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Prolegomenon

Seeing that the quandary and gaping loopholes in the claims of 
(modern) evolutionary ideology, particularly in terms of macroevolution, 
are becoming evermore manifest, they have not only come under consider-
able scrutiny notably in recent years but are increasingly objectionable to 
researchers from a wide variety of fields and all walks of life. This is seen in the 
manner in which evolutionary thought is constantly coming under fire from 
both evolutionists and non-evolutionists alike, on account of the incoherency 
contained in its doctrines and naturalistic proposals.  

Is evolution real as the evolutionists claim or is it more of a mentalistic 
reckoning that inhabits the realm of ideas?  To many, evolutionary claims have 
been transformed into organic essence, which is itself an essential criticism of 
the evolutionary schema.  A key note here is that the world of ideas and that of 
reality do not necessarily coexist in any tangible or substantial sense, and thus 
essentially find lodging in their mutual exclusivity. From that standpoint, while 
the thought of evolution has existed, its actuality is another matter altogether.  
To be sure, nonetheless, evolutionary thought has spun or has been associated 
with other discourses such as that on race, eugenics and statistics, which 
themselves beg the rigors of inquiry.
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Further, both science and society at large seem to be moving in 
lock step with each other. Science and the academic community claim 
“consensus” on evolutionary views and uphold the fallacy of ‘race’ division, 
while society seems to be quite content for the moment with such claims. 
At present, moreover, there is a widespread and dogmatic perception that 
modern science is the key to manufacturing answers cast by the questions of 
life, or perhaps it is at least understood as some type of filter through which 
those questions may be apprehended. This is perceptibly apparent in that 
(natural) science, particularly with regards to the philosophy of evolution 
and its outgrowth, consume the very psyche of the contemporary world.  But 
in order to consider the rightful place of any claim, one ought to contemplate 
the validity of it.  Thus, the expressed purpose for writing this book is to take 
a moment to consider the fundamental structure and design of evolution – 
seen as that supposed scion of science, and its corollaries, which pervade the 
very heart of all modern thought.

Preface

In the 150, plus, years since On the Origin of Species became a hotspot 
and centerpiece of evolutionary thought, the tide of evolution has 
rapidly overshadowed generations gone and in the making. Evolution 

is a term so pervasive and unnecessarily perversive in the modern world 
yet the ideology remains one of the most, if not the most, unchallenged 
in contemporary society. The time has come to stand face to face with the 
truth about evolution. What is evolution? How did the world come to accept 
it?  The agency of evolutionary thought itself appears self-contained with 
a life force of its own. But who are the ones behind such a force? Is it like 
a dreadful unleashed beast set out to conquer all in its path?  It may even 
be apprehended by some to be an insidious revolution created to ensnare 
the minds of billions and steer the world into another place, a destiny of a 
different order.  From an analytic view, however, the semblance of progress 
and the seemingly positivistic and encompassing outlook of evolutionary 
philosophy reflect a type of modern ideological root underlying the very 
fabric of society, with a firm grip on all social thought.  Culture, humans, 
naturalism, earth history, science, academia, economics, warfare, politics and 
society are all conceptualized and operationalized within such an involved 
ideological scheme.  
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All these categories are compelled into a type of colossal and expansive 
taskforce, suffused by the questioned – how does evolution transpire from 
(what is regarded as) the simple to the complex?  It is at the heart of such 
discourse that the simple-to-complex paradigm takes up center position.  
In other words, how did humans and “culture,” for instance, supposedly 
develop from the simple into elaborate or complex stages?  Be mindful not to 
confuse the issue.  The simple-to-complex ideology (which is really a chimeric 
philosophical mechanism underwriting the evolutionary project), just like 
that of natural selection (which will be discussed later) is a philosophical 
presupposition, not a fact.  No one has ever witnessed a human being, for 
instance, develop from a lower life form into a higher life form.  With the 
unstrained eye, in this book you will not only see why such type of rhetoric is 
found to be illogical and highly toxic, but also engage a panoramic view of the 
deceitful underpinnings of evolutionary ideology.   

But as mentioned above, why is naturalism part of that mix?  
Precisely because human life, experience and actions are all filtered through 
deterministic rigor. By employing a model of determinism, besides all human 
decisions and choices, all events are understood as having sufficient causes. 
In simple terms, cause (as humans estimate it) is the producer of an effect.  
And why is that important?  The idea is that everything must not only be 
placed under the scrutiny of observation, but a particular type of scrutiny 
that fits into the simple-to-complex model (undergirded by the doctrine of 
determinism). And while the absolute nature of the simple-to-complex model 
defies the sensory perception rationale of science, naturalism is still deployed 
as a key element in the amalgam of such ideas.  This is based on a view of the 
world that attempts to account merely for that of natural forces and processes 
at the expense of what I refer to as the meta-natural (beyond natural accounts 
or BNA). Besides the knowledge that such (naturalistic) reckoning renders 
a void in any teleological analysis of the world, it must be kept in mind that 
even if some type of quasi consensus for a naturalistic-based evolutionary 
ideology is derived, that does not transform an assumed scientific hypothesis 
into an established fact.  

Furthermore, the absolute problem with discrediting teleology is 
evinced in that it is literally impossible for humans as a whole to survive if 

they’re not impacted in some way by it (teleology) – the exhibition of 
goals, beauty and purpose; as opposed to leading meaningless lives in a 
meaningless universe.  But what’s more disturbing about this is that even the 
very supposed mechanisms of (biological) evolution (touched on later in this 
book) are based on teleological reasoning. This not only demonstrates but 
exposes the equivocal, dishonorable and unethical nature of evolutionary 
reasoning – deposing teleology, yet at the same time applying it, for instance.

Moreover, in its contemporary state what really is the evolutionary 
project all about?  In confronting this question and for purposes of this 
exposé, while analyses of various components of evolutionary ideology is 
key, it is the intent of the author to treat the subject of evolutionary thought 
as one philosophic whole. As such, presuppositions of evolutionary thought 
along with its philosophical blunders, such as that which involves the notion 
of ‘race,’ are laid bare for the reader to evaluate. Be it known, however, that 
it is not the literary design nor the objective of the overall material pre-
sented in this book to necessarily provide answers to the flaws embedded 
in evolutionary ideology, but rather to expose such flaws. Thus, the author 
is more concerned with stimulating readers’ thinking and engagement in a 
discourse on the philosophy of evolution, as well as the pangs of a host of 
other ideas attached to it.   
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foreword

Mr. Hollancid’s book is an illuminating composition drawing together several 
concepts not usually considered together. 

In part 1, an academically oriented summary of the conceptual history 
of the theory of evolution forms the background to a meta-narrative which has 
as it’s main casual string the progression from abstract concepts of evolution 
via such various mechanisms as natural selection and random mutation, 
leading directly and sufficiently to the reality of racial division as we know it 
today. This casual chain runs through philosophical and scientific concepts 
leading to pseudo-scientific concepts such as eugenics, which in turn are 
analyzed and seen to be a seed for the idea of race division as a direct resultant. 

Part 2 circumscribes the more abstract material in Part 1 with a detailed 
history of most of the major players in this fascinating narrative we might 
call the development of the theory of evolution, and brings into relief with 
concrete historical data the societal changes of the last two centuries wrought 
by these very abstract, conceptual changes in the way man views himself in 
relation to nature and reality. 
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 In part 3, the groundwork of bringing into relief the pernicious 
nature of powerful yet simple concepts embodied by much of the evolution 
schema is tied to the concrete reality of the dissemination of these ideas into 
society at large. The result of the widespread, subconscious acceptance of 
the evolutionary schema, is a concomitant loss of ability to reason without 
reference to the overarching presence which evolutionary ideas have in the 
consciousness of the culture, and the profound detrimental effect this has in 
every corner of cultural life.

A fascinating and sobering tale well told and more importantly well 
documented with historical data lending credence to the author’s thesis.

Francis M. Huxley Jr. 
MSME (Mechanical Engineering) 

M.A. (Mathematics)

introduction

The word ‘evolution’ as a western (and international) concept today, or 
perhaps as expressed in English colloquy, stemmed in part from early 
seventeenth century vogue. In the passage of time the word ‘evolution’ 

itself has evolved, given its social application and epistemological orienta-
tion as they apply to the semantics of the word. Today, however, western 
society and apparently the world at large have unconditionally accepted 
the appellation – evolution, granting it free reign in spite of its far-reaching, 
consequential dynamism. Current society and the engagements of science 
have forced upon the word a meaning so weighty, that has made it anything 
but simplistic. And while the term evolution (referring to development) 
seems to have been imbued with a sort of organic life of its own, even the 
word science in this discussion can be problematic, as any part of scientific 
inquiry can be discursively commandeered and subjectified by the architect 
to suit predisposed circumstances.  

The word science in its most general usage simply refers to systema-
tized knowledge of the observable world, or the observable. The question, 
then, to think about is - who is observing what, how and why?  And so today, 
the very aura of evolutionary thought carries an etymological value that is 
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heterogeneous in nature and unwarranted. It relates to the whole scheme of 
pursuit of knowledge of the natural world, dialectics, and ‘sociocultural’ 
advancement, while also aligning itself with survival of the fittest rhetoric, 
‘racial’ prejudice and extermination via systematic selection, even with an 
assumed responsibility over a rather abstruse version of metaphysics.  

In the United States, the problematic nature of pedagogic evolution, 
for example, has manifested itself in an ongoing debate surrounding the issue 
of teaching evolution in school, or maintaining the ideology of evolution 
as part of the academic curriculum. What people perhaps are failing to 
understand, however, is that there is a background to supposed evolutionary 
theory.  While the modern idea of evolution with all its propaganda (looked 
at in the course of this book) did not just spring up out of a purposeless 
void, ironically, the teaching of evolution casts an indiscreet shadow over a 
teleological void.  In other words, while there may be hypothetical, though 
deceptive design in historical evolutionary thought, there is no plausible 
explanation of the supposed mechanisms dictating the origin of evolution, 
nor of the evolutionary movement itself as a universal phenomenon.   

There is indubitably a pretext and historical context which laid the 
very underpinnings of the evolution movement.  In conjunction, it must be 
pointed out that the ideological notion of ‘evolution’ is based upon – to put it in 
simple terms – the notion of ‘order,’ with its link to philosophical naturalism.  
Order is a de facto, fundamental tenet of the evolution movement and the 
single, irreducible unit from which all evolutionary thought flow.  Yet, in 
order for ‘order’ to flourish there must be an inherent purpose and greater 
design, which evolution denies. Here, one should be mindful to make the 
essential distinction between order and purpose. Evolutionary ‘order,’ by way 
of definition does not exact purpose. Nonetheless, in attempting to shape any 
modern analysis of the construction of evolution, some sort of applied order 
is seen attached to it. And here is the presupposed ‘order’ of evolutionists 
- believe it or not, a basic a priori notion of evolution is that beings (and 
things), as they appear in the world, develop or move from the simple to the 
more complex; and that includes the humanistic and modern approach to 
culture, civilization and humans themselves.  

In other words humans, for instance, are thought to have developed 
from the state of less intelligent animals with different body configurations 
and functions, to the phenotypical characteristics and mental qualities by 
which we are marked today. That is not only preposterous but absolutely 
unfounded to say the least.  But herein lies one of, if not the greatest loophole 
in evolutionary discourse – on what is the ontological notion of ‘simple’ 
based? or what is the basis for the explication of complexity?  Not even the 
most ardent of evolutionists could supply unwavering responses to these. 

How do you judge complexity? What is the standard? There’s no 
failsafe methodological answer that has been supplied within the realm of 
philosophy or science. Hence, this can be seen as a root crisis since a universal 
and uniform definition of complexity is itself an inadvertent cause for 
polarization, variance, and what I refer to as social opaqueness. To emphasize 
how inherently unsound and disingenuous it is, this notion of ‘the simple to 
the more complex’ partially feeds off the perception that society, becoming 
more advanced, is actually becoming better; or that is at least what early 
advocators of cultural evolutionary theory purported.  

Such a notion is moreover seen as widely discredited as we offer witness 
to contemporary society being plagued by more wars, violent and idios-
yncratic, sociopolitical catastrophes and a widespread harvest of dehuman-
ization.  Another idea connected to the simple-to-complex doctrine is the 
notion of the “tree of life” as purported by historical figures such as Charles 
Darwin and other advocates. This is based on the idea that modern organisms 
and furthermore all organisms on earth, including humans, all derive from 
one common source; i.e., at the base of the tree, so to speak. 

In other words, from a single source (whatever that is), life as we know 
it today branched out into all life forms that can be identified. But what’s 
responsible for the transmission of evolutionary traits from one branch to 
the next, one species to the next, one generation to the next is the socalled 
ideology of natural selection. I’m not sure if you caught that – natural 
selection is responsible for the creation of humans at some point in the tree of 
life, in conjunction with the old world monkey, gibbon, ape, orangutan, and 
after Australopithecus, or whatever else came before.  Wow – that’s amazing! 
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And how exactly did life begin again, according to evolutionary thinking?  
Run that by me one more time. The answer – a faint, muzzled response.  Is  
it just me?  Does anyone else see a problem?  It’s not merely a problem but 
rather a fundamental flaw exposed here.  With presuppositions tied to the 
philosophy of naturalism (as seen in Darwinian evolution or evolutionary 
doctrine in general), one reaches a foundational impasse in attempting to 
explicate life’s origin.

   Going back, however, to the point of ‘order’ mentioned above, in 
attempting to manufacture evolution as the visionaries saw it, as a corollary 
to order there must be a pervasive uniformity generally everywhere; but at 
the same time if you examine the fine print of this doctrine, you’ll notice 
it shows that there must be an allowance for developmental variation at 
different locales. That’s where the idea of ‘uniformitarianism’ comes into play 
in this context.  Initially applied to geology, this idea carries two weighty 
implications: (i) the notion that the present is a key to understanding the 
past forces at work in nature, culture, etc., and (ii) coming from the base 
word, ‘uni–form’ (meaning: one, unity, consistency), this idea suggests that 
undercurrents in one place characterize like movements everywhere, and 
perhaps even at the same time.  This is what I refer to as the ‘Deep and Wide’ 
(DAW) doctrine; deep, as an attempt is made to go back in time and wide, 
as the attempt is made to characterize like movements everywhere.  This all, 
however, is not merely moot but swiftly becomes problematic, particularly 
when applied to society or just life on earth for that matter.  

Further, as we will see later on, the very idea of cultural evolution as 
it concerns the simple-to-complex model, has been propagated to the extent 
that some people have been classified as savages (besides succumbing to the 
notion of cultural lag), insinuating not only the notion of ‘racial’ inferiority, 
but that they belong to a lower life form, according to some.  In other words, 
these three ideas: uniformitarianism, evolution, and the simple-to-complex 
model, are all interwoven into the same philosophical fabric in a futile attempt 
to stitch the incompatible and untenable shreds of evolutionary thought 
together.  By planting ideas of savagery and ‘racial’ inferiority as attached 
to lower life forms, the presupposition is that a society as well as the human 
beings inhabiting it, started off as backward and less intelligent, besides other 

things, and can be estimated as being set on a trajectory to becoming more 
complex and advanced.  This idiosyncratic concept is fraught with and linked 
to all sorts of ill-conceived and diabolical notions, as attached to the fallacious 
concept of ‘race.’  But here’s the epistemological snag - through processes of 
selection or exclusion, some ‘cultures’ and ‘people’ are left behind or otherwise 
subject to a state of savagery and civil undergrowth.  In such a case, there 
arises a need for them to become the subject of subhuman analysis.  

In taking on the severely flawed philosophical, scientific and 
epistemological base, along with the unethical nature of evolutionary thought, 
this book seeks to confront the wider historical claims of what I would prefer 
to call, modern evolutionary hypothesis rather than a theory. Some may 
audaciously argue that evolution is a fact and can be proven. But that is a 
very insincere way of attempting an apprehension of the topic within the 
realm of ideas.  Certainly, one can observe the stages of a particular organism 
like a butterfly, for instance, and monitor its stages of development.  In that 
case a caterpillar definitely develops, grows, evolves, or in the entomological 
sense, undergoes metamorphosis. The case, however, of a bird evolving from 
a reptile state, or a whale evolving from a four-legged land creature (macro-
evolution) is spurious at best.  

Call it what you may, the issue is not about the existence of development 
in our sphere, but rather gaining some understanding of the nature of 
development, the mentality and attitude attached to it, and the magnificent 
phenomena to which it ultimately aligns itself. There is simply too much 
illogicality, heated conceit and massive glaring loopholes woven into the 
notion of evolution. Such conjecturalization eventually leads to the path 
of unwarranted destruction and what I call, fallacy of mass social reliance.  
Generally, it appears that even the subscribers to the evolution movement 
have never tested the bold assertions associated with it for themselves,  
but rather simply accept them because they are in sociopolitical and 
customary vogue.

Evolutionary ideology and the idea of race divisions among humans, 
have been slipped into the very bedrock of the world’s education system, 
and have become main fixtures at the heart of the foundation of all social, 
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economic, political and academic activity. Furthermore, such ideology 
virtually surrounds your very way of life and influences your thinking 
without you even knowing it. But who bothers to look into such things?  
So why does the western world and, no doubt, much of the world succumb 
to evolutionary ideology and other interrelated concepts such as the false 
notion of ‘race’?  In your rumination bear in mind that in order to do justice 
to an understanding of modern evolutionary thought, two key factors play 
a crucial role in reconstructing the atmosphere of the floral bed from which 
the scheme of modern evolutionary ideas grew.  These factors mask or adorn 
themselves in the doctrines of secular humanism and naturalism.  

