 1963; Whitehouse & Klaus, 1996). MpaBu, Ha mpuMep, IOKa3yjy
U3y3eTHO BICOK HMBO arpeCUBHOI KOJIEKTMBHOT IIOHAIIAMKba, KAKO YHYTap CBOje BPCTE,
Tako 1 usMeby Bpcra. ITojenyHe BpcTe MpaBa YHUIITaBajy COIICTBEHe KOJIOHY]je KaKo du
OCHOBAJIM HOBE, JIOK ce Ipyre BpcTe dope na du ofdpanmie cBojy Teputopujy. OBakse
duTKe YecTo yK/byuyjy Be/mMKu Opoj IojeilMHalIa ¥ OTKPHUBAjy BUCOK CTEIIeH XMjepapXi-
je u mpymrBeHe opranusanuje (Whitehouse & Klaus, 1996). KonektusHO Hacnbe Kof,
MpaBa, MehyTum, femraBa ce Ha MHCTMHKTUBHOM HMBOY. OHO Ce He MO>Ke U3jefHaunuTI
Ca KOAJMI[MOHOM IIPOAKTMBHOM arpecujoM Koji /byfiM jep ce OHa 4ecCTO IIaHMPa TOKOM
onpebenor Bpemenckor nepropa. OBO je HAPOUNTO CITyYaj Ca ETHIUIKU YCMEPEHVM HaCu/beM
u XosokaycToM y EBpomnu Tokom [Ipyror cBeTCKOr para, Kao ¥ ca OCTa/IMM IpuMepuma
KOJIEKTMBHOT HAacW/ba. JelHa Off OPeHNUIIA IPOAKTYBHE arpecuje je CMareHa OCeT/bUBOCT
HOYMHIJIALA VI IbUIXOB HeIoCTaTaK eMIaTyje mpeMa >kpTsama. OBO je JOJaTHO O/IaKIIaHO
IICMXOJIOMIKMM MeXaHM3MOM JeXyMaHM3aluje, Ifje ce >KpTBaMa Iopude HhIX0oBa /byfcKa
Ipupofa 1 cBofe ce Ha oduuHe odjekte des emoruja (Haslam, 2006).
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OcyM uHCeKaTa, U Apyre >KMBOTUIbE Ce YIYIITAjy y TpyIHY O0pdy yHyTap cBoje
Bpcre 1 u3Mebhy BpcTa. Vmak, oBU IpynHY CyKOdU pasyMKyjy ce o KOTeKTMBHOT Hacu/ba
KOJ /bY[Y IIpeMa CTelleHy IIaHMpama, opranmnsaunju u dpojy yuecuuka. Ha npumep,
IIMMIIaH3e, HajOMyDKI JbYICKU CPOJTHIULIN, He YITYILITAjy Cce Y paToBambe BEMUKNX pa3Mepa,
a1 OBPEMeHO YYeCTBYjy Y KoammioHuM yapkama. Kao u xox /pyan, ose cykode mpe-
BacXofHO nokpehy Mymkapry (My>KjaIn) Koju ITOKyIIaBajy /ja OCTBape MojeHadHN, a7
U rpynHu apymrseny craryc (Wrangham & Wilson, 2004, str. 233).

Moxxe ce pehu fja je koanuIMOHa IPOAKTUBHA arpecija JOCTUITA CBOj HAjIIOTIYHUjU
BUJL KOJ JbYIM KpO3 MHCTUTYLUjy Ap>KaBe. Vako u ipyre >KMBOTUIbE ITOKA3Yjy IPOTO-IIO-
JUTUYKe apaH>KMaHe, MeXaHM3Me KaXibaBarba, [Ia Yak U Jodpo pasBujeHe Xujepapxuje,
caMo Cy JbyAM Pa3BIIN AP>KaBy Kao allCTPAKTHU MHCTUTYLVMOHA/THN KOHCTPYKT. OBa
YIbeHNUIIa TaKohe cBeoun o Jby[CKOj TeHAEHIMjY Ka CTBapamy KOaIMIja ¥ HACUITHOM
Ka)KIbaBamy PYTUX MICTOBPEMEHO NerNTUMUIIYhV IPUCUTHY BIIACT.

