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Abstract 
 
It is incorrect to consider any conflict/violence as war. War is violence performed by a special 
group of people according to a special plan and with the use of special tools intended to kill 
people; such tools differ from household/hunting tools. The existence of wars is detected by 
the existence of weapon: no weapon – no war. The territory of the Japanese archipelago is one 
of the best-excavated regions, so Japanese data can be used as a standard. In Japanese 
prehistory Jōmon corresponds with European Mesolithic and Neolithic periods, and Yayoi 
corresponds with European Chalcolithic/Aeneolithic period. One of the main differences 
between Jōmon and Yayoi is the absence of warfare in Jomon and the existence of it in Yayoi. 
The scheme derived from the Japanese material is universal: the same can be seen in the East 
European plain where weapon appeared in the Chalcolithic period and was unknown in 
Neolithic. 
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1. Introduction to the problem  
 
Among reenactors and sometimes also among some anthropologists there is a very 
widespread myth/stereotype that the people of the Stone Age certainly made wars. As 
evidence of the existence of wars, they usually show information about very late societies, for 
instance, information about Native American tribes of the period of colonization, or 
information about Maori society, or information about certain Papuan tribes recorded by 
ethnographers in the 20th century; it is suggested that such societies maintain technologies and 
social practices of the Stone Age.  
The assumption that so-called primitive societies existing in modern history and in 
contemporaneity can be considered as a source for the reconstruction of practices existing in 
the Stone Age raises objections. 
 
2.  Whether is it possible to consider modern primitive societies as a source for the 
reconstruction of Stone Age practices? 
 
The so-called primitive societies existing in modern history/contemporaneity, of course, can 
maintain certain technologies of the Stone Age, but they hardly can be used as a source for the 
reconstruction of social structures that existed in the Stone Age. In almost all modern primitive 
societies there are people who can be named chiefs and also there is a certain formal hierarchy, 
while in societies of Stone Age often there were no chiefs and no formal hierarchy. All modern 
primitive societies are influenced by modern urbanized/civilized societies in one form or 
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another, so their practices hardly can be considered as sources for the reconstruction of Stone 
Age practices.  
 
Thus, the so-called modern primitive societies can maintain some technologies of the Stone 
Age, but they can’t be a source for the reconstruction of the Stone Age. The main source for 
understanding something about the Stone Age is artifacts and sites of Stone Age itself, i.e.: 
artifacts and sites of cultures that existed before the current era, that didn’t practice any metal 
industry, had no writing systems, and state-like structures.  
 
3. There were no wars in the Stone Age 
 
When reenactors say that in Stone Age there were wars they artificially and grossly expand the 
content of the concept of war: they consider as war almost any conflict, any act of violence; 
and it is completely incorrect since actually war is a very special kind of violence, i.e.: war is 
institutionalized violence. War is violence performed by a special group of people according to 
a specially elaborated plan and with the use of special tools intended to kill people, and such 
tools can’t be used as tools in everyday life. Thus, when, for instance, one person kills or 
wounds another with an ax intended for cutting trees it can’t be considered war. 
Also when reenactors speak about wars in Stone Age they grossly ignore primary sources, 
ignore facts: if we turn to the material of Stone Age we can see that there was no weapon or 
fortified settlements.  
 
For instance, the territory of the Japanese archipelago is one of the best-excavated regions, 
and so Japanese data can be used as a kind of standard. 
In Japanese prehistory the period of Jōmon (13000 – 3000 BCE) corresponds with European 
Mesolithic and Neolithic periods, and Yayoi period (300 BCE – 250 AD) corresponds with 
European Chalcolithic/Aeneolithic period.  
One of the main differences between Jomon and Yayoi is the absence of warfare in Jomon and 
the existence of it in Yayoi. 
 

 …The evidence of warfare during the Yayoi Period is quite clear. Defensive settlement 
appeared, which were surrounded by either moats of defensive walls, or which were 
located on the hilltops characterized by poor productivity but by excellent command of 
view. An extensive defensive moat and a watch tower are exemplified by the recent 
discovery of the Yoshinogari settlement site (dated to the first to third century, A. D.) in 
Saga Prefecture, western Kyushu Island1.    
While no homicide tools per se in the Jomon Period, there were many kinds made of 
bronze, iron, and stones used in the Yayoi Period. Among these, the evolution of stone 
arrowheads in western Japan tends to illustrate this transformation from a peaceful Jomon 
community to an aggressive Yayoi village. For ten thousand years since the beginning of 
the Jomon Period, the form of arrowhead was triangular2, and the arrowheads weighed  
less than two grams. The lighter an arrowhead was, the further and faster the arrow flew. 
On the other hand, the heavier an arrow, the deeper an arrow could penetrate into the 
prey’s or victim’s body. A light arrowhead was well suited for hunting deer and wild boars, 
which have been representatively preys in Japan throughout the prehistory and history. In 

                                                           
1
 See fig. 1 – 3.  

2
 See fig. 4. 
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the second century B.C. or the phase II Yayoi, a leaf-shaped arrowhead appeared. The 
majority of this type of arrowheads weighed more than two grams, which was as heavy as 
a bronze or iron arrowhead, and was better suited for penetration3. These leaf-shaped 
heavy arrowheads were most commonly used in the middle Yayoi Period (phases II, III, and 
IV; second century, B. C. to first century, A. D.) when stone tools were replaces by iron 
tools. These strongly suggest that a stone arrowhead transformed from a hunting tool to a 
homicide tool in thus period (Sahara 1990: 200).  