As you turn the page, note that though this book seeks to exhibit the 
claim of modern, pervasive evolutionary thought along with notions such 
as race, it is not so much the attempt of the author to present proponents 
and exhaustive proposals for and against these themes. The attempt is 
made rather to expose the general philosophical underpinnings of modern 
evolutionary and racial thought, giving the reader a chance to not only assess 
the theoretical assertions involved, but to take up the challenge of dissecting 
and deconstructing a mound of ideas. Truly, one can intelligently evaluate the 
validity of the parts of such ideas that make up the larger system of thought.  
To the extent that this is accomplished, henceforth opens up a light source 
that shines upon an undeniable path so bright it will light the world.    
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chapter 1

Deciphering Evolution

Over two hundred years after the birth of Charles Darwin, evol-
utionary thought continues to bedazzle the mind and influence 
the thinking of many of earth’s inhabitants. How was the word 

evolution first used and how did the concept itself evolve?  This is one way 
of addressing the matter.  The word evolution, at its most basic level, simply 
refers to a process of growth or development, hence implying change; or 
coming from the Latin, evolutio, a sense of ‘unrolling’ or ‘unfolding’ is 
depicted. But beyond that, the concept of evolution itself has far-reaching 
implications and has been extended to many branches of study, boldly 
cutting across disciplines and weaving its path through the playground of 
academe. Its deployment marks all sorts of progressions from perhaps less 
supercilious beginnings.  As products of its mainstay, to be sure, evolutionary 
thought has infiltrated the structures of contemporary society, is embraced 
by academics, adopted by politicians, fed to students, mesmerized the 
unsuspecting public, and is consuming the very psyche of a people.  

To put it plainly, evolutionary thought is like a cantankerous and 
extremely aggressive form of what we refer to as cancer, manifesting its 
mannerisms throughout the very foundation of society.  While that is the 
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The extensive nature of the colonial project, including colonial America, 
Europeans and European-Americans, has largely contributed to or actually 
shaped the creation of social strata, linked to concepts of evolution, “race,” 
class, power, and racial inferiority.  This has led to much corruption and the 
fabrication of behavioral characteristics tied to notions of race, attaching 
the idea of ‘superior’ traits to Europeans and inferior and negative ones to 
‘others’ such as those considered Black or Indian. Thus, fictitious beliefs 
about people based on skin color become institutionalized and deeply 
embedded into early American life and thought, for instance. Prior to 
that time (of Western colonial rule), but especially during that time and 
since then, the ideology of “race” (a discredited concept in biology) has 
dominated the very essence of the human soul.  This abominable infection 
has spread throughout the world, becoming a fundamental social tool for 
controlling, ranking, and dividing all that could be divided.  

In reifying such an ignominious idea as part of the mainstay of 
society, notions of “race” were (and are) thus used to justify political, social 
and economic inequalities in a given locale; so that the invention of the 
“racial” worldview was meant to intentionally assign some to perennial low 
status, while affording others access or easier access to privilege. The view 
of the world as racial, you must understand, is but a temporal, nonetheless 
corrupt, institution built by the hands of society (leading to an ignominious 
social construct). This, to a great degree, highlights the perennial nature of 
such a conflict.  It was de Tocqueville, the French politician and writer, while 
admiring the social order in American society, considered notions of Indians, 
Blacks and Whites in America as comprising of three naturally distinct 
races.2  In a further idiosyncratic gesture, de Tocqueville not only posits that 
as distinct from the American population, people in Europe are from many 
branches of the same stock, but asserts that the Whites or Europeans are 
the ones in power and of superior intelligence over the Blacks and Indians 
in America3. What is disquieting and rancorous about such reckoning 
is that this racist thinking, also reflected in de Tocqueville’s time (early to 
mid-nineteenth century), still colors the perceptions of many today.  

It is important to note here, that while academia seems nonchalant 
about catching up with the fact that there is no such thing as race or races of 

case, it must not be forgotten that with a major surge in the nineteenth century, 
evolution in its totality was promoted as partly founded upon supposed 
scientific facts collected by Charles Darwin. That is how it also gradually 
gained acceptance in the school system. But evolution was promoted for 
many years before Darwin, with his “On the Origin of Species” appearing 
as sort of the central mouthpiece for modern evolutionary doctrines. 

Today one may hear of audacious ideas such as, biological, physical, 
organic, superorganic, cultural, historical, social and human evolution.  
What many may fail to realize is that the contemporary and interactive 
mode of mass evolutionary thought and practice is a new kid on the block, 
so to speak.  Although one can find evolutionary ideas dating back to the 
Classical Era, or perhaps before that, those ideas in terms of a modern 
focus, took on somewhat of a more persistent forum from around the late 
seventeenth to eighteenth centuries.  Evolutionary reasoning as we know it 
today really became popular, in fact, in the mid-nineteenth century, at the 
very heart of the Victorian Age and the Industrial Revolution.  Here one can 
envision the direct correlation between evolutionary thought, its progress, 
and the intellectual climate of the western Renaissance, Enlightenment, 
Industrial Revolution, and Second Industrial Revolution eras.  

This all more or less coincides with what many refer to as the 
period of the Scientific Revolution. But a critical connection that is noted 
in this period is the spirit of nationalism. While the nationalistic doctrine 
found strength in the economic outlook of sixteenth and seventeenth 
century mercantilism, it was the nineteenth century that really prodded 
the explosion of the nationalistic mentality as a widespread, forceful, and 
tenacious phenomenon. And with that, modern evolutionary thought also 
coincided with the advancing project of the nationalistic mind, the nation-
state – the sociopolitical idea encapsulated in the philosophy of the collective 
conscience, often marked not only by exclusive loyalty but by a sense of 
national, and in some cases “racial,” superiority.

With respect to the milieus surrounding the rise of the nation-
state in the West and the advancement of evolutionary doctrine, it is also 
crucial to realize the correlation between evolution and the colonial mind1.   
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industrial revolution, but as also shown in this book, the very manner in 
which humans evaluated culture, society and themselves was cast within the 
framework of the revolutionary spirit of evolution. Through sheer fantasy, 
for instance, men and women came to view certain people as being part of 
a master or superior race. But such ideas are not divorced from notions of 
hegemony or power, influence and socioeconomics as we will also see later 
on.  This sort of reckoning found partnership in the ideologies of ‘survival 
of the fittest’ and ‘natural selection.’4  Thus, it is not farfetched that certain 
societies came to view their own feeble structures as a superior whole.  It 
is even thought that nature itself has chosen some to be the leaders and 
masters of the earth.  

In other words, notions of race, society and culture themselves are 
not immune to the tightening braces of the evolutionary mold, based on 
the perception that certain people are thought of as being naturally selected 
to be the fittest survivors.  They are perceived of as having evolved from the 
simple to the more complex, whereby supposedly projected to the head of 
the human chain – as also attached to notions of the ‘great chain of being.’  
In that sense some are led to believe that they are actually finding their 
bearings from the pivot of a superior ‘race.’  But these are all psychological 
games at best, and the motif surrounds the idea of domination of the 
assumed fittest at the expense of the presumed weaker or weakest.

At this juncture, one should also be aware that one of the most 
common molds and implications pasted onto evolutionary thought, 
particularly in the West, is the portrayal of evolutionary philosophy as 
a discourse on science and religion or science vs. religion. This may be 
seen as a type of survival instinct for many evolutionists, acting as though 
there is an unspoken, required expectation of letting science and religion 
battle it out in assiduous arguments. It is a falsified concept which gained a 
foothold in Western society, particularly in light of the popularized Scopes 
Monkey Trial of the mid 1920s.  But that’s really a smokescreen, ideal for 
masking the real identity of evolutionary ideology.  If evolution is what the 
evolutionists claim then it should be able to stand on its own and not cower 
in the shadow, or under such guise as science versus religion. 

humankind, many are rushing to take false comfort in the notion of ‘race’ 
as social construct. In other words, the illusionary notion of race is being 
reified as a diehard concept, benumbing the minds as well as the hearts 
of yesterday and today’s generation. What then is the future generation 
building on? Today the notion of “race,” in conjunction with ideas of natural 
selection, evolutionary ideology and social construction, is continuing to 
distort the ways in which humans view each other and themselves.

Before proceeding, however, it is important to emphasize the dis-
tinction between the notions of micro and macroevolution in evolutionary 
discourse.  This is fundamental and absolutely crucial in understanding the 
broader discussion.  According to evolutionists, microevolution is under-
stood to be evolutionary change that entails the gradual accretion of 
mutations, leading to novel varieties within a species. Macroevolution, 
however, is thought to be more befitting of extensive or large scale evolutionary 
transition from one variety of organisms to another, transpiring over geologic 
time and resulting in the creation, or constitution of new taxonomic 
clusters. Be aware though, that on the one hand microevolution may 
generally appear as noncontroversial in nature, delineating small changes 
that do not defy what is referred to in biology as phylogenetic boundaries.

On the other hand, discussions on organic evolution, also regarded 
as macroevolution or commonly known as ‘evolution’ cause much stir, 
since it is supposed that the living forms in the world ultimately originated 
and evolved from an inorganic form. The technical differences and level 
of distinction between these two terms – micro and macroevolution, have 
come to play a significant role in the way conceptions and idealizations of 
evolution are categorically spoken of. Hence, the idea of macroevolution 
(referred to simply as evolution), to say the least, is an ideological construct 
that has made a whole new outlook on life incumbent on humans.  In that 
sense, evolutionary thought from its nineteenth century propulsion was 
ingeniously emblazoned in the ardent spirit of revolution. You may call it, 
The Evolution Revolution.

Why revolution?  Not only was evolutionary thought given a boost 
in the nineteenth century amidst the socio-progressive claims of the 
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In that vein, it is also important to note that while on the one hand, 
evolutionists look to science to gain some type of epistemological foothold 
on their claims, on the other hand, secular, if not most, evolutionists reject 
religion wholesale. As such, with regards to the claims of modern evolutionary 
ideology, religion and science stem largely from fundamentally different 
epistemological bases or worldviews.  It’s no surprise, then, that there seems 
to be constant friction and a somewhat evasive resolution between the two.  
Part of the problem is that, a priori, many scientists not only disavow of 
religion altogether, but throw any idea of God, or an authority figure outside 
of the human-self, out the window as well.

The nature of such an unremitting struggle (between religion and 
science) is precisely what many evolutionists gloat about, because it gives 
the pretentious feeling that there is something to constantly fight over.  In 
this farce, moreover, a steady supply of advocates on either side of the debate 
is also ensured, each one exerting his/her voice, attempting to ascend to 
dominancy and mastery of the field. The immediate point here is not in 
deconstructing or performing exhaustive examination on the discourse and 
crossover between evolution, science and religion, but rather in taking issue 
with the method and tact deployed in the spread of evolutionary dogma.  
This makes it rather fascinating to many evolutionists to imagine that they 
possess manipulative control in the discursive arena of science vs. religion.  
It’s the type of debacle where, just as in the Scopes Trial, sheer ego becomes 
an overmastering force.  This can be seen as one of the covert maneuvers 
of modern evolutionary thought and what I refer to as a subtle underlying 
cover for evolution (SUCE).  Bear in mind, by the way, that there is more to 
the Scopes story than meets the eye, such as that pertaining to eugenics and 
a racialized agenda, which perhaps did not make it on the mass media ticket; 
more to be said on such topics later in this book.

Moreover, many tend to think that the evolutionary project counts 
on the often heated nature of its debates, employed as a mechanism for 
survival.  When you really think about it, though, on the one hand debates 
keep the evolutionary machine turning, and on the other hand if there  
were no debates, perhaps evolutionary ideology would go unchecked yet 
accepted wholesale. At any rate, evolutionary doctrine needs to stand 

alone and be examined openly.  Hence, this book particularly separates 
the duel and throws evolution completely naked in the spotlight. 
Evolutionary doctrine, then, will either stand, or fall. Meanwhile, the 
majority of evolutionists are still intent on planting seeds of illogicality 
and ultra humanism in the mind for generations.  This is tantamount to a 
mental coup d’état. And while some may think that evolutionary ideas are 
infallible, nothing could be further from the truth.  Others, however, see 
the modern evolutionary project as a terrible pretense, based on spurious 
dogma and volatile philosophy.  Such discussions are brought to the fore as 
you progress in this book.

As you proceed, it is crucial to realize that firstly, at its very heart, 
the grand evolutionary project (GEP) transpiring before your very eyes 
is primarily one - more of philosophical dogma, which lends itself to a 
belief system, invoking science as a type of disclaimer. An important aspect 
of this to note is that while philosophy, as a discipline, can be recognized 
as a precursor to modern science, philosophical reasoning itself is not an 
endeavor of the past but rather also exists in some ways as a sort of bridled 
companion to modern science. Nonetheless, science and furthermore 
nature can exhibit evolution to certain limits (as in the butterfly); but 
the evolutionary theories that are being advanced are way off course and 
based on absolute conjectural work and a cumulation of speculative toil. 
Moreover, it is duly noted that modern evolutionary thought stemmed in 
part from the Enlightenment era and was zealously pursued, eventually 
denouncing universal authority for humankind’s conscience, and ultimately 
objectifying human scientific reasoning on the altar of human autonomy.

Secondly, science must be recognized for what it really is - a mere 
human tool probing into and attempting ardently to comprehend the 
works of absolute ingenious design, issued forth from an Infinite Designer.  
Think about it - if there was nothing for science to engage, then there 
would be no such endeavor called science.  And the mere fact that there 
is something for science to study necessarily means that there is purpose 
and design in the nature of scientific endeavor itself.  If, however, there is 
purpose in science, then it means that ineluctably, there is meaning to life 
which the under-lying base of evolutionary thought does not subscribe to.  
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In other words, as science is about discovering or coming to terms with 
the dynamics of what’s already there, it can in no wise be divorced from 
meaning and purpose. Thus, in confronting evolution, it is particularly 
crucial to gain an understanding of the history of evolutionary thought, 
and the manner in which such history has been marinated in the mixture 
of human aspirations such as that of science.  

•
Science Deconstructed

Visions of the evolutionary project have, in a sense, stupefied society 
to the extent that people aren’t so willing to think straight for themselves 
anymore.  Why, after all you have science to do that for you.  Really?  Here 
lies the magnificent misconception and impregnated deception. For some 
reason many are of the opinion that once someone evokes terms such as, 
‘science,’ or ‘scientifically proven’ in a definition or statement, by some grand 
and mystical design the saying becomes true. Thus, the word ‘science’ can 
be invoked, and at once become loaded with subjective propaganda. Today, 
the idea of scientific standard or method has become sort of reified in two 
key camps – amateur and professional science. To put it plainly, however, 
in its most generally used sense, science is really a philosophy that refers to 
a systematized and observable knowledge of the physical world, exposing 
the operation of what is regarded as general laws, acquired by way of 
experimentation. And as pointed out before, science is, by and large, simply 
a matter of gaining knowledge of, or noticing what’s already there.

Seen in its wider lexical application and going back to Greco-Latin 
roots, a measure of etymological weight of the word science can be reckoned.  
Taken from the Latin, scientia refers to ‘knowledge’ or ‘learning,’ coming 
from the verb – scire, ‘to know.’   Semantically, however, the word science may 
have originally meant, ‘to distinguish, divide’ or to ‘separate’ one thing from 
the other.  But the Greek lexical form is what allows for a curious linguistic 
angle; the form – skhizein, to ‘rend, split,’ or even ‘cleave’5 depicts the precise 
allocation and identical root with the compound word we know in English 
as ‘schizophrenia.’  A Greek linguistic variation of the word science renders 
the meaning -  ‘split, divide, know.’  Schizo-phrenia, literally ‘a splitting of the 

mind’ is a term understood as representing a conditional type of psychotic 
disorder.  Nonetheless, not only is a common linguistic source between the 
words science and schizo(phrenia) established, but a broader appeal to the 
word science is exposed as – to split, distinguish, know.

At its heart, science also generally refers to branches of knowledge, 
study or systematized knowledge. That’s why one could also be engaged 
in branches of knowledge such as theological or ethical science. To a great 
degree, however, people take science to mean that if there is no empiricism 
there is no science. That’s where positivism also comes in, based to some 
degree on the philosophy of Auguste Comte, the nineteenth century French 
thinker (philosophizing at around the same time Darwin was manufacturing 
and advancing evolutionary hypotheses). Although positivism, as a system 
of thought is applied to other areas such as epistemology and logic, it is 
concerned with the properties of knowable things, and in the spatiotemporal 
aspects of the involved relations.  These relations, in conjunction with laws, 
are to be accessed or known via experiment, observation and comparison.

In other words, the positivistic system of thought (designed to, more 
or less, supersede metaphysics and theology) concerns itself with positive 
facts, applicable to the senses. Positivism is not all there is to science, 
however. Hence the very concept of the word ‘science’ begs for some type 
of reevaluation. Further, the practice of what we call science, in and of itself 
can become twisted manipulation with a boomerang effect which can at 
the same time expose the malintent of the inventor, or expositor.  On the 
one hand, science in a colloquial sense of the word, and abstrusely speaking 
is maladaptive and embeds itself with covert agendas. On the other hand 
science is okay as long as it treats objects within its realm – i.e. in the sphere 
of the observable. Remember, as shown above, science splits in order to 
know. Many who claim to engage science, however, interlope into what 
science cannot observe – the supranatural or meta-natural; in other words, 
that which is unexplainable by natural law. That is where we get into the 
whole idea of philosophical and theoretical science, which attempts to look 
at assumptions and implications of science.