Koanuuuje /oyan xoje 0dpasyjy ap)kaBHe MHCTUTYILMje, HIIP. BOjCKA I ITOMIUIH]jA, MOTY
JIETUTUMHO Jia IPUMeHe CHITY KaKo OM KasHMIIe MOjefuHIIe KOju KpIlle 3aKOHCKe HOpMe
ppyurra. O8/uy ¥ MHTEH3NUTET KaXKibaBarba Pas/IMKyjy ce Y 3aBUCHOCTI Off IIPECTYIIa,
Ap>KaBa J UCTOPUjCKMX IIEPIOfa, @ MOTY OOyXBaTUTHI: 3aTBOP, IPUCYIIHY paj 11a YaK U
cMpTHY KasHy. Bedeposa gedununnja ap>xase (Weber, 1922/1976), mpema Kojoj ap>kapa
VIMa MOHOIION HaJl TeTUTUMHUM Hacl/beM, OTBOPIJIA je HOBY IIepCIEKTUBY y IPOyYaBamby
KOJIEKTMBHOT Hacu/ba, I1a 1 Jajbe yTude Ha counonomky mucao (Tilly, 1990; Malesevic,
2010). ITpema Bedeposom Munbery (Weber, 1919/2015), cBaka fp>kaBa je 3aCHOBaHa Ha
MHCTUTYLMOHAIN30BaHOj 11, CAMUM TUM, JIETUTUMHOj ynoTpedu Hacwpa. VI3 oBe fedu-
HIILMje MOXKe Ce 3aK/by4MTH i je KOaJMIVOHA ITPOAaKTUBHA arpecuja ypobena ocoduna
np>xase. BedepoB koHient ogHoca n3meby apxaBe u Hacu/pa NPUINIHO Hofceha Ha
Xo00coBy mepuenuujy /byacke Ipupoje u UCTopuje Hacuba. Vako Bedep ne ompaspasa
AP>KaBHO HACM/be, HUTY I'd CMATpa jefUHOM KapaKTepUCTUKOM Ap>KaBe, OH UCTUYE [ia je
Hacm/be HeOJIBOjUBO Off MHCTUTYIMje ApkaBe. Kao n Xodc, on cmarpa fia je, mpe Hero 1mro
je mp>kaBa IOCTOjaja Kao mocedaH eHTUTeT, Mehy/by/icko Hacusbe OMIO pacIpocTparme-
HIje y JBYACKVUM 3ajefHNI[aMa Kao HauMH pelllaBara CBaKOJZHeBHUX cykoda. Hacympor
TOMe, Y CABPEMEHOM CBETY jeIIHO [Ip)KaBa MMa JIETUTUMNTET 3a Kopuirhemwe pusmake
cte (Weber, 1919/2015). MehyTuM, ca HacTaHKOM Jip)KaBe, Hacu/be HMje HecTano Beh ce
TpaHchopMucano. [Ip>kaBa Kao HajallCTPAKTHYY OOINK KOAJIMIVIOHE TPOAKTUBHE arpecije
IpefiCTaB/ba MHXEPEHTHU [Ie0 TOTOBO CBAKOT TUIIA KOJEKTUBHOT JbYACKOT HACK/ba, Ko
IITO Cy TeHOLU/M, PeBONyILNje, TepopusaM, rpabancku parosu n MehynpxaBHu patoBn
— TIOHEKaJ] Kao MOYMHM/IALL, @ MOHEKa[| Kao XPTBa KOEKTHBHOT HaCH/ba.