 

Fig. 1. The location of the Yoshingari site on the island of Kyushu (map drawn by the authors) 

                                                           
3
 See fig. 5. 
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Fig. 2. The location of Saga prefecture (image source – Saga prefecture) 

 
 

 

Fig. 3. The whole view of the reconstructed Yoshinogari site (image source – Yoshinogari site)  
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Fig. 4. Stone arrowheads from the site of Aidani Kumahara Incipient Jōmon, ca 13,000 BP. 
(Item at upper right) Length: 3.1 cm; surviving width: 1.5 cm; thickness: 1.9 cm. The three 
items on the top row from the left, the one at far right, and one in the middle of the bottom 
row are Gero stone (a kind of rhyolite). The others are all chert. The items on the top row, with 
the elongated barbs, are a type of arrowhead unique to the Incipient Jōmon (image source – 
Aidani Kumahara). 
 

 
 
Fig. 5. Stemmed polished arrowheads from the site of Zasshonokuma (image source – 
Zasshonokuma) 
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Fig. 6. Map showing the location of Aidani Kumahara and Zasshonokuma sites (map drawn by 
the authors) 
 
One can potentially say that Japanese material is too specific, too local, and so the scheme 
derived from Japanese material hardly can be applied to other regions.  
However, this scheme is universal; it can be seen if we turn to the material of other regions, for 
instance, to the material of East European plain. 
 
On the East European plain wars started to appear in the Chalcolictic/Bronze Age, in the late 
4th millennium and in 3rd millennium BCE.  
The period when wars appeared in the region is clearly marked by the emergence of axes of a 
very special form which are conventionally named boat-shaped axes (very characteristic and 
illustrative samples of such axes are boat-shaped axes of Fatyanovo technocomplex, see fig. 7).  
Also, a distinctive feature of such axes is a round drilled hole for fitting ax onto a handle. It is 
impossible to use an ax with a round hole mounted on the handle in cutting a tree because it is 
impossible to make oblique strikes which are needed for cutting a tree, i.e.: an ax with a round 
hole will necessarily rotate around the axis of the handle, and therefore only direct strikes can 
be made with such an ax, and so such axes can be weapon only, and can’t be used for cutting 
trees (see: Semenov 1957: 64).  
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And we suppose that it is important to note that boat-shaped axes coexisted with usual axes 
intended for cutting trees (see fig. 8), and these axes are the same as axes that existed in the 
Neolithic period (see for instance Akulov 2019).  
 

 
 
Fig. 7. Boat-shaped axes from different sites of Fatyanovo technocomplex (image source – 
Krainov et al 1987: 181) 
 
 

 
 
Fig. 8. Chert axes of Fatyanovo technocomplex intended for cutting trees (image source – 
Krainov et al 1987: 182)  
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Fig. 9. The region of Fatyanovo4 technocomplex (image source – Fatyanovo – Balanovo culture)  
 
 4. Conclusion  
 
Thus, we suppose that now everyone can see that there were no wars in the Stone Age and 
also that the scheme derived from Japanese material also works in other regions and thus, that 
the scheme is universal.  
Wars appeared on a rather late stage of the history of mankind and can be clearly detected by 
the presence of weapon that differs seriously from household and/or hunting tools. 
The societies of hunter-gatherers of the Stone Age had no economic base (economic reason) 
for wars yet. Wars appeared when appeared a serious material stratification when appeared 
some groups accumulated serious supplies. 
War appears when someone has a lot of supplies or some things that our group doesn’t have, 
and as a result of the war, our group will receive a lot of something that we cannot get as a 
result of some other (normal) activities. There is no reason to make war to get items that can 
be got by some ordinary activity. And any war is always a risky endeavor: there is a possibility 
of calling into question the existence of your own local group.  
However, It would be naïve to consider Stone Age societies as societies of pacifists – ‘hippies’ 

since Local domestic clashes, of course, happened, since no human society is conflict-free, but 

it is completely incorrect to consider local domestic clashes with the use of household 

axes/adzes as wars.   

                                                           
4
 The Fatyanovo technocomplex is a local variant of the so-called Battle ax/Corded ware technocomplex, the 

Fatyanovo technocomplex appeared around 2900 BCE and ended about 2050 BCE. 
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