The realm of the meta-natural does elude the sense of the temporal 
and mundane reasoning.  It is for the very reason that humans can in no 
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measure ultimately experiment with the meta-natural, in order to subdue 
it to mere banausic means, that they give rise to sheer conjecture about the 
meta-natural.  But the meta-natural can in no wise be entered into agreement 
with, nor hold secret negotiations with human laboratories.  Humans would 
do well to understand that it is not possible for the supranatural to be 
measured by the trappings of humankind.  The day that happens is the very 
day humans themselves cease to exist.  To pose it more succinctly, humans 
can only reach so far and comprehend only some aspects in attaining a 
measurable knowledge and observation of the universe or the illimitable 
reaches of space.  The term ‘universe’ itself can refer to one general, complex 
and orderly system, and is a term employed by humans to convey the sense 
that at least they can know only a minuscule fraction of that which can be 
known and measured.  Some may ask – well how can we know that the 
supranatural isn’t based on mere idealism? 

The simple fact that humans can measure the natural, presupposes 
that the natural itself has been imposed upon; and if so, then there is the 
non-natural in the sense of the meta-natural realm of the limitless and 
inexhaustible. The natural, then, can be said to have been imbued with animate 
vitality.  Since humankind, therefore, cannot attain to a quantification of the 
meta-natural, then many have joined the mass wagon of a philosophical 
denial of the supernatural, perhaps not realizing that the mere engagement 
of philosophical evaluation inadvertently determines that the supernatural 
remains outside human devaluation and extirpation. Nevertheless, men and 
women continue to make fools of themselves, thinking that they have arrived. 

The very academicians, professionals and amateurs who posit so-
called solid evidence for evolution through what they regard as scientific 
means, ought to remember that they are themselves operating within  
the confines of human measure and observation. Furthermore, those 
considered to be scientists know that what they refer to as scientific 
evidence is not static, but is constantly bombarded by thesis-antithesis, and 
reconstruction or reevaluation of predictions which were supposedly once 
adumbrated to be ‘proven’ or accurate. From that angle, science as a tool 
of inquiry is made manifest in the realm of the unstable, which inevitably 
presupposes its subjection to that which is stable.  The question is begged, 
then, is science an end in itself or a means to an end?  Science cannot be an 

end unto itself since it constantly seeks and grapples with knowledge.  It 
remains therefore that if science is a means to an end, then epistemologically 
speaking the end cannot possibly justify the means.  The cyclical argument is 
that the end ties back to that which can be experimented on and/or observed. 
This subjects science to the limitations of observation and knowledge. 

•
Is Evolution Here to Stay?

Today, evolutionary thinking has permeated the very membrane of a 
society.  We sit in the modern classroom, though, and we hear the wrong set of 
questions being asked about evolution.  Dialectically, the overtaxed question 
– ‘how does evolution work?’ is unduly posited at the deplorable sacrifice of 
the rational question - ‘what is evolution?’ We have already touched on a 
distinction in evolution - micro and macroevolution. For purposes of this 
book’s narrative discourse, however, while I employ the term ‘evolution’ to 
refer to mainstream ideas surrounding notions of extreme temporal and 
geological processes, a more pointed focus of this book surrounds the idea 
of human evolution.  Are humans really evolved beasts or creatures?

In order for evolution to appear feasible, the framers of evolutionary 
theory realized that they absolutely had to come to terms with and attempt 
to give an account for generalization and uniformitarianism.  In other 
words, while working at about the same time and representing past time, 
the same processes must certainly be at work everywhere.  This involves an 
assessment of spatiotemporal dynamics.  But are we asking the right set of 
questions?  Is the a priori notion of a presupposed uniformitarian base for 
modern evolutionary thought justly warranted?  And what does that have 
to do with human evolution?  Let’s do a little exploring of a sample of one of 
the many qualitative depictions applied to the evolutionary plot, in order 
to arrive at some sort of functional understanding of the pedestal upon 
which men and women have come to idealize the concept.

The grand schema of evolutionism with references to biological and 
human evolution, necessarily remains a hypothesis and nothing else; it is 
based on mere speculation.  According to the biological evolutionary view, 
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chapter 2 

science versus Evolution

The idea of evolution, taken from its etymological genesis is not 
inherently abhorrent.  Rather, it is the contextual use in the modern 
age, marked by a sharp rise and emphasis on the value of science, 

naturalism and humanism, that has placed the meaning of evolution in 
an absolutely problematic and untenable light. As the word evolution itself 
denotes development, in a sense it can certainly be applied to humans - 
e.g. as in, we develop mentally, physically (baby to adult), etc. The issue 
is not whether evolution exists or not, but rather it is the orientation 
and general hermeneutic stance on evolution that cripples it and makes 
it inutile, wholly frivolous, impractical and contemptible altogether. And 
when postulated from a genetic viewpoint that evolution is characteristic 
of a generational change in the frequencies of alleles within a population 
sharing a common gene pool, these are hardly beautiful words and prove 
nothing concerning modern evolutionary theory.  The discursive weight 
attached to the doctrine of evolution has only served to politicize and reify 
it in the mind of modern society, to the extent that when people think of 
evolution, what they think of really are biological suppositions such as, the 
notion of a bird evolving from a fish and humans evolving from lower life 

a change takes place in a population’s inherited traits from one generation 
to the next. These traits are supposedly the expressions of genes copied and 
passed on to progeny during reproduction. It is mutations and random 
changes in these genes, however, that pose as the catalysts for new and 
altered traits, resulting in genetic or heritable variation between organisms.  
So?  What about mutations and random change? Here’s just one of the 
many setbacks which the catalysts of mutation and random change do not 
adequately address, and quite frankly can’t address either; in order for life 
to show some sort of random change or before it starts to diversify, it must 
exist.  But the origin of such existence is forever outwitting and has in fact 
eluded scientists.

That’s why you’ve probably heard of ideas such as the big bang, open 
universe and abiogenesis which were all imported in a desperate attempt 
to bridge the gap. To be honest, such ludicrous ideas actually end up 
incriminating themselves as cheap shots. Ideas such as abiogenesis 
[a-biogenesis], for instance, would work except for the fact that there’s no 
such thing as spontaneous generation, or the notion of living organisms 
springing up from inanimate matter, unless acted upon by a non-natural 
source.  And the big bang, allegedly hinging on the laws of physics, is 
perhaps the most infamous of these unfounded ideas. The big bang is 
certain to work except for many gnawing drawbacks, including the fact 
that – no one can unequivocally give a cosmological explanation on how 
cell-like structures originally developed or came into being, to form the 
living organisms which we see today.  After all, apprehending evolutionary 
thought and its gaping loopholes may not be as quite a challenge as some 
are inclined to think.  It’s about looking at the engine that’s supposed to 
drive evolutionary discourse, and at the same time evaluating the functions 
of parts of this hypothetical engine.

While evaluating the nature of the function of the parts in order 
to derive the method, design and scheme of the operation, an analysis of 
their interrelatedness and the reasoning (or lack thereof) behind it will 
reveal glaring inconsistencies and fatuous propositions on a grand scale, 
too transparent to ignore. 
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forms, etc.  Evolution, from such a standpoint, is more fanciful in nature; 
in other words, more imaginative – pointing to what I call, the imaginative 
construct. 

Furthermore, here’s one of the glaring loopholes where the story 
gets both mirky and obvious. Supposedly there must be certain drives or 
forces for evolution to take place. According to many scientists, the follow-
ing (mechanical) phenomena must be operative in order for (biological) 
evolution to flourish:

I.  gene flow
II. genetic drift
III. mutation 
IV. natural selection

As a corollary, the HWE (Hardy Weinberg Equilibrium) theorem, 
founded on mathematical grounds, is posed as a model for testing whether 
or not evolution is taking place.  Evolution from that angle is seen as the 
change in gene/allele frequency from one generation to the other. But the 
mere fact the humans can study allele frequencies (the form of a gene 
responsible for hereditary variation) necessarily means that unlike the 
arbitrariness of evolutionary theory, there must be specific design involved, 
as opposed to randomness.  And if design and order are innate in humans, 
it must be ontologically located within a greater sphere of purpose, which 
necessitates a teleological dimension of human life.  

Biologically, then, it is not only absurd but comical to conceive 
of the idea of ex-nihilo heritable traits and to deny the impact of meta-
natural design on humans and thereby, the world in conjunction with 
humans. Don’t lose sight of the fact, however, that while humans did not 
create purpose or originate design, they do have purpose, are designed and 
can design. The distinction is that rather than being the original author, 
humans themselves are endowed with purpose and the ability to design.  

As an inadvertent effect then, the allele frequency that determines 
the gene outlook, including heterozygotes, become determinant factors for 

the basic physical unit of heredity, only if based on a particular design.  
This means that without design, the linear sequence of nucleotides along 
a segment of deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA), which provides the coded 
sequence for synthesis of ribonucleic acid (RNA) in cell structure cannot 
be translated into protein.  What does that mean?  Simply – no hereditary 
character bytes, information, or patterns can be developed and expressed, 
therefore, eliminating the natural tendencies and connectedness which we 
observe in humans.   

What makes the idea of evolution even more untenable is an analysis 
of the concept of natural selection. Supposedly, for natural selection to take 
place there must be variation. And three principles are considered to be 
governing such variation:

A. there must be variation in the population;
B. the variation has to be (in)heritable, and 
C. that variation has to make a difference in the survival process.

The part of this shallow coordinate system that was left out, however, 
is that the variation factor doesn’t necessarily coordinate neatly between 
different traits. This makes the natural selection component of evolution 
very unstable and thus, unsound.  Moreover, if nature is to ‘select’ anything, 
this simply speaks to the purpose of design and the intricacies of func-
tion conferred on the natural realm. This means that there is absolutely 
no grounds on which natural selection can make any audacious claim (as 
attached to origins) to indisputably perform sound justification, in order  
to exhibit the notion of human (or biological) evolution.  As such, it concerns 
itself with, and remains within the domains of speculative inquiry.   

It is a calculated move today, then, to actually indoctrinate or 
infect elementary school kids with evolutionary ideas. One may ask, 
why? I remember while I was teaching, an elementary school kid, name 
David, asked me – “do you believe in evolution?” Though I heard him the 
first time, I tried intently to ignore the question; but it kept coming. At 
even such young age kids are already led to believe in the scandalous and 
fraudulent hypotheses that plague evolutionary thought, without given 
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the chance to declare whether they accept it or not. Students even at that 
early age, however, often display aptitudes that challenge “adult” reasoning. 
They sometimes seem to exercise better judgment than some adults, in 
questioning an alleged scientific composition, such as human evolution.  

It is a mere figment of the imagination to the many working 
arduously, attempting to sustain preposterous notions of human evolution 
through demoralizing idiosyncrasies such as natural selection and 
mutation. I’m not so sure, though, why the general public is so gullible. To 
put it quite veraciously, evolutionists don’t even necessarily hide the glaring 
deceptions that merely gloss over their farfetched hypotheses. It is in that 
light that evolution is looked upon as not only disreputable and corrupt, 
but as sloppy propaganda at best.

Not all scientists, however, are propagandists of the evolution 
regime.  Among the many academicians and scientists dealing with the 
social and biological notions of evolution, there is a growing awareness that 
the problem of evolution is met by a great obstacle to sensible discussion.  
This obstacle is largely presented in a packaged deception with the pervasive 
belief that evolution was presented in a neat little bundle by Charles 
Darwin6  in the mid-nineteenth century. An extremely crucial point to note, 
however, is that Darwinism or Darwinian theory was founded on very 
poor foundations, including Malthusian population dynamics, which does 
not even pretend to be scientific, and furthermore was discredited in the 
late nineteenth century.7  This is one of the many factors that emphatically 
show that Darwinism is in fact not a scientific theory, but a type of pseudo-
epistemological hypothesis draped in scientific adornment.  

It seems as though Darwinian evolutionary theory has irreparable 
flat tires. Philosophically, then, the (evolutionary) machine is going no-
where - with an inoperable engine and no functional tires. This means that 
even before evolutionary theory hit the schools, it was a failure and fraud to 
begin with.  It may have appeared as an academic wolf in sheep’s clothing, 
but what’s amazing is that apparently no one bothered to sound the alarm.   

In fact, recognizing the flawed presuppositions of evolutionary 
theory, evolution is actually being strongly rejected today on scientific 
grounds,8  as there is growing dissent within the halls of natural science 
itself.  One of the glaring fundamental problems of evolutionary theory, 
even from a geological background, is that it cannot stand up to practical 
scientific knowledge.9  It is pathetic that while modern evolutionary theory 
prides itself on science and some scientists are trying to prove the grand 
stature of evolution, it (the grand structure) is an imaginary phenom-
enon which no scientist can prove.  Scholars and scientists from an array 
of backgrounds including molecular biology, genetics, biochemistry, 
physiology, orthopedics, medicine, physics, zoology, botany, geology, 
sedimentology, mineralogy, anthropology, natural history, astronomy, 
philosophy, law and mathematics have all realized the true nature of the 
broken system of evolutionary thought.  The overarching problem with 
evolutionary theory is that it is in conflict with reality, particularly when 
going back to the issue of origins.  

Yet, many professors and professionals who choose to speak out and 
question the fundamentals of evolutionary ideology end up losing their 
jobs over it or are persecuted, believe it or not, in the US.  In certain cases 
they may be marginalized or even academically ostracized.  It has become 
a matter of pledging an unspoken but solemn allegiance to the status quo 
– in other words, don’t upset things the way they are. Don’t rock the boat.  
So now not only are those questioning evolution, especially it’s social, 
biological and geological claims, considered inane and breaking the code 
of honor, but it seems as though it’s becoming an academic misdemeanor 
or even an intellectual felony to question supposed scientific doctrines. 
Now wait a minute, I thought science welcomed inquiry; no one informed 
me that that time is past. Then why is it some are finding it difficult to 
question evolutionary dogma?  

 Notwithstanding the repercussions, many scientists and research-
ers are not only keenly positing their antievolution views, but are acting 
out of a firm conviction. They acknowledge the intricate and marvelous 
nature of the universe and have rightly recognized that the awesome 
forms of life within our planet definitely could not have arisen by chance. 
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Overwhelmingly, more and more scientists are coming to realize that 
the required mechanisms proposed by evolutionary theorists for such 
happenstance are wholly absent from nature.  In spite of that, some still 
endorse the structure of mainstream modern evolutionary biology.    

But what’s equally disturbing, as also pointed out earlier, is 
that while mechanisms by their very nature are teleologically-based, 
evolutionary mechanisms opt for operating on purposeless chance events 
which themselves are checkmated by the very laws of probability. Don’t 
miss this critical point though. The glaring and irreversible scientific glitch 
here can be posited in a syllogism - all mechanisms have purpose; natural 
selection is a mechanism; therefore natural selection has purpose. Any 
mechanism must have purpose, or simply put, there must be a purpose to 
any mechanism. On the one hand, if the ‘natural selection’ mechanism of 
evolutionary theory, for instance, is void of purpose then the mechanism 
itself is nonfunctional and of no effect, which means that evolutionary 
theory is a sham.  On the other hand, if there is purpose in ‘natural selection’ 
then this means that you are here not by chance but by ingenious design 
and for a purpose, which also confers value on the individual, whereby 
making evolutionary theory a fraud. Either way, the doctrine of evolution 
has no motor on which to run, rendering it faceless, empty and mortified.  

Do you really think that there is no value or purpose to your life, or in 
life? Seeing that the doctrine of ‘purposeless chance’ is entirely illogical and 
absolutely refutable, a palpable void is evident.  That’s where intelligence, 
purpose and design come in.  And where there is purpose and design, with 
respect to humans, there is also a moral nature as attached to values, ethos 
and character. The intricate and unimaginable complex systems we see in 
nature could not have possibly occurred by happenstance, nor are they the 
products of blind or random chance. To assert or admit ‘chance’ here is to 
belittle one’s self and to continue on a self-fulfilling quest to embellish the 
imagination. Just think about the awe-inspiring nature of all the mutually 
dependent parts of the human body from head to foot, for instance; and 
we’re not even talking about the nervous system, the cell (perhaps the 
most advanced machinery in the world) structure and formation, and the 

marvelous designs and functions of all the internal organs yet. Just imagine 
all of this coming about by chance!  Lucky you.      

What is referred to as evolutionary theory is disingenuous from 
beginning to end.  It proposed that biological or life evolution, for instance, 
is based on the faulty theories of Lamarckism (dealing with the heritable 
nature of generation-acquired traits) and spontaneous generation. But 
what many perhaps fail to realize is the extreme capricious nature of such 
viewpoints. One hypothesis after another gets sacked by scientists and 
another evolutionary hoax arises only to get bumped, and so the hoax lives 
on, or is sustained it seems.  In short, thesis (hoax), plus antithesis (hoax) 
naturally lead to a synthesis of ____ (fill in the blank). If for a moment you 
believe that you are a product of the big bang, stop and ask yourself – ‘Am 
I intelligent or am I a futile brain?’ 