3AK/bYYAK

[Tomohy uHTepAVCHUIIIMHAPHE aHa/IN3e YBU/A U3 €THOJIOTHje, aHTPOIIONIOTHje,
€BOJIyLIMjCKe TICUXOIOTMje U COLMOIIOTHje, OBaj PaT ITOKa3yje Jja ce JbyAy PasiuKyjy of
APYTUX XUBOTUIbA ¥ CBOjOj CKIIOHOCTY Ka KOAIMIIMOHOj IPOAaKTUBHOj arpecuju. Vako ca
IpyTUM BpCTaMma fiefie 3ajeTHIIKe HacuIHe odpaciie ITOHaMama y Sopdur oKo Teputopuje,
cTaTyca ¥ pecypca, caMo Cy JbYAM Pa3BUIVM MHCTUTYIMOHAIN30BaHe Od/IIKe KOTUIVIOHe
HnpoakTuBHe arpecuje. Victopuja cucreMarckor youjarma ofpeheHnx [pyuITBeHuxX rpyna u
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OPraHM30BAHOT PaTOBakba MIYCTPYje MOTEHIMja/l 32 KOODAMHUPAHO HACU/bE Y JbYACKIM
APYLITBUMA.

Ha ocHOBHOM HUBOY, heHOMEH caMe [ip)KaBe MOJKe Ce pasyMeT! Kao MHCTUTYIIN-
OHa/IM30BaHN OONIMK KOA/MUIMOHE TPOaKTUBHE arpecuje. Majia 0Bo Huje WbeHa jefiiHa
byHKIMja ¥ Maja ce ipyKaBe Pas/MKyjy IpeMa HauMHY AVCIMIIMHOBAba VTN Ka)KibaBaha
cBojux TpabaHa, y OKBUPY ip>KaBe je KOMMI[OHA IPOAKTMBHA arpecyja paIjfoHaTn30BaHa
¥ HOPMAaTUBHO OIIpaBJlaHa Kao CPefICTBO OfpKaBatba APYIITBEHOT mopeTKa. OBa IMMeH-
3Uja YICTUYe IPeCYAHY pasmmnKy usMely /byacKkux fpymItaBa i >KMUBOTHHCKUX 3ajeHIIIA:
MaKO Cy pasHe BPCTe Pa3BUJ/Ie CIOXKEHE JPYIUITBEHE Y XUjePapXUjCKe CTPYKTYpe, MaJIo je
BEPOBATHO 71a je S1J/I0 Koja Ipyra BpCTa yCIOCTABYIIA IIOMUTIYKE MHCTUTYIIMje 3aCHOBAaHe
Ha MOHOIIONTY Hajj ¢pusiraKkoM npucyuioM. OBa KapaKTepUCTIKA MOYKe Ce CMaTpaTyl aHTpPo-
IIOJIOIIKOM crienduyHoIIny /bycKe BpCTe.

Y oBOM pajly Har/acax je CTaB/beH Ha €TMOJIOIIKY JMMEH3M)jY KOaIUIIMOHE POaK-
THMBHE arpecuje, IIpe CBera Ha MCTPaKMBalbe HheHNIX eBOTYLIMjCKIX Y3POKa U OMO/IOLIKIX
TeMesba. MebyTum, eTnornorka guMeHsnja IpefCcTaB/ba CaMo jelaH aClleKT 0djalllberba.
IToBe3nBarbe S1OMONIKMX OCHOBA arpecuje ca IojaBoM CJIOKeHNUX APYIITBeHNX NHCTUTY-
11ja, Kao IITO Cy KOJIEKTUBHO HACU/bE, U Ca PXKABOM, YBEK HOCH PUSUK OfI PEAYKIIMOHN-
3Ma jep Ky/ITypOIOLKY (GaKTOpy, CUCTEMI CMMOOIA U eKOHOMCKY YC/IOBU Takobhe nmajy
oxrydyjyhy ymory y odnmkoBamy Koannipone IpoakTrBHe arpecuje. Vmak, opa mmHuja
UCTPaXXMBatba U lajbe je HeJOBO/bHO MPOYYEHA y IPYIITBEHMM HayKaMa. Y OBOM pajy
TBP/IU Ce Jia je cBeodyXBaTHNUje pasyMeBambe CIOKEHNUX APYIITBeHNX peHOMeHa Moryhe
KPO3 CTa/THI Aujajior u3aMehy IpupomHyX U [pyIITBEeHNX HayKa. TakaB MHTePAVICIMIIIN-
HapHU fujanor oMoryhasa, nusmehy ocraror, pasymeBame JyOOKO YKOPEHEHNX /bYICKIX
TeHJIEHIIMja KOje HEMajy Mapaeny y )XMBOTUHCKOM CBETY.
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