The mere fact that you are reading, inadvertently and necessarily 
defies the big bang and the evolutionary theory of life itself – seeing that 
life was designed with purpose. Think about it – the dove, the human eye 
and emotions are all brought about by random uncertainty, accidental 
misfortune and time. Does it get any better than that?  This is as corrupt 
and dishonest as theorizing that buildings, vehicles and the computer are 
all spontaneous production, or built themselves out of nothing.  

The unfounded basis of evolutionary ideology confers on it a 
pretentious air, as if to say – ‘the senseless abstract is deemed worthy of 
praise.’  It’s no wonder that up to today scientists are fumbling around to 
come up with patched and desolate apologies for the basis of evolution.  
But why the big fuss on the basis of evolution? Substantial premises are 
the key by which scientific findings can be assessed and interpreted. And  
if some argue that a theory cannot be tested, then one should be able to  
test the propositions of a theory.  For over a century and a half, however, 
efforts have been put forward attempting to solve this haphazard 
embarrassment called evolution, which have become the basis for many 
assumed scientific theories.
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And so idiosyncrasies and what can be regarded as fraudulent 
science, such as notions of ‘hopeful monster’ and panspermia went out in 
a desperate attempt to circumvent the embarrassment.  Yet none of them 
are grounded in scientific fact.  This leaves one to wonder why evolutionary 
theory is still being pushed and sold today in public and to supposedly, 
respectable government and school administrators.  But the decisive impact 
of evolutionary theory on human life at the turn of the twenty-first century 
is not lost on a wary generation.  Rather, it is met with crushing depression 
and a demoralizing force that have ineluctably paved the way for a sense-
less and regrettable future.

chapter 3 

Human Evolution: science or Myth?   

In attempting to adequately assess the current patterns of evolution-
ary thought, one should not circumnavigate the actual historical 
rise of modern evolutionary philosophy. As such, any assessment of 

contemporary evolutionism must not be unshackled from its historical posts 
and nexus. The concept of evolution, as we speak of it today in the biological 
sense, for instance, did not begin with Darwin nor his On the Origin of 
Species. Evolutionary thought actually existed in some form for over two 
millennia before Darwin.  The Ancient Greek philosopher, Anaximander 
(c. 611 BC – c. 546 BC), for instance, speculated about origins and 
attempted to propose evolutionary ideas for animals and human life.  But 
in conceiving of a mechanical model of the world, Anaximander can be 
seen as one of the pre-Socratic philosophers who sought to demythologize 
cosmological ideas of his time.  He embarked on this route by appealing 
more closely to material principles, in explanatory attempts to deal with 
the sphere of life and its origins.     

Fast-forward now a couple millennia plus, when Darwin’s evolu-
tionary views, including his publications on ‘descent of man’ and natural 
selection, have been appropriated as essential to the school of modern 



Evolution Declassified

22

Part i - the state of Evolution

23

evolutionary thought. In fact, it is the epicenter from which the waves of 
modern evolutionary thought radiate. But one critical element that should 
not be left out is that Darwin’s views came around a century before the 
actual discovery and structural analysis of deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA).  
The significance of that lies in the fact that particularly in the nineteenth 
century, in Charles Darwin and Thomas Huxley’s time, without any 
working knowledge of the nature and structure of DNA, evolutionists 
argued fiercely and desperately needed a way to make biological evolution 
fly off the ground.  It was not until the discovery of DNA and its impact 
on the study of genetics, when evolutionists really thought that they had a 
chance at elucidating the process of biological evolution.  Of course, in all 
this, to this day no one can actually come up with any rational explanation 
for human evolution and its origin.   

Curiously though, notwithstanding the notion of evolution by 
natural selection which was supposedly proposed by Charles R. Darwin 
and Alfred R. Wallace in the mid 1800s, it was in the early twentieth century 
that the idea was propagated with a modern twist. It was combined with a 
rediscovery of the Mendelian position on laws of inheritance (of traits in 
pea plants) to formulate what is known as the new evolutionary synthesis 
or modern evolutionary synthesis (MES abbreviation), which I regard as, 
modern evolutionary subjective synthesis (MESS). But putting all puns aside 
it really is a mess.  This supposed Mendelian rediscovery which also led to 
the foundation of the modern discipline of genetics, saw the scrambling of 
many biologists to sort of bypass their phenotypic approach (e.g., engaging 
in biometric studies based on statistical analyses of phenotype variation) to 
heredity, in order to supposedly gain more of a genotypic understanding.  

A struggle ensued between biometricians with a pro-statistical/
mathematical outlook on the one hand, and Mendelians claiming to 
have a better grasp of biology on the other hand, which culminated in 
or contributed largely to shaping the outline of the modern synthesis of 
evolutionary biology.  

But while chromosomal pair analyses along with Gregor Mendel’s 
gene pair study are considered scientific fraud by some, the notion of a 

theoretical marriage (MES) exposes the supposed link between sort of a 
renaissance and vigorously growing interest in ideas about genetics and an 
assumed evolutionary mechanism – natural selection.  This was spurred 
on by the burgeoning discussion on population genetics, stemming from 
around the pre to post-World War I era.  

Population genetics, which looks at allele frequency distribution 
and change, influenced by supposed evolutionary mechanisms, is also 
closely related to the discourse on quantitative genetics (study of what is 
considered continuous traits like height and weight).  In order, then, to 
derive a central organizing principle of modern biology and biological 
evolution, and in an attempt to supply a unifying explanation for the 
complexity of life, MES was deployed. This is all extremely problematic, 
to say the least, since an attempt at an analysis of the complexity of life has 
nothing to do with evolutionary ideology.  Nonetheless, bear in mind that 
it was later on around the 1940s that the identification of DNA occurred as 
the genetic material, and still further down the line around the 1950s came 
the explication of the structure of DNA.  

Note that the identification and exposition of DNA as the genetic 
material came after evolutionary ideas on biological evolution and after 
supposed evolutionary mechanisms were already in place. But more than 
that, it (DNA) has nothing to do with proving modern evolutionary ideas, 
and certainly not the notion of human evolution, as many have tried to show.  
In fact, a working knowledge of DNA simply speaks to the amazing design  
of the human body, particularly the awesome wonder of the cell itself!  

Just imagine – you have over one hundred trillion cells (which are 
microscopic) in your body; but beyond that, each cell is quite a remarkable 
piece of machinery in and of itself. The cell and its intricacies, where we 
detect DNA with all its coded sequences and loads of information (along 
with RNA), is seen today as perhaps containing the most elaborate and 
intriguing manufacturing system in the world. Trying to digest thoughts 
of cells (besides organs, etc.) coming together by random chance (as 
in natural selection ideology) or by a series of good luck are not mere 
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understatements, but a rather daring assault, as well as a calculated insult 
to human intelligence.    

There is another small problem in all of this of course. But never 
discount the small problems and loopholes, for they are the very ones 
that cause the collapse of massive frameworks. The same persons who 
advocate biological evolution, can give absolutely no substantial or worthy 
explanation for the origin of life. What they do not tell you is that what 
they refer to as life or biological evolution is necessarily and inextricably 
rooted in the ‘origin of life.’  But why am I not surprised that there is no 
actual scientific consensus on the origin of life except haphazard proposals  
such as, composite biochemistry making up life come from simpler 
chemical reactions?  

While it’s unclear to scientists just how those simpler chemical 
reactions occurred and are therefore unable to explain it, other quasi 
explanations on the subject of the origin of life like - the assembly of simple 
cells, prokaryotic transmutation, and the self-replicating of molecules such 
as ribonucleic acid (RNA), only deepen the despair and quandary which 
evolutionists find themselves in.  And the insertion of chemosynthesis and 
bacterial discourse do absolutely nothing to help matters either.  In fact 
such discourse only serves to underscore the ineptitude of humans in their 
attempt to explicate the origin of life. 

Yet, there still remains the baseless notion of common descent and 
the descent of man, as seen in ideologies such as Darwinism and human 
evolution. As such, this implies that what is referred to as the current 
human species, for example, is but a stage in the evolutionary process, 
containing a diversity which itself is the product of protracted series of 
events of speciation and extinction. In the publication, The Descent of Man, 
it is postulated that in bodily structure mankind bears obvious traces of 
descent from some type of lower form (cf. Darwin, 1871: chapter 1).  In 
the nineteenth century and today, believe it or not, a correlation was even 
forged between the mental powers of humans and other animals in order to 
show an unbroken link in being, through a chain of numberless gradations.   

The idea of human evolution presupposes that humans, as we recognize 
such species, for instance, are merely a modern form of what predated today’s 
human phenotypical characteristics. This is also in line with the notion 
that the earth is about 4.6 billion years old (or older) and everything in it, 
including you, is an updated or evolved version to that which came before.  
When a fabricated system of time is used, however, in an attempt to prove 
evolutionary theory, it then becomes vague and problematic at best.  It is 
important to note here, then, that the methods used to date objects and 
the natural world back to thousands, millions and billions of years ago, are 
themselves the very objects of query, including radiocarbon, radioactive or 
radiometric dating.  Nonetheless, some entertain the idea that going back 
in time, humans were not what they look like today but appeared to be ape-
like creatures who scavenged the earth, climbed trees and so on.   

Part of the illusory issue is whether or not so-called ancestry, 
categories and branches, such as Proconsul, Australopithecus, Homo and 
Hominidae, Pithecanthropus erectus, Homo sapiens and Homo sapiens 
sapiens actually reflect the eccentric notion of non-modern to modern 
humans. And the attempt to variably characterized this sort of unbroken 
link by throwing in ideas like locomotion, social interaction, complex 
tractile behavior and cultural adaptability, to mark so-called stages of 
development/evolution, seem to paint a beautiful picture. Really? What’s 
funny about this is that while depending on the geologic record for 
verification of these so-called transformative branches, the record itself 
is puzzled as to how such conjecture can even be conferred on it in the 
first place. Actually, no amount of extrapolation can confer any degree of 
certitude on periods such as the supposed Pleistocene epoch, during which 
early to modern humans are said to arise.  

All of this lends credence to a speculative apparatus.  Such trajection 
stems out of the quest for collocative evaluation by finite humans.  And 
man’s (generic) obsession with the measurable is being overreached by 
instruments and methods that seem overwhelmingly uncontested. To 
measure the natural world is one endeavor. To measure supposed phen-
omena, however, which are assumed to be embedded in episodes of 
prehistory is quite another story altogether.  Let’s not get the lines blurred; 
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projects surrounding the spatiotemporal domain, referencing notions 
of geologic time, with nominative propositions such as the Cenozoic 
era stretching back to the Precambrian supereon, belong to the realm of 
presumption in contrast to that of ambition.  

As seen previously, science is supposedly the project of observ- 
able phenomenon, in contradistinction to that of guesstimate rhetoric 
and mere postulation. Yet, evolutionary theorists themselves are examples 
of the very ones who disengage science from a cogitative platform of 
veritability.  To speak categorically of nonfigurative eras like the Paleozoic 
and Mesozoic, for example, inadvertently appraise the scientific enterprise 
as a noumenon-based affair.  Thus, any assumed hypothesis under the 
rhetoric of science dealing with human origins, for instance, is seen as the 
ornamentation of lavished conjecture.  

As a case in point – in what is referred to as the Paleogene or even 
the Neogene period, there is absolutely no type of so-called proof of what 
some refer to as the earliest recognizable hominid relatives of humans.  The 
idea is to create the appearance of some miraculous unbroken link in being 
from supposedly “lower life” forms to so-called ‘modern human’ form.  All 
this is simply based on idiosyncratic naturalistic philosophy, proposing 
the chimeric notion of the ‘descent of man’ and the chain of numberless 
gradations, marked by the modern vision of human nature as the product 
of evolution.  

Did you catch that?  Not only are humans supposedly the products of 
evolution, but human nature, including morality, is subjected to the same 
evolutionary processes that is said to have produced scorpion tails and iris 
petals. Such conjecture is beyond hilarious and is beginning to surround 
senility. Why? Remember – as seen earlier, morals or a moral nature is 
attached to purpose and design, in contrast to evolutionary perceptions 
and views such as natural selection, which are supposedly non-teleological 
in nature.  In spite of that, Darwin as well as contemporary evolution-
ists try to slip in a fast one on you. They would have you believe that 
although humans supposedly evolved (or are evolving) out of a premise  

of randomness, this same randomness turned into non-randomness in 
order to produce intelligence, purpose, morality, functionality, and design.  

More on this (the equivocality and illogicality of the fusion of 
purposeless chance and morals) in part three of this book, but in the 
meantime try evaluating some of the noumena for yourself.  Firstly, there 
is a widespread notion that what we see today are modern humans, in 
the sense that the phenotypical features of contemporary humanity are 
different from what came before, allegedly over tens of thousands and 
millions of years ago. Secondly, the conceptual framework deployed in an 
attempt to gage the temporality of natural history, including the history 
of man, is known as geologic time or deep time. In geological reckoning 
or historical geology, it is crucial to note that the extreme controversial 
apparatus of ‘deep time’ is the actual transmission unit enabling the torque 
and speed of uniformitarianism, the obsolete theory of plutonism, and 
modern evolutionary ideology. Considering the consequences of that 
alone is cause enough to pause.  

Moreover, dialectics of the modern geologic schema is ideological 
rhetoric which made a strong mark on late eighteenth century Europe and 
gained impetus from around the mid to late nineteenth century.  Outside 
of the controversy between geologic time and Lord Kelvin’s argument 
limiting the age of the earth, there have been solid objections to the notion 
of geologic time,10  which also gave Darwin cause to backpedal, leaving 
him rather incapacitated. This had been one of Darwin’s most challenging 
and perplexing problems in every edition of On the Origin of Species,11  
which itself objects to natural selection theory. Why? Natural selection 
itself depends heavily on deep time or geologic time philosophy.  

Further, accepting and writing about the imperfection of the 
geological record yet being reliant on geologic time, even Darwin himself 
had to admit the enormous problem of the supposed geological record.  
This actually discredits the ideology of natural selection as well as any 
prevalent notion of human evolution, as tied to the socalled tree of life and 
deep time, in evolutionary reckoning.  In relation to that and speaking on 
the notion of a finely graduated organic chain, in Darwin’s own words: 
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The main cause, however, of innumerable intermediate links not 
now occurring everywhere throughout nature depends on the 
very process of natural selection, through which new varieties 
continually take the places of and exterminate their parent-forms.  
But just in proportion as this process of extermination has acted on 
an enormous scale, so must the number of intermediate varieties, 
which have formerly existed on the earth, be truly enormous. Why 
then is not every geological formation and every stratum full of 
such intermediate links?  Geology assuredly does not reveal any 
such finely graduated organic chain; and this, perhaps, is the most 
obvious and gravest objection which can be urged against my theory. 
The explanation lies, as I believe, in the extreme imperfection of the 
geological record.12       

“Extreme imperfection of the geological record?”  What?  Let me help 
you recap.  Rewind a little: “Geology,” according to Darwin, “assuredly 
does not reveal any such finely graduated organic chain.”  

This refers to the geological record or historical geology, which 
just happens to be one of the greatest, if not the greatest, asset lying at the 
very heart of modern evolutionary ideology.  Darwin himself shakes up 
the ideology.  If that isn’t clear enough, then you certainly need to take 
time off and reread this and more of Darwin’s own words in a so-called 
landmark book such as Origin of Species. It’s really no puzzle at all. Reading 
from Origin of Species, for example, allows you to sit back and witness how 
Darwin himself became bewildered, frustrated and forlorn over his own 
theory of evolution.  And it’s no secret either.  Darwin’s Origin of Species, 
then, is really not about origins as much as it is about doubt, gloom and 
grand conjecture.  Yet, tied into the geologic record, according to geologic 
time reasoning, it is presumed that we are living in the second half or most 
recent era of the quaternary period (based on notions of geochronology), 
or the last and ongoing epoch of the Neogene period (based on which 
version is read).  

Further, it is supposed that the earlier half of the quaternary period, 
dating back to some two million years ago, was characterized by widespread 

glacial ice, or an ice age, in what is referred to as the Pleistocene epoch, 
the ending of which, approximately 11,000 to 10,000 years ago, marked 
the advent of modern humans.  It is thus presumed that the end of the 
last major ice age ushered in the more recent of the last two epochs of  
the quaternary period, known as the Holocene epoch (our current/
ongoing time), characterized by the progress of “modern humans” and the 
development of human civilization.  But again, none of this is possible 
without ‘deep time’ and the geological record, which earlier researchers, 
current scientists and Darwin himself had severe problems with and 
criticized.   

Such conceptualizations like ‘deep time’ along with uniformitar-
ianism, arise out of a pretentious burden to show that ideas of a widespread 
nature or universality of evolution, including human evolution, are facts 
that can be proven. There is no so-called proof for human evolution, and 
furthermore the evolutionary project itself is largely based on the hiatus 
of fragmentary pieces of data, which ineluctably enables presumption.  As 
such, some actually create deception by positing that supposed fossil finds, 
for instance, engender a legitimate method of sustaining evolutionary 
ideology. But that itself is a desperate lie since no record of fossils or 
rocks, along with the geological data can affirm the philosophy of human 
evolution, for instance. While some have argued for Plutonism and 
Neptunism13  (disproven scientific theories of geology), the uniformitarian 
position and the geological record, along with the Darwinian fallacy cannot 
support evolutionary doctrines and are eroding fast. Neither could Charles 
Lyell, perhaps seen as the leading natural philosopher of the nineteenth 
century, corroborate evolutionary theory.  

Imagine that - some are even going to the extent of attempting 
to show the impact or correlation between the notion of geomagnetic 
reversals and human and cultural evolution,14 which is totally rejected 
by any faint likeness of a supposed fossil record. Even the very rocks are 
crying out to the evolutionists – there’s no hiding place down here!  What 
is used, therefore, to attempt to advocate human evolutionary theory is 
built on mere shreds of presuppositions and has absolutely no bearing on 
reality.  In actuality, there is no way to navigate research in order to derive 
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any substantiation of human evolution, even if it was undertaken through 
duplicitous and ambidextrous means.    

One has to remember that ironically, evolutionary thought itself 
evolved over periods of time. Thus, any current product of evolutionary 
philosophy is a mere outcome of ages of conjecture, moods and milieus, 
including trends of ideas stemming from sources like ancient Greek 
thought, alchemy logic and medieval ideology. The problem with that 
lies within the nature of developmental conjecture itself. In all this, the 
notion of human evolution is rooted in a philosophical trend as it concerns 
various idiocrasies of the humanistic revolution on the one hand, and the 
supposed history of organic essence, anatomy and physiology on the other, 
riding on the back of naturalism.  

The origin of life, however, is the snag that keeps gnawing at the 
garments of those vying for human evolution. Sure, humans are bold 
enough to propose that they themselves are the evolved product of an 
ape; and sure, some daringly romanticize about requirements for life such 
as, the solar system and a planet with sustainable conditions like gravity, 
nutrients, liquid water and sources of energy – all being derived ex nihilo 
and somehow managed to evolve in tandem.  But for all their audacity, no 
matter how hard they try and no matter how deep they hide behind the 
visage of science, humans will never be intelligent enough to explicate the 
farce which they themselves created – that of human evolution.  As a result, 
the professed piecemeal fossil finds reported to shape various aspects of a 
chimerical human evolutionary hypothesis, and the corollary of inflated 
data abetting the idiocies of life evolution, only fuel projections and more 
unrealistic conjecture which continue to derive their bearings from the 
aesthetics of the imagination.

chapter 4 

associates of Evolution  
and the Race Myth   

Surprise, Surprise – the world has subtly been led to believe that, 
naturally, the only way for humans to progress is by means of selecting 
the fittest survivor through such engagements as use of military 

force, civil war, sabotage, rampage, narcissism and “racial” propaganda. Or 
is it really a surprise?  Consequently, if you were to take a closer look at 
Hitler’s regime, for instance, its impact and advancements were impelled 
by the structural mechanisms of “racial” theory.  As such, Nazi ideology 
at its core, according to Hitler and adherents, includes the assumption 
that a master or super “race” (supposedly the Germanic, including Nordic 
peoples as representing an ideal and pure race) is to survive at the expense 
of all others, armed with the call for the disregard or extinction of supposed 
inferior races – supposedly like that of the Jews,15  for instance.  The error 
of such reasoning, to say the least, is unabashedly vocal, especially since 
there is no such thing as race, in terms of biology; and most definitely 
no such thing as a so-called Aryan race, which some are trying most 
desperately to prove. 
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In perhaps a non-dysphemistic manner, some may also refer to 
this idea of pro-“racial” reasoning as an acute form of fascism.  But racist 
ideology of that era (early twentieth century) and beyond is actually an 
echo of combined evolutionary and racial propaganda, already prevalent 
in pre-nineteenth century Europe and America.  It is important to note that 
modern evolutionary theory not only developed alongside racial propa-
ganda and racial theories, but was also advanced (employing supposed 
science) in order to form a structural support base and framework for 
racial propaganda. So-called theories of racial inferiority, for instance, were 
passed off as science and streamlined through fallacious dogma like that  
of Darwinism and phrenology (still pursued today). Perhaps more critical, 
is the progress of such theoretical notions which have come to shape the 
very contours of academe and society at large.   

Besides, how does the superiority complex acquire voice and 
emerge from the underpinnings of society? Actually the agency whereby 
sentiments of superiority are invoked, necessitates and stems from an 
inferiority complex. Without unnecessary euphemism, however, such 
ideas of racial domination and ascendancy are coned into the notion of 
natural selection through the sociopolitical construct of survival of the 
fittest.  These packaged and fiendish ideas, besides many other terms, are 
known and advanced by subjective manipulation or a combination of such 
discourses like that on genocide, genetics, heredity, racial hygiene, and 
theozoology; but also characterized by another little term called eugenics.  

•
Eugenism and Mental Age Philosophy

The word eugenics, coming form the Greek, eu-genos, literally 
means ‘fine born’ or one that is of ‘good birth.’ Hence, in reference to 
human genetics, the word eugenics has been enmeshed with the idea that 
humans or a human population can become hereditarily improved through 
selective breeding, which is controlled.  But here is where the application 
of eugenics has proven diabolical and led to unimaginable bigotry and 
atrocities of all sorts; what does it mean to attempt to improve the quality 

of a human population by suppressing reproduction of persons thought to 
have traits that are inheritably undesirable or advocating reproduction by 
persons thought to have traits that are inheritably desirable?  Many turn 
away in disgust by determined and violent racism, in conjunction with the 
strategic outpost of eugenics and what I refer to as the clash of nationalism 
and racial icons.  Yet the very same eugenic practices as that under Nazism, 
and notions of survival of the fittest and superior race are very much alive 
today on the world scene.  All this along with Neo-Nazism still exists among 
fanatic and activist groups, besides others, in places like the European and 
Scandinavian regions, Russia, Canada and the United States.  

The importance of this lies in the fact that what may be regarded as 
modern eugenics, not merely incorporates a racist agenda, but began as 
a racist agenda, which one can trace to figures like Charles Darwin’s first 
cousin – Francis Galton (touched on later in this chapter).  It must be noted 
here, that while some may argue for a eugenic scheme as being a useful 
social control tool, the hardcore racist aspects of eugenics, nonetheless, 
cannot be denied. 

While racism, the caustic stigma of eugenics, and even what is refer-
red to as polygenism may or may not be shunned overtly in America, there 
are persistent pockets of racial tensions that dot parts of the sociopolitical 
landscape. Eugenic schemes, themselves, have reared their ugly heads in 
America well before the twentieth century.  By 1903, however, the American 
Breeders Association (ABA) was established. Another, the Eugenics 
Record Office (ERO) was founded in 1910 in Cold Spring Harbor, New 
York; but in the 1940s its records were transferred to the Charles Fremont 
Dight Institute for the Promotion of Human Genetics at the University of 
Minnesota for some time.  It is even believed that this institute pursued the 
same type of eugenics recorded in the history of Nazi medicine.  Some also 
opine that as president of the Minnesota Eugenics Society (MES abbreviated), 
Dight addressed a letter to Hitler in affirmation of the Nazi eugenics 
program.  Then in 1911 the Race Betterment Foundation was founded in 
Battle Creek, Michigan, and operated its own eugenic registry, with John 
Harvey Kellogg serving as its secretary at some point,16  in conjunction 
with the ERO.  
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with respect to so-called matters of “race” and culture.  And while notions 
of superior culture, ‘race’ (though a chimeric social construct) and ‘race 
division’ may operate as ignominious undercurrents in many societies, 
including American, such notions nonetheless are well-established and 
pose forceful or even diehard undercurrents.  From that standpoint one 
can understand that eugenic ideology and notions of ‘race betterment’ 
(including the idea of anti-miscegenation) have only served to exacerbate 
ideas, behavior and attitudes of “racial” segregation and bigotry in America 
(besides other places).

In connection with eugenic discourse, by around 1908, ideas of  
‘mental level’ or ‘mental age’ took form in America, followed shortly 
thereafter by what we refer to, up to today, as intelligence quotient 
(IQ).  IQ, in English vernacular, is actually a calque from the German, 
inteligenzquotient. And why did such a phrase find a strong link in the 
German world of the early twentieth century?  Think back, for example, 
to the era surrounding the pre to World War II period, the core of Nazi 
ideology, the doctrine of ‘racial purity,’ and the unethical history of 
biomedical and behavioral testing.  The picture begins to emerge – what 
do race betterment, IQ, sterilization, inheritably desirable traits, “racial 
superiority” and ‘racial’ segregation have in common?  That’s right – they 
all tie into a structured discourse on eugenics, the pangs of racism (socially 
constructed), and evolutionary ideology, along with prefabricated lies and 
pseudoscience (as a cover); so that by the time we get to Tuskegee, for 
example, the stage was already well set for encounters such as the Tuskegee 
Experiment,17  and the unremitting ‘racial’ discriminatory practices against 
the Tuskegee Airmen (which was, and still is, actually part of a larger 
systemic problem in the US). 

 In relation to all this, the notion of mental tests as a psychometric 
measure is heavily embedded into world systems and certainly the American 
psyche (e.g., in military testing and educational testing/scoring considered 
in admission requirements into college/university programs). As such, 
cognitive and so-called psychological testing dealing with “intelligence,” 
aptitude and personality traits, for instance, cannot be extricated from its 

Thereafter, what became known as the Galton Society was founded 
in New York City around 1918; and the American Eugenics Society (AES) 
was formed in 1923.  To be sure, these make up just a sample of the many 
eugenic organizations that extended a firm grip on American consciousness, 
and which also spread far and wide outside of America (and England) as 
a new type of religion. Further, it can be rather detrimental for one to 
idealistically assume that all traces of such heightened eugenic activity (as 
in early twentieth century America), along with its overtones of racism and 
bigotry, are completely wiped out. 

Research engagements in areas like physical anthropology and 
genetics (including eugenics) were actually (and still are) employed 
in an attempt to confirm the dogmatic notions many have about the 
supposed superiority of the Nordic ‘race,’ for instance.  By the 1920s 
eugenic mentality and programs were spread throughout and well-sewn 
into the fabric of sociocultural America. At this juncture (1920s), the 
philosophy of supposed ‘racial distinctiveness’ was firmly reinforced in 
the American psyche, enabling the maintenance of a virulent and very 
aggressive form of mind control.  Thus, along with the eugenic mindset, in 
attempting to “manage the population,” the deep-seated path of structural-
racial segregation was stealthily yet overtly laid. This was advanced by a 
bombardment and persistent racialized discourse in the public sphere 
- buttressed within the halls of academia, targeting public health in the 
process. As it unfolded, eugenics, along with ideas of sterilization, was 
brought into the mainstream of American life. Portrayed as for the benefit 
and happiness of humanity, historically, eugenics has actually functioned as 
a sociopolitical undercurrent, assisting in generating the often-crusading 
quest to build or maintain a ‘superior race.’  

In light of this, although the roots of racism predate eighteenth 
century America, notions of racism and particularly black-white hyper-
segregation in public/private life, have had, and continue to have, a firm 
grip on American life.  In other words, paralleling social structures such as 
in the history of other places like that of South Africa, American apartheid 
remains a very real phenomenon, which is in many ways advanced by 
natural and social science, along with widespread ignorance and prejudice 
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In fact, the corrupt notion of anti-miscegenation and the diabolic laws 
that supported it in many US states, offer testimony to the madness that 
emerges at the confluence of sociopolitics (including the judiciary branch 
of government) and pseudoscience.   

All of this tantalization is built into the figment of one’s own 
imagination, and unfortunately these fabricated and preposterous ideas, 
sponsored by corrupt scientists, are disseminated from one generation to 
the next.  By now you are well aware, as referred to earlier (towards the 
beginning of the book, for instance), notions of ‘race’ and ‘ethnicity’ are at 
best vague social constructs, poorly designed to label or categorize the human 
population, but with the compelling effect of generating annihilation and 
acute feelings of alienation between humans.  Although I interject variations 
of the word ‘race’ in this book, in case you are not clear on the matter yet, 
biologically speaking there is no such thing as ‘race.’  

Needless to say (some may need to hear it), there is absolutely 
no such thing as a gene for race.  It’s pure mentalism.  The usage of the 
word ‘race’ in this book is solely for the purpose of communicating the 
mentalistic idea; a very illusory notion – one that is unreal, erroneous and 
grossly misleading to say the least.  At this juncture it may very well be 
pointless in declaring that the notion of ‘superior race’ is what I refer to 
as a super-construct (applied here as that which is at least a step further 
removed from a social construct).  Such notions and their corollaries are 
outright invented, severe diabolic, human concoctions engineered to incite 
execration, extermination, bigotry of all sorts, segregation, classism, and 
delusive feelings of physical and mental preeminence; but it comes with 
extreme brutal and debilitating human predicaments.  

•
Statistical Ideology 

In all this there is another imperceptible agent at work – statistical 
analysis, which guides both the mentality and practice of modern research 
initiatives.  Statistical theory particularly influences public policy and is 

nexus – embedded in the fundamental ideas, deposited in the foundation 
of the broader eugenics-racist-evolutionary discourse.  

It’s nothing strange, then, that advocates of such schemes would 
speak of cognitive stratification and cognitive ability distribution, all in 
conjunction with the ideology of the bell curve.  Is anyone really bothering 
to question the authenticity and nature of aptitude testing (including 
that for flying airplanes), and how it actually came about? Can one really 
grade intellectual capacity objectively, within the framework of around 
55 minutes?  Is it any wonder that IQ tests and “racial” policies found a 
niche in American society around the 1910s and 1920s,18  for instance?  
With the more or less new enthusiasm for mental testing, some may have 
actually not found it an aberration that in the space of around ten years 
(1907-1917), sterilization laws were passed in sixteen American states,  
for example.19 

Think about the connections you are able to determine between 
sterilization laws and mental testing. Intelligence testing itself became 
so vivacious (perhaps more obnoxious) in the US that even ‘racist’ 
immigration policies were influenced by it (in the 1920s), tipping the 
flow of European immigration toward that of the “Nordic stock,”20  at the 
expense of southern and eastern Europeans, for instance. The supposed 
‘Nordic stock’21  raises its head once again.  Have you heard of the Mental 
Measurements Yearbook?  Needless to say, that the testing industry22 has 
grown to big business and appears to be flourishing. All this in the name 
of such discourses like that on eugenics, evolution, intelligence, bad blood, 
good blood – whatever that means. 

Furthermore, much of the propaganda of eugenics has to do with 
flat out ignorance or willful ignorance concerning discussions on issues 
like human genetics, human history and human interconnectedness.  That’s 
why you may often hear people speaking about entirely brainwashing 
and ludicrous ideas such as, not mixing their genes, not contaminating 
their bloodline, or immediacy of natural health problems as a result of 
“interracial” relationships – as they are contrary to nature. And what do 
you know? The so-called “miscegenation” phobia was sure to take effect.  
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imagery has been reinforced with notions of oppressor and oppressed, 
privileged and disadvantaged.  Moreover, the current uses of the statistical 
methods as in the social sciences, for instance, are considered to have 
developed as part of the eugenics movement, in that the history of social 
statistics is deemed as born when mathematical statistics and evolu-
tionary theory met in the racially bent eugenic mindset of the nineteenth  
century.24   In conjunction with that, it is figures like Francis Galton and 
Francis Y. Edgeworth who used the notion of the bell curve of populations, 
in carving out a niche for the racialized agenda that went hand in hand 
with social statistical theory.  

Others like Karl Pearson, L.N.G. Filon, Charles Spearman, George 
U. Yule, Walter F. R. Weldon, and Ronald A. Fisher did not hesitate to jump 
on the bandwagon in applying Galton’s statistical ideas to society (includ-
ing poverty), causation, regression applications, modern experimental 
design, mental tests, probability theory, and the study of mathematical 
applications with a link to evolutionary theory.  Spearman (a former British 
army officer), for instance, fixated over intelligence testing and is regarded 
as coining the controversial construct - g factor (general intelligence 
factor), in attempting to quantify the commonness of all intelligence 
tests’ scores. Spearman’s conceptualization and theorizing of intelligence 
tests as a psychometrics measure25 is actually considered a statistical 
breakthrough, contributing to the development and methodological 
controversy surrounding mental tests. Besides Spearman, and out of this 
type of reckoning (such as Pearson’s expansion of Edgeworth’s work) 
comes one of social statistics’ most notable theories – Pearson’s correlation 
coefficient,26  r.  Through all this, the notion is concocted that success and 
intelligence are inherited and furthermore could be statistically measured.  

Statistical analysis, moreover, has been heavily politicized and reified 
through the production of general and subtle statements, with regards to 
the superiority of various ‘classes’ in England in particular, but extended 
to include sectors of the European-North American population as well 
(and regions beyond).  Such thinking went in tandem with eugenic and 
racist ideology, so that both the collection of data and the manipulation 

sustained by various endeavors such as that of social science and medical 
research. Curiously, while statistical method(s) place an emphasis on 
numbers and is a favorite child of research conjecture and estimation, 
primarily, it does not exhibit care for the quality of life.  Like evolutionary, 
eugenic and racial theory, statistical analysis is a heavily controlled, 
guarded, and armed project.  It’s actually more deep-seated than perhaps 
most people are aware of, including those who casually participate in 
quantitative research.  In fact, the modern outlook of statistical theory and 
methods within academia, arose alongside and in direct collaboration with 
a discourse on race, evolution and eugenics.  

Although statistics is relatively young among modern disciplines, 
and more or less came into its own only in the early twentieth century, 
it appears as irradicable as other disciplines predating it. Its stronghold 
encompasses everything from business to medicine, through the use 
of both descriptive and inferential statistical methods. Thus, there is a 
seemingly quiescent yet forceful quartet at work, which I refer to as: Mode of 
Interaction between Statistics, Eugenics, “Race” and Evolution (MISERE). 
As an interactive quartet, MISERE not only strikes at the heart of modern 
social and economic life, but structurally, operating largely in covert 
fashion, has already laid the foundation upon which social relationships 
operate – at both micro and macro levels of human interaction.  

Once an understanding of the underlying philosophy of MISERE 
is acquired, it is not difficult to see how each aspect in this quartet relates 
to and impacts the other.  Realizing the link between statistical analysis, 
eugenics, racial theory and evolution, more researchers are now coming 
out of the closet, so to speak, in attempting to respond to the glowing 
prejudice and antagonism that undergird much of the structure of modern 
society.  In one account, the historical trajectory of the application of 
statistical methods to the study of society is seen as developed in relation 
to European contact, i.e., colonization, trade, and domination of peoples 
perceived as being beyond modern civilization.23 

It is particularly in light of colonization in areas like Africa and Asia, 
and segregation in those parts, including America, that a dichotomous 
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compared to ‘whites,’ for instance, ‘blacks’ cannot compete for survival, or 
are not as capable. 

An understanding of the nature of such ‘racialized’ and corrupt 
agenda along with the segregation that is fostered, plays well into an 
apprehension of the illusions of the great socioeconomic controversy and 
highly charged political dualism of the civilized/uncivilized, superior/
inferior, and chosen/not chosen discourses that have characterized much 
of the total structure of human interaction. Such seemingly opposing 
social forces, to a large degree, found false justification not only in the birth 
of racial statistics, but within the belly of misery, or as I posit – MISERE 
(based on my interactive model above).  It is explicitly in that vein that the 
game is set, revealing the constructed maladaptation of ideas and linked to 
other ignominious notions such as that of ‘racial stratification,’ and the like.  
These are being advanced and proliferated, taking up residence against the 
backdrop of hardcore segregation attitudes, and behavior of an absolutely 
disgraceful and horrendous kind. 

•
“Race” 

 Treated to some degree in various parts of this book, we come back 
to this word – “race.”  It’s not biological, it’s not real, what is it then? – an 
apparent slippery, tiny, blurry word – race – flung around by just about 
the whims of everyone. The term “race” as used in reference to humans 
is one which basically suggests differences among humans in terms 
of biology, based on evolutionary reckoning; and some extend that to  
include mentality, mental capacity and activity, whatever these mean.  But 
if for the slightest moment you actually thought that there was a single 
definition to the word ‘race’ (in describing humans) I challenge you to 
provide that definition.  Don’t be led astray.  Many have been influenced 
by ideologies like scientific racism, while others claim that the implications 
are somewhat different if you change the name of the game and call it  
racial realism or racialism instead.  

of statistics in analyzing them are derivatives of the idiosyncratic and 
organized effort of the eugenic agenda.  

Perhaps more telling is that, bathed in the cultivation of white 
supremacist mentality, it is not surprising that not only was the field of social 
statistics heavily influenced by Francis Galton, but he supposedly coined 
the term eugenics,27 and is also considered the formulator or founder of 
modern eugenics. It should be noted here that Charles Darwin and Francis 
Galton were not only cousins, but also mutual admirers of each other’s 
work; so that while Galton had his eye on Darwin’s Origin of Species, and 
was influenced by it in the publication of Hereditary Genius,28  Darwin in 
turn was influenced by Galton’s Hereditary Genius in his (Darwin’s) work 
on The Descent of Man.  

It must be pointed out, however, that like researchers today, both 
Galton and Darwin posed the word ‘race’ at will, flinging about that which 
they exhibited as a biological reality, when in fact it is only an absolute 
sociopolitical construct.  It is through protracted and calculated prejudice 
that they passed on falsified information in their eager attempt to prove the 
notion of ‘white racial superiority.’  From that standpoint, Galton advanced 
the notion that intelligence or the idea of genius is hereditary – influenced 
by ideas of inheritance, evolution and selection. In fact, it is through the 
infatuation of figures like Galton, Alfred Binet and Lewis Terman29 with 
intelligence experimentation, cognitive tests and views of superiority, 
that the superfluous notion of IQ tests has also been handed down to the 
current generation.  

In similar fashion, Charles Darwin was bent on proving the 
intellectual inferiority of people of darker color complexion, considering 
evolution to be based on so-called natural selection or survival of those 
deemed fittest.  From that viewpoint, Darwin saw ‘blacks’ as the ‘missing 
link’ between apes and humans (considered white).30  And mind you, 
that part of the history of evolutionary doctrine (which may be seen as 
being revised) is kept largely hidden from the general public’s purview.  
The intended idea, which many tap into in a variety of ways, is that when 
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individual to reckon with his/her contribution to the racial world economy 
– a world already filled and continuing to overflow with the sick stench of 
hate, segregation, ignorance, vice, self-indulgence and extortion of every 
abominable kind; a world where humans are kept at odds with each other 
as they buy into the ‘power-play,’ brainwashing and divisive techniques that 
have extended unlimited influence over the inhabitants of earth.  

And so the human heart becomes dominated by the will to trample 
and succeed, emerging as the fittest survivor, whatever it takes.  Historically, 
since evolution has been employed to endorse the concept of race, the two 
have been inextricably attached on their journey.  This all largely stems from 
around the sixteenth century onwards (in terms of the modern outlook).  
As you can imagine, justification was needed to gloss over ideas of superior 
and inferior humans, master to servant/slave relationships, etc.  Thus much 
of the discussion centers around notions of the fittest being in charge.  In 
other words, a note was struck in one of the most (I argue for the most) 
corrupt sociopolitical constructs of all time – the rule by some over others, 
based on distorted ideas such as superior skin color, intelligence, and so 
forth.  Such classification of humans and all the subsequent evils that have 
followed, have literally unleashed all the powers of hell.  The resources of 
hell, it seems, are rigorously being depleted at an alarming rate!  The half 
of the effect of the darkness that has covered the earth as a result is not 
understood by most of the world. In other words, the world must wallow 
in steep vice and venality and remain in the darkness.  

This blitheful little ploy – (race and its agencies), have ensnared the 
world holding it captive.  In a sense humans bow down to a new god, where 
self, and the idealization of power and privilege congest the clarity of human 
interaction.  Thus, human decorum gives way to an insatiable obsession with 
self; courage gives way to vile passions; graciousness gives way to inexorable 
greed; ignorance gives way to more ignorance; integrity bows down to 
avarice and immorality; dignity passes the torch to the dark forebodings that 
underlie the heinous heart of humanity; and the very last thread of decency 
is vilely wrenched from the earth, with apparently no one left to sound the 
call for humans to arise out of such a depraved and invidious stupor.  The 
distorted and antagonistic claim of racial division among humans has gone 

The name-changing does nothing to alleviate the impact of the 
agenda; much like you can paint a horse in different colors but the horse is 
still a horse. It all comes down to the idea of so-called “racial” differences 
among the human family. Again this is directly linked to other more telling 
implications such as the supposed link between race and mental superiority 
etc., whether you see those links or not. Remember that it’s one person or 
people coming up with such schemes – people who have a plan – people 
who know what they’re doing and they’re doing it well. What you need to 
pay attention to, therefore, and to research is the subscript undergirding 
such schema.  

Race, which is non-biological, needless to say, is of chimeric 
notation, which the West and the world simply play along with.  Why?  It 
can scarcely be said that there is one single motive, which includes reasons 
such as access to power and location within the exploitive notion of a 
dominant vs. ‘minority’ group.  And what is minority anyway?  Here again, 
the meaning and purpose of yet another socially constructed term (like 
‘race’) come into question.  Does this term (minority) refer to numbers, 
the notion of ‘mental skills,’ or is it simply placing a stress on those that 
are of ‘less consequence?’  All these problematic terms keep surfacing and 
are taken for granted.  However you choose to explain terms like these 
inevitably ends up being whimsical, and/or sociopolitical.  And such 
whims and fancies, by the way, are the very ones that lead to unnecessary 
warfare and unceasing civil strife all around.         

While many stake their claim on attempting to be descriptive, or 
arguably ascriptive, in characterizing the nature of what is considered to be 
human diversity, the concept of ‘race’ is appealed to from various angles. 
Although notions and comments on the word ‘race’ or variants of it (as 
a sociopolitical construct) are interspersed throughout this chapter (or 
book), in no way does that amount to endorsing it as authentic, real or 
relevant for that matter.  Far from it. Perhaps the most unfortunate and 
most corrupt construct in human history, just imagine the amount of pain, 
unimaginable torture, and needless division this little term – ‘race’ has 
caused, and yet it’s not real.  The depths of hell that one diminutive word 
(along with problematic others like ethnicity) can evoke!  This forces each 
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unhindered for far too long. Don’t be mistaken though – with or without 
you, this belligerent and corrupt ideology of race divisions will come to an 
end.  The question is how long will you hold it dear?    

•

What many fail to realize, though, is that extreme and grotesque 
ideologies such as that displayed in Nazism (as mentioned earlier in this 
chapter), the eugenics program, and the notion of ‘race’ are in effect not 
merely isolated ideologies, but social (or sociopolitical) associates of 
evolutionary ideology as well. Do you think that the appropriation of 
Darwinian language in Mein Kampf was done absentmindedly?  Moreover, 
the book - Origin of Species was trumpeted by its full title – On the 
Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection or the Preservation of 
Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life (Darwin, 1859), and considered 
the foundation of evolutionary biology.  But why is the term, ‘Favoured 
Races’ a main feature in such an impudent title?  

Assembling two plus two, it’s really not difficult to imagine how 
denigrating schemes such as Nazism, eugenics, natural selection, racialized 
statistics, racial wars and Darwinian evolution lock shoulder to shoulder, 
just as unbroken links in a chain.  From that backdrop, the way survival 
of the fittest is supposed to work, for instance, is by eliminating those 
who are thought unworthy to survive or perhaps unfit for society.  In this 
sociopolitical sense, there’s really nothing natural about so-called natural 
selection, or any determined social selection, including the impact of so-
called ‘race.’  It’s plain old brainwash, bigotry, murder and vice.     

The estimation of irrational assertions such as human evolution is 
already scandalous as it is, even before any association with the monstrosities 
and corollaries of deep-seated “racism.” In spite of the fact that human 
evolution is foundationless and the notion of race turns out to be a mere 
social construct, such themes still manage to bypass public scrutiny and 
enter the psyche of a people. Yet, no one takes the time to include the 
apes in consideration of their family tree. Just imagine - your great great 
great … grandfather or mother had the appearance of a chimpanzee or an 

ape, or had relations with one. “Yes it’s true.” How do you know it’s true? 
“Because someone told me.” Here’s where the absurd deception slips into 
the framework of advanced fable.  

Further, by inserting millions of years and eons into the picture, for 
some reason the awesome impression is disseminated that somewhere in 
time, your ancestors evolved from apes or apelike creatures into the current 
physical features we see today. That’s where many seem to get duped. It 
doesn’t matter how long ago we’re talking about, you’ve got to make up your 
mind; either your ancestors were ape-like creatures or they were humans 
like you see real people today.  Apparently some are aroused by thinking of 
themselves as apes. Be advised, though, that if you decide your ancestors 
were really ape-like creatures, then based on such reasoning you’re left with 
no choice but to reconcile the fact that humans could resemble pig-like 
creatures or lizards in years to come.  The point is one can bicker about the 
phenotypical features of their forebears, disputing blindly that they were 
once ape-like creatures and that the human species is still evolving, when 
you can imagine that Darwin as well as other evolutionists have realized 
that this is all embellished fantasy at best.    

•
Humanism

To add to foundationless theories and, in a sense, developing 
alongside evolutionary ideas, humanist organizations are being endorsed 
and wholly advanced today. Not that human-ism stemming from the 
Renaissance, for instance, was all that negative, with a renewed focus 
on man and his experiences (expressed in art, literature and so forth), 
but it became more closely aligned with naturalistic philosophy as time 
progressed.  Notions such as philosophical and scientific humanism are 
plaguing contemp-orary society with the idea that the human mind is in 
and of itself self-sufficient, suggesting that giving credit to the architect 
of the human mind or brain is irrelevant.  As such, no authority figure 
outside of and over humans, is deemed necessary or relevant.  For all 
pragmatic purposes, however, yes the human mind is totally free to make 
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decisions, even morally bankrupt ones; but that does not negate the fact 
that the intelligently designed brain has an original source.  And why is 
that important?  The significance of this lies in what I refer to as the telic 
fact – in that, there is purpose in the very design of the brain, including 
your choice in exercising your brain muscle (so to speak), which did not 
occur by chance.  And given that humans did not design the human brain, 
inadvertently leads to an acknowledgement of the source.  

While some try to make a trifling case out of anti-evolutionary 
thought by attempting to undermine the reality of secular humanism 
and evolution,31 others are realizing the true effects of the collaboration 
between humanism and evolutionary ideology. In light of ideas stemming 
out of the modern evolutionary synthesis and more recent views on 
evolutionary thought, the connection is realized between that and the 
naturalistic emphasis of mainstream contemporary humanism, in that, the 
focus has now shifted from a theocentric orientation to one that is more 
anthropocentric in outlook.  Hence, many now subscribe to what is referred 
to as evolutionary humanism.  The truth of the matter is that both secular 
humanism and evolutionism have essentially become members of one 
family. Secular humanism purports a self-existent universe, recognized by 
some as having some type of built-in purpose, while evolutionism proposes 
a self-generating universe essentially without purpose.  

Humanism, which arguably has become sort of a euphemism for 
atheism or perhaps even agnosticism, is a term which in one blow exalts 
human reason and utterly rejects anything non-natural or supranatural.  
Thoughts are thus centered on human values, capability and worth, even 
dignity.  While that sounds all well and jolly good, humanism, in the 
modern sense, springs off the Renaissance and emphasizes secular and 
scientific achievement in the immediate and natural world but scorns any 
sort of belief in, or subscription to a creator (or originator) of the natural 
world.  Here, we get back to the inescapable issue of origins which finite 
scientists have no way of reckoning, with all of the ‘fantastic’ equations 
combined.  This is also due to the widespread influence of rationalism.  In 
effect, the self-determinists championing humanism are really deifying 
physical human fulfillment and the carnal mind, while blatantly denying 

transcendental realities.  In spite of that, you may still hear some humanists 
admit that some phenomena and events defy ordinary explanation and 
transcend the ordinary experience.  Moreover, for them, such phenomena 
inspire awe, explicable only in terms of that which is beyond natural 
processes, or the ordinary – as in a supranatural power, a superhuman 
element at work in the world.    

The American Humanist Association (AHA), for instance, is one such 
self-determined organization (upholding the philosophy of humanism) 
which itself is the eventual successor to the Humanist Fellowship of the 
1920s.  The AHA, which is currently a nonprofit, tax exempt organization, 
supported publicly as an educational organization, advocates beliefs such 
as a self-existing universe which was not created, and thus, the human as 
a part of nature has emerged as a consequence of a continuous process.  
Question – which continuous process? Furthermore, where and how did 
the process begin? Actually, these are the type of questions which many 
humanists, evolutionists and others particularly like to either dodge, or 
make up an answer that is totally irrational, which ends up defeating their 
own designs.  As a result, it becomes more convenient and comfortable 
for evolutionists and others to discuss life or evolution from the so-called 
middle of the process, but forget origins because that’s not relevant. This, I 
label as comfort theory.32   

Although the AHA is non-theistic in outlook and the source of 
the Humanist Manifestos, the AHA comes under the broader canopy 
of the International Humanist and Ethical Union (IHEU). This broader 
union features members and associates from all walks of life, including 
chaplains, congressmen and congresswomen.  Like many other advocates 
of humanism, basically the AHA affirms the ability and responsibility to 
lead lives of personal fulfillment, as detached from supernatural authority.      

•

While the pursuit of happiness and personal fulfillment may in and 
of themselves sound delightful and just, the real identities in idiosyncratic 
philosophies such as big bang, human evolution, eugenics, neo-Nazism, 
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survival of the fittest, statistical methods, mental testing, superior race and 
secular humanism are corporately linked.  They can be seen as what I call, 
‘co-informatives’ – in other words, they all inform each other.  Moreover, 
they all belong to the realm of the finite – entailing that which is wholly 
unscrupulous and daunting, against the backdrop and in contradistinction 
to that which is infinite – as in that which is over or beyond the affairs of 
mere humans and human weakness.

This same type of rhetoric by which evolutionary ideas and the 
corrupt notion of race have captivated the unsuspecting public’s conscience, 
have led generations to believe that they really are the products of evolution 
– made in the image of purposeless chance, impelled by a closet full of 
random affairs.  I wonder if those who speak of purposeless chance and 
randomness really stop to think that they actually have a purpose for what 
they’re saying.  Are people really that gullible to believe that they evolved 
from randomness into purposefully designed beings, with goals and 
ambitions?  Or are people so conditioned to believe that they have arrived 
– created or designed without any purpose, living a meaningless life in a 
meaningless universe, the life they’ve always dreamed of?  These daring 
assertions, in a sense, have even become romanticized.  One day, though, 
many are going to awake from the ideological stupor that has held them 
captive for so long.  As the world slumbers on, the whims of evolutionary 
ideology and its associates make hasty spread, although philosophically 
and practically inept.  But then the hour will come when it will be realized 
that there is more to life than the pretentious happiness that men and 
women are ceaselessly attempting to carve out for themselves.  
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chapter 5 

forerunners

It would be remise to the mode of apprehension, to believe that the 
philosophy of evolution began only in the nineteenth century.  To 
be sure, it was certainly engaging a rather aggressive socio-academic 

discourse by that time (mid-nineteen century), at the very heart of the 
Victorian Age.  And as seen before, the appellation Darwin is a major 
name associated with it.  Given the personal life of Charles Darwin, having 
married his first cousin and fathered ten children, three of whom died in 
infancy or childhood; or that he developed a type of agnostic outlook on 
life, are not so much the issues deliberated on here. But rather, it is his 
philosophical baggage that begs pursuance.  The point remains - when 
one hears the term evolution, often enough, Darwinian ideology tends to 
surface.  That this is the case becomes more evident when a discussion of 
‘natural selection’ ensues.  Some also tend to attach the term – ‘survival of 
the fittest’ to Darwin, while others pin it on Herbert Spencer, the British 
philosopher and sociologist.  It is poignant as well as critical, however, to 
understand that Darwin was not, and could not have acted, alone.   

It is understood that evolutionary thought certainly did not begin 
with Darwin as can be attested to, nor did it end with him either.  But 
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(1731-1802), Jean Baptiste Lamarck (1744-1829), Thomas Malthus (1766-
1834), Charles Lyell (1797-1875), Herbert Spencer (1820-1903), Louis 
Pasteur (1822-1895), Alfred Wallace (1823-1913), Thomas Huxley (1825-
1895), Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900), George H. Darwin (1845-1912), 
and Arthur O. Lovejoy (1873-1962). The names from Lamarck onwards 
(considered contemporaries) will be looked at in the next chapter. While 
these names are listed in terms of strict historical chronology, be mindful 
that this chapter and the next do not seek to exhibit a form of storyline 
continuity, but rather simply portray an idea of the network which Darwin 
tapped into and was surrounded by.  

Furthermore, the substance of the information shared here, by no 
means intended to be drawn out or exhaustive, is found not so much in 
the length of the text, as much as in the epistemic nature of ideas and 
scientific reasoning that gave birth to and impacted Charles Darwin, and 
modern evolutionary thought. Thus the literary intent in this second part 
of the book is to engage the reader’s awareness of names, dates, events and 
places, pointing to sources of information, rather than issuing elaborate 
and protracted statements about the historical figures presented.    

Proceeding with the impact of Francis Bacon (1561-1626), this 
narrative will inadvertently issue some of evolution’s most vociferous 
proponents, as well as its resolute opponents.  Bacon was an English philo-
sopher and statesman and is known for being a defender of the scientific 
revolution.  Although his scientific methods are associated with the occult 
strains of hermeticism and alchemy, he ardently pursued a demand for 
a planned procedure of investigating the natural realm. According to 
one view, Bacon played a role in trumpeting messages about the nature 
of experiment (Pesic 1999: 81). Though Bacon himself is not considered 
to have performed highly significant experiments, his is rather credited 
with a vision of the emergent character of experimentation.  In the rise of 
modern scientific prose,33  he is also seen as a leading contributor.  Moving 
to the beat of the times in which he lived, Bacon seemed to have a thirst for 
something more.  It was not so much that he thought of becoming a radical 
as much as he aimed at elevating the process of thought and observation.  

was there some greater design to evolutionary thought of the nineteenth 
century?  As it continues to have some influence on human thinking, was 
there any purpose in the nineteenth century promulgation of evolutionary 
ideology?  Were there any intelligent processes infused into it?  While 
some credit the “X Club” for being the mastermind behind natural history,  
in relation to natural selection, evolution, academic liberalism, and wielding 
much influence over scientific thought in nineteenth century England, 
the totality of modern evolutionary thought has yet still a wider base.  As 
such, it is important to examine the historical framework, foundation, 
and figures who actually came to shape the way in which the dogmas of 
evolution significantly impact both the human psyche and Darwin’s own 
ideas.  What type of networking was really involved in the production of 
modern evolutionary ideas?

As you proceed keep in mind that evolutionary concepts such 
as transmutation of species and common descent have been in some 
type of latent existence since at least the sixth century B.C., and later 
mused on by early Greek and Roman philosophy.  However, as biological 
knowledge expanded in the eighteenth century (two to three hundred 
years ago) and onwards, resurgent discourses sprang out of progressive 
initiatives surrounding the nature of science, positivism and the role of 
evolution.  In connection with that, a host of ideas began to take shape 
with areas of involvement relating to burgeoning fields of inquiry such 
as natural philosophy, astronomy, geology, taxonomy, historical rhetoric, 
and population theory.  All these factors were further fanned out with 
the scientific revolution in the background, and were manifested in an 
unprecedented manner around the world.

With this functionary prelude in mind, the following list reflects  
a fraction of the names that would have either emitted some type of influence 
on Charles Darwin’s thoughts, or on the relay and impression of modern 
evolutionary ideology, or both: Francis Bacon (1561-1626), Thomas 
Browne (1605-1682), John Ray (1627-1705), Benoit de Maillet (1656-
1738), Pierre Maupertuis (1698-1759), Carolus Linnaeus (1707-1778), 
Gilbert White (1720-1793), James Hutton (1726-1797), Erasmus Darwin 
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Society was named for him in the early 1840s.  Around 1693 Ray published 
one of the first natural systems of classifications, based on the physical 
characteristics of plants rather than perceived usage and origin, recognized 
as his final volume on Histora Plantarum.36  In his systemization of the 
classification of plants, Ray seemed to have based his work on Aristotle’s.37  
As Ray and Linnaeus were not contemporaries, and thus could not have 
personally collaborated on their natural systems’ ideas, Ray’s work appears 
to be respected as a fundamental key to modern taxonomy.  Nonetheless, 
Ray’s work, although having been accomplished over a century before the 
arrival of Charles Darwin, was indubitably a basis for and would also come 
to impact Darwin’s ideas.    

Benoit de Maillet (1656-1738) was an anthropologist and French 
diplomat, who became interested in the study of natural science. Maillet 
saw the natural world as a book to be read.  As his taste for natural history 
grew, for him science and religion seemed like two aspects of life that should 
be kept separate.  While he was interested in developing an evolutionary 
hypothesis to describe the origin of humans, Maillet also entertained 
other evolutionary notions such as a bird being derived from a flying 
fish.  His book, Telliamed or Converstaions Between an Indian Philosopher 
and a French Missionary on the Diminution of the Sea, is considered a 
vital text of eighteenth century geological studies, although it was first 
printed posthumously - ten years after de Maillet’s death.38 In this book de 
Maillet presented his views on cosmogony, taking a look at such topics as 
the history of the earth, and the origin of animals, plants and man, with 
the sea and its activities serving as principal agent in bringing about the 
lithological, physiographic and structural alterations in the earth’s crust.39   

His geological perspectives on the diminution of the sea are, in some 
respects, taken as an exploration for the resolution of issues dealing with the 
origin and nature of fossils.  Further, de Maillet’s work is seen as assisting 
in the manufacture of a key feature employed in future theories of organic 
evolution. As such the introduction of the concept of sufficient time has 
since been used as part of the basis of evolutionary models.  This has been 
accomplished by a virtual reification of the notion (of sufficient time). 

Thus, while recognizing the importance of a link between theology  
and philosophy, Bacon advocated the generalization of the new experi-
mentalism, as a way of boosting man’s apprehension of the natural realm. 
A general program of recording available facts was proposed, along with 
performing feasible experiments.  The idea was to stimulate the intellect to 
the purpose and pattern of physical observation of the material world, as an 
attempt at allowing an experimental mindset and program to flourish was 
envisioned, within the framework of a coherent thought system.   

Thomas Browne (1605-1682) was a known physician and English 
author, who attempted to reconcile Christianity with the pursuit of science.  
His literary range consisted of a mix of science, religion, medicine and 
perhaps some abstruse matter. His preoccupation, particularly with the 
new inductive science, alluded to biblical material while drawing from 
classical sources as they concerned a connection with the history of ideas. 
Besides, Browne’s work is seen as attaining a position in the mainframe of 
the philosophy of science. But as far as Browne was concerned there was 
no need to separate theology from scientific knowledge. And as Browne’s 
life was impacted by classical works and influenced by the Scientific 
Revolution of Baconian enquiry, he seemed to have been deeply concerned 
with investigation of the natural world. Some of Browne’s admirers include: 
English essayist Charles Lamb, American novelist Herman Melville 
(author of Moby-Dick), American natural historian Stephen J. Gould, 
Scottish psychiatrist Ronald D. Laing, and the Canadian – William Osler, 
considered the father of modern medicine.  

John Ray (1627-1705) was an English naturalist, who, while engaged 
in the study of botany and zoology, was also involved in a public discourse 
on natural theology. He is regarded as highly influential in laying the 
foundation of systematic biology, and also associated with establishing 
the foundations of modern taxonomy. Supposedly, Ray was the first to 
explicate the term – species in its modern usage, recognizing it as the basic 
taxonomic unit,34  and the term was also used to discern diverse organisms 
from each other.  Ray’s work on animal and plant classification was to later 
influence that of Carolus Linnaeus and Georges Cuvier,35 and The Ray 
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So whereas others may have spoken in terms of over a hundred 
thousand years like de Maillet, later researchers started to speak in terms 
of billions of years. This is a core means by which some pretentiously 
account for what they see as extended periods such as the supposed 
Precambrian era, and long ages of the earth and human life, purportedly 
branching out of lower life or less intelligent forms. That is partly how, 
for example, humans supposedly evolved through a sort of chain process, 
beginning more or less with the emergence of the earliest hominids of the 
genus Homo, and to include Homo habilis, Homo erectus, Homo sapiens 
and Homo sapiens sapiens, going back to around two million years ago, in 
the East African region. Given that de Maillet’s Telliamed came out over a 
hundred years before Darwin’s Origin of Species, it can be surmised that 
Darwin was perhaps influenced by de Maillet’s work.  This is one manner 
in which knowledge spreads; one author or thinker issues hypotheses and 
theories based on other writers and thinkers and so the tale lives on.  

You can begin to see how in the history of ideas, information and 
embellished discourses have infected the sore spot of the human soul, and 
how evolutionary ideas in particular have developed from pre-modern 
times up until now.  What is horrific about that is not the information itself, 
but rather the manner in which humans set about to distort and undermine 
information as it flows from one person to the next, one generation to the 
next.  Some prefer to see this distortion as amounting to the developmental 
nature of learning.

Pierre-Louis Moreau de Maupertuis (1698-1759) was a French 
astronomer and mathematician whose work, Essai de Cosmologie, 
attempted to pose a mechanistic view of the universe.  And while French 
astronomers of Maupertuis’ time tended to oppose Newton’s idea of the 
earth being slightly flattened at the two poles, based on theories of gravity, 
Maupertuis disagreed.  Against the viewpoint of an elongated plantet, he 
argued rather for a slightly flattened earth.40  Maupertuis is the one credited 
with bringing Newtonian physics to France against the Cartesian stance, 
centered around the Royal Observatory in France and the Paris Academy. 
As a note of interest, though, there seems to be the view that there was an 
attempt by Maupertuis to endow matter with some sort of life.41

Given that the basic meaning of the word ‘matter’ itself makes no 
claims for the possession of spirit or life, such an assertion implies the 
production of a fetish out of matter.  This exposes the obsessive-compulsive 
nature of those trying indefatigably to fabricate baseless theories for origin 
of species. Furthermore, if matter is believed to contain an integrative 
organizing principle of life, it simply tells of the engagement of the meta-
natural.  The naturalist would rather have you believe in random or natural 
selection and determinism, propounded by ultra humanism, with no 
viable explanation for origin of life, which in the end affixes to the farce of 
the self-seeking mind, under the guise of science.

Carolus Linnaeus (1707-1778), also known as Karl Linné, was a 
Swedish botanist, and acknowledged for his contribution to the taxonomy 
of organisms.  He was born into a religious family in rural Sweden. As a 
pastor his father kept a large garden, showing his interest in nature.42 At an 
early age Linnaeus is believed to have exercised curiosity about plants too.  
It was in works like Systema Naturae in the mid 1730s, followed by others 
like Genera Plantarum and Species Plantarum that his positions on the 
species classification of both plants and animals were shown. As with the 
nature of research study, Linnaeus’ taxonomic endeavors and approach to 
binomial nomenclature, should be largely accredited to scientific study and 
observations that preceded his work.  In Linnaeus’ case in particular, he’s 
perhaps given more recognition than is necessary.  Much of the work and 
perhaps a large part of the foundation of the classification of species were 
already laid by other researchers like John Ray, of the seventeenth century, 
who impacted the field of systemic biology and modern taxonomy, as 
indicated earlier in this chapter.  

Gilbert White (1720-1793) was another English naturalist with a 
noted interest in ornithology, born some fifteen years after the passing 
of John Ray. White is known to have worked as a curate in the Selborne 
district of England.  His production of The Natural History and Antiquities 
of Selborne, coming out in the late eighteenth century, flows out of his 
observations of nature and is noted for its poised literary style.  It exhibited 
his interest, original analysis, and in some cases classification in matters of 
zoology and botany.  Contributing to the rise of modern phenology, White 
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is regarded by some as the ‘nature man’ and considered to have authored 
the world’s first and greatest nature diary.43  He is regarded by some as 
England’s first ecologist, with an emphasis on the respect for nature.  
During White’s lifetime he also seemed to place particular emphasis on the 
linking chain of nature.

James Hutton (1726-1797) was a Scottish geologist, who is regarded 
as formulating the concept of uniformitarianism.  The idea was to promote 
a theory of uniformity of causes in attempting to explain earth and rock 
formation patterns, processes and history.  Uniformitarianism, which was 
actually carried in a figurative mantle by perhaps the nineteenth century 
leading proponent of this theory – Charles Lyell, is the idea that earth’s 
history can be explicated by observing geological forces now at work, since 
these forces are supposedly identical to those that have operated in the 
past.  In other words, the present is a key to the past.  This notion invited 
the idea of an unprecedented length of geologic time to the dinner table.  
And who would have guessed the kind of chain reaction that transpired?  
Hutton’s ideas, which stemmed from the milieu in which he lived (with 
an acute emphasis on naturalism), influenced the thoughts of others like 
that of Charles Lyell, particularly Lyell’s Principle of Geology, which in turn 
affected other work such as Darwin’s ideas on adaptive evolution.  

Hutton is also known by some to be a lawyer’s apprentice, physician 
and agriculturist, besides his work in geology. Considered the father of 
modern geology, it was Hutton’s interest in agriculture that propelled him 
to think about the dynamics of soil patterns and its relationship with the 
rest of the landscape, including rocks.  It was the ideas in his book, Theory 
of the Earth published in the mid 1780s with follow up volumes, where 
he posited a geological discourse, that became sort of crystallized as the 
basis of modern geology.  Through his evaluation and geological interests, 
Hutton came to subscribe to the opinion that the earth was more than a 
few thousand years old, which was against a popular view at the time. This 
inadvertently also paved the way for those coming behind him to explore 
or perhaps exploit the subject, arriving at an age of over four billion years 
for the earth.  

Some have argued whether or not the basis for Hutton’s ideas was 
theology-driven, from a deistic or teleological backdrop, or experimentally-
driven, applying the latest discoveries in physics, chemistry and geology.  
But geologists themselves don’t seem too certain as to whether or not 
Hutton abandoned cosmogony altogether to focus on characteristics of 
empiricist thought,44  and applied knowledge.  It is suggested, however, that 
based on the assertion that all knowledge begins with experience, Hutton’s 
ideas issued from the philosophy of experimentalism.45   

This reckoning proposes a type of vague pragmatism which actually 
places empiricism on a pedestal, inducing it as the criterion for knowledge.  
In other words, what this does is to invoke experimentation as the rule, 
principle and judge of all knowledge; and that is a total idiosyncrasy.  No 
one can deny, for instance, that knowledge can be attained outside of 
experimentalism.  Part of this calculated move, though (of the preeminent 
nature of experimentation), entails the formation of a link giving voice 
to and creating the indistinct mirage of depicting uniformitarianism as 
the key to unlocking earth history and comprehending all past natural 
phenomena. As you may be aware, in large respects, this is rooted in natural 
philosophy as well as natural science.  The effects of such a decisive move 
would rear its ugly head even in a discourse on culture, for instance; so 
that, unsparingly, notions of culture (e.g. cultural lag and cultural progress) 
are logged into the playground of uniformitarian gymnastics, impacted 
by the naturalistic-experimental discourse, bound by the contours of 
determinism.  Uniformitarianism has thus come to be seen as an unbridled 
attempt to engage and link various fields of study such as ecology, geology, 
culture, and archaeology together, in conjunction with the notion of 
geologic time.

And then we have Erasmus Darwin (1731-1802) who is known to 
history as the grandfather of both Charles Darwin and Francis Galton–(as 
noted in the previous chapter, writing in the nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries). Perhaps following in the footsteps of his grandfather, Charles 
became a naturalist. Known also as a physiologist and poet, Erasmus Darwin 
was a medical practitioner who seemed to have had a taste for botanical 
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chapter 6 

contemporaries 

After taking a glance at forerunners of Charles Darwin, it is now 
time to turn the clock slightly forward to gain some idea of the 
more immediate milieu in which Darwin operated. Similar to  

the immediate pre-Darwinian period, some of the surrounding movements, 
historical figures, sociopolitical, cultural and intellectual agitation having 
some type of influence on Charles Darwin, or evolutionary thought can be 
assessed.  Bearing in mind that the proponents of evolutionary ideas in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries did not disclaim religious affiliation or 
abandon the worship of God, it is necessary to note that it is only with the 
progression of modernity that evolution became more closely aligned with 
a discourse on agnosticism and atheism.  All of a sudden, “oopse sorry” – 
there was no space for the infinite nature of omnipotent design.  It’s like 
saying, “I love you Lord, and I understand that you are infinite and I am 
finite, but you’re really beginning to weigh me down,” – as people chose to 
forget how it is they got to do research in the first place.  

in effect people who thought that they could somehow intellectually 

outmaneuver and erase all traces of God were sending the lucid message:

cultivation.  His works are certainly believed to have influenced his grandson, 
Charles Darwin, in publications like Zoonomia.46  Towards the ending of the 
eighteenth century, Erasmus Darwin’s views on organic life in relation to 
evolutionary idealism, in general, may have very well helped to pave the way 
for later evolutionary thought.  
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himself, quantitatively accessed geologic and natural phenomena through 
extended temporal estimations.48  Though Lyell is not popularly known for 
bolstering evolutionary theory in the nineteenth century, he was nonetheless 
a major supporter of some of Darwin’s proposals on the topic. Actually, it 
was Lyell’s first book, Principles of Geology, that Darwin was given to read 
around the time of his voyage aboard the HMS Beagle.  Though Lyell and 
Darwin may have collaborated on certain themes, Lyell did not necessarily 
endorse Darwin’s ideas on natural selection and may not have been in 
complete agreement with the notion of organic evolution. The common 
ground, however, between Darwin and Lyell is evident in their assumption, 
referenced via a proposed methodology – now recognized as the invented 
system of geologic time, referred to earlier in this book; although Darwin 
turned back and criticized the idea.  

alfred R. Wallace (1823-1913) was a British explorer and naturalist 

with some scottish background. He was influenced early on in his life 

by the entomologist, Henry W. Bates and by the writings of the English 

economist, thomas Malthus.  Wallace, who seemed to have had a passion 

for exploration, biogeography and collecting insect species, also lent 

support to the idea of natural selection.  in fact many believe that Wallace 

(along with Darwin) was a co-discoverer of the notion of evolution by 

natural selection, but failed to receive an equal share of the credit.  Besides 

views on adaptation, supposedly Wallace developed evolutionary ideas 

similar to that of charles Darwin, whom he befriended and with whom he 

even shared his findings in the 1850s.  

Nonetheless, some are of the opinion that Darwin published his On 
the Origin of Species in 1859, very shortly after having reviewed some of 
Wallace’s work, and gained for himself a sort of priority recognition over 
Wallace in the field.  In relation to the hypothesis or idea of natural selection, 
it is noted that While Darwin insisted, arguably, to adhere intently to the 
tenets of scientific naturalism, Wallace broadened his position to one more 
akin to a theistic reading of evolution in the 1860s.49  The idea is that Wallace 
attempted to formidably defend the doctrine of natural selection, while 
looking to theism to shape the cognitive content of his synthesized views.  By 
the way, this sort of (Wallacian) reckoning may also resonate among some of 

Dear God, stop.

i’ve looked up to you in the past but sorry, the time has come to move 

on, shall we say, to bigger and better things. thanks for giving me a brain 

to think, but i can no longer accommodate you. Don’t take it personal or 

anything; it’s just the demanding nature of the modern world. anyway, i’ve 

really got to get back to my scientific research.  and hope you never bother 

me again. 

Bye now-

Your once upon a time forever friend,

signed and approved

In other words, men and women studied, and continue to study, the 
supernatural out of the picture, or so they think. They were becoming 
a little too intelligent and sophisticated for that. Who has time for an 
omnipotent being – operating at a level above mere human nature, when 
we can depend on science?  After all, humans created themselves and have 
all the answers within themselves; or not. God became a mere sensation of 
the past and it was time to move on. As a matter of fact, “God is dead” as 
one philosopher puts it; or perhaps a more accurate rendering of the idea 
is – God is no longer relevant and has become dead.  But that is not a total 
surprise, seeing that today the world is becoming ever driven in large part 
by the ideals of secular humanism. With this in mind we now turn to a 
rather concise list of names, in connection with an era also impacted by 
Darwin’s contemporaries, in at least engaging a multi-perspective approach 
to gauging modern evolutionary thought. 

Charles Lyell (1797-1875) was an English geologist, who at first 
practiced law for a brief period of time. He penned the influential Principles 
of Geology (1830-1833), opposed the idea of catastrophism,47 and was a 
leading figure in ideas on uniformitarianism – in this case more closely 
associated with the geological notion that the present is a key to the 
past.  In order to advocate his ideas, Lyell fit his views into a framework 
of extremely long ages and changes in earth’s natural history. Lyell, 
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and arthur o. lovejoy (1873-1962) were all more or less contemporaries of 

charles Darwin.  in one way or the other they directly or indirectly impacted 

evolutionary thought and, in some cases, Darwin’s very ideas and proposals.  

While lamarck – the french naturalist, for example, was known for the 

introduction of evolutionary theories and Malthus, the English political 

economist and anglican parson (or cleric) – for population-retention 

ideology, lovejoy, who taught at a number of american universities was the 

one known for his philosophical thoughts on the history of ideas.  

Taking a strong stand, Weismann, the German evolutionist and a student 
of Charles Darwin, however, was the one known for disproving Lamarck’s idea 
that acquired characteristics could be inherited. The significance of that needs 
to be understood against the backdrop - that Darwin actually depended on 
and considered Larmark’s ‘inheritance of acquired characteristics’ as a high 
probability for the cause of change on which natural selection acts.

But for what it’s worth, Malthus is the one actually credited  
with supplying both Wallace and Darwin with the principle of natural 
selection – “the capacity of populations to grow by geometric progression 
beyond the resources to support them with a consequent struggle for 
survival.”51   Intriguingly, elements of ‘survival of the fittest’ rhetoric are 
exhibited in this quote, along with the implications that the idea of ‘natural 
selection’ did not originate with Wallace or Darwin after all.  Besides that, 
considered perhaps one of the most notable evolutionary theorists of the 
nineteenth century, August Weismann is also credited with coinage of the 
term ‘natural selection,’ although he did not agree entirely with Charles 
Darwin on how that process worked.  

Through this, it is rather significant to also see how even nineteenth 
century proponents of the doctrine of ‘natural selection’ were not of the same 
opinion on what that meant, which naturally led to disagreements, ambiguity, 
and more confusion. It is such revelation, however, that emphatically exhibits 
the point of a shared pool of ideas.  Furthermore, in the nineteenth century, for 
instance, it was an ideological network of evolutionary ideas that formed a 
type of townhall source from which a variety of thinkers, professionals and 
disciplines not only drew, but argued ferociously.  

today’s philosophers and researchers.  One of the huge downfalls, however, 
in Wallace’s views was the effort to relate the different phenotypical features 
of humans to variety and species in the animal world.  The idea is that one 
human or as Wallace posited:    

An animal which differs from another by some decided and 
permanent character however slight which difference is undiminished 
by propagation and unchanged by climate and external circumstances, 
(like the negro) is invariably considered as a distinct species–while one 
which is not propagated so as to form a distinct race, but is produced 
more frequently from the parent stock (like the Albino) is generally[,] if 
the difference is not very striking, considered a variety,– now I consider 
both these to be equally, distinct species, and I would only consider 
those to be varieties whose differences are produced by External causes 
and which therefore are not propagated as a distinct race.50     

Ponder on this for a moment. Oh yeah, it may take more than a 
moment. Here, Wallace is positing a difference or nuance between varieties, 
species and race, but at the same time slipping in a similarity between variety 
and ‘distinct species.’ And there also seems to be an overlap between what 
Wallace refers to as ‘distinct species’ and ‘distinct race.’ An eye-opening 
read perhaps, which some may find, shall we say, a little puzzling. Although 
Wallace is believed to have modified such views, which actually do not 
seem strikingly different from what appears above, it is this exact type of 
thinking that have spurred on other thinkers and theorists to develop 
idiosyncratic links to mythologies and grand schemes dealing with notions 
of evolution, ‘race,’ variety, species and propagation. This not only exposes 
how deeply corrupt notions of evolution and race are, but also shows how 
beguilingly reified such concepts have become.  Besides that, the eugenics 
or racial hygiene project can also be seen as influenced to some degree by 
such reasoning, as discussed in part one.  

Without the ennui of soliciting a longer list of names, figures  

like Jean Baptiste lamarck (1744-1829), thomas Malthus (1766-1834), 

Herbert spencer (1820-1903), louis Pasteur (1822-1895), thomas H. Huxley 

(1825-1895), august f. l. Weismann (1834-1914), friedrich nietzsche (1844-

1900), George Howard Darwin (1845-1912), svante arrhenius (1859-1927), 
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work of Hoyle and Wickramasinge, however, on interstellar grains has 
contributed to the development of the modern theory of panspermia. The 
underlying idea therein is that cosmic dust in space and comets are organic 
to some extent, and that life on earth was seeded (analogous to drawing life 
from sperm: pan-spermia) from space rather than by way of abiogenesis – 
which Louis Pasteur strongly objected to.  

Panspermia, which in itself is a foundationless brainstorm at best, 
projects the view that, developed in the correct environment, life exists 
and is distributed throughout the universe in the form of spores or germs.  
Furthermore, based on laws of nature, panspermia theory is to include the 
possibility of the evolution of intelligent beings who are to also expand 
life further in the galaxy. This is predicated on the notion that not only is 
life unique in nature, but the very essence of life is self-propagation.  But 
it appears that no one is taking time to consider that the laws of nature 
themselves have to be in existence, in order to be operable. The question 
then is – can the laws of nature call or will themselves into being?  In spite 
of the supercilious nature of the (panspermia) claim, formed in the mid-
1990s, there actually exists a Society for Life in Space (SOLIS). Seen as 
astrobiological space missions to seed the universe (or solar system[s]) 
with life, the expressed desire of this interstellar panspermia society is to 
promote the future of life in space through (directed) panspermia.  

I trust that you realize a distinction; unlike the notion of natural 
panspermia (supposedly occurring naturally), some are now interested 
in ‘assisting’ nature in its ‘evolutionary course,’ seeking to distribute life 
throughout the universe.  Exactly how that is proposed to be done and 
the interaction between such notion and science fiction, is stationed 
somewhere between an amorphous state and the Barmecidal realm.  This 
can perhaps be seen as some type of new game in evolutionary endeavor.

Besides the propounding views contributing to the outline of 
evolutionary ideology, there were those who also refuted the claims 
of evolutionary theory, particularly as purported by Darwinism.  One 
such case is that of the French chemist and bacteriologist, Louis Pasteur, 
mentioned above.  His negation of the idea of spontaneous generation 

The outcome of such networking can be acknowledged to have 
permeated Western thought and the wider world.  Lovejoy, who can be 
considered to have also accessed this network of ideas is perhaps most 
known for his 1930s’ book on The Great Chain of Being.  It is in that book 
that ideas of the hierarchy of being is pursued and cast, largely based on 
historical-philosophical underpinnings of a somewhat metaphysical scale 
of perfection. The crux of the argument in the notion of a ‘great chain 
of being’ lies in an ontological hierarchy within the sphere of existence.  
The idea proposed is that this imaginary chain represents all degrees of 
perfection from the highest to the lowest, without skipping a link.  But 
that can also be interpreted or applied by some to refer to or reflect ideas 
like that of varying intellectual capacity, whereby some humans present an 
advantage over others, marked also by some evolutionary process.  

Following the reasoning in the ‘chain of being,’ the universe is 
otherwise thought to be incomplete if there were perhaps gaps in between, 
meaning – if the chain does not extend from the highest or fullest to the least 
of being.  Supposedly, the very pinnacle of the chain represents absolute 
perfection, with the lower portions of the chain somewhat portraying a sort 
of cosmic contrast between imperfection and perfection. While an array of 
details can be sought on the subject, much of which can be traced back 
through the Middle Ages, and later showed up in Descartes’ Meditations, 
Leibniz’s Monadology, and Spinoza’s Ethics, the essential nature of such 
thoughts actually predate Western Enlightenment, Renaissance and the 
Middle Ages.

An analysis of evolutionary philosophy and Darwin’s contemporaries 
may also lead one to the evaluation of the claims of natural and directed 
panspermia. Born in the same year Darwin’s “Origin of species” was 
released, it was Svante Arrhenius, the Swedish chemist, who later went on to 
expose his view of natural panspermia (in the late 19th century).  Regarded 
as one of the founders of physical chemistry, Arrhenius, as well as others 
such as William Thomson (or Lord Kelvin), Fred Hoyle and Nalin C. 
Wickramasinghe espoused or have entertained ideas on panspermia.  While 
Thomson may have dissented from Darwin’s conclusions on evolution, he 
may have not necessarily disavowed evolutionary ideology altogether.  The 
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an evolutionary biologist and also openly endorsed Darwin’s views, such as 
in his fervent support of natural selection.  

While on the subject, it might be of interest to you to know that like 
Charles Darwin and Thomas Huxley, Julian Huxley also claimed the initials 
FRS (Fellow of the Royal Society),55  as part of his title. But aside from that, 
known for his affiliation with and substantial contribution to eugenics, Julian 
Huxley was the first director of UNESCO (The United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization), established in 1945 (at the end of 
World War II); and besides other things was also president of the British 
Eugenics Society from 1959 to 1962 (you may have to refer back to chapter 
four for notes on eugenics).  It is important to note, however, that originally 
formed in 1907 around the same time that eugenic societies are picking 
up steam in the United States, by 1989 this same British Eugenics Society 
received a name change, going now by the name of the Galton Institute.  

Referring back now to Thomas Huxley, part of the warped nature of 
his reasoning is located in his placement of human ethics outside the scope 
of the supposed materialistic processes of evolution; yet at the same time 
attempting to portray civilization as the human protest against nature, and 
the achievement of progress by human control of evolution.  So now not 
only are humans supposedly part of an evolved process, but they are to also 
control their evolution while considering ethics aside.  Wow!  Incredulous?  
I’m not sure if any sensible reasoning is expected to be gleaned from that, 
but this is exactly the kind of irrational tactics which evolutionists seem to 
be subscribing to.  

While Thomas Huxley may have contributed to setting the 
geographical foundation for western anthropological study in the 
Melanesian region, and may be seen as a “sympathetic” observer of 
supposedly “primitive men,” he apparently dabbled between the fields of 
naval surgery, zoology and ethnology. 56  Besides that, Huxley’s speculation 
in the arena of heterogenesis (pertaining to ideas in biological reproduction) 
did nothing to assist his evolutionary claims.  But it is significant to note the 
stature conferred upon Huxley as a passionate supporter of evolutionism.57 
And while Huxley may have laid claim to science as a foundation for his 

(abiogenesis), for instance, came as a forceful jolt through his work in 
bacteria experimentation.  This in itself was an excoriating rebuke to the 
shaky framework of evolutionism both then and now. In fact, at precisely 
around the same time Darwin announced his theory of evolution, the 
established landmark biological principle that ‘all living things arise from 
living things’ was also firmly posited by Pasteur.52  

In other words, if a living thing is derived from a living thing, then 
ontologically, this emphatically injects first principles. Thus, epistemolog-
ically, that which was first living had a beginning (implying also an end) 
which was necessarily impacted upon by design. But note that design is 
required to have a designer. And since there is an undeniable correlation 
between design and purpose, then we can unequivocally submit that there 
was purpose to the first natural living thing, in contradistinction to ran-
dom chance.  

Pasteur, one of the leading figures who resolutely opposed Darwin’s 
views on evolution, is the same one for whom the purification process 
called pasteurization is named. Through his work, Pasteur is also known to 
have helped in establishing the germ theory of disease, which was regarded 
as the single greatest medical discovery of all time.53 Tied to the germ 
theory of disease, it was in the early 1880s that Pasteur delivered the well-
tested anthrax vaccine to the public, which later led (in the mid 1880s) to 
his presentation of the rabies vaccine.    

With a lifespan and historical time period almost identical to that of 
Pasteur’s, Thomas Huxley, the English biologist and educator is known for 
his agnosticism, doubting all that was not immediately open to ‘scientific’ 
scrutiny and logical appraisal.  But it is essential to note that unlike Pasteur, 
Huxley ardently supported Darwinism. In fact, Huxley was considered 
the leading exponent of Darwinism in England in his time; so much so 
that his notorious advocacy of Darwinism accompanied him as a leading 
expositor of such thought on the European continent as well as in the 
United States.54 Though I’m speaking here primarily of Thomas Huxley, he 
is not to be confused with his grandson, Julian S. Huxley, who himself was 
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While Nietzsche may be construed as an antisocial advocate, 
instead boosting ideas of domination in the face of a cultural complex,62  
and spurred on the notion of the ‘death of God,’ some of his views are at 
the same time considered akin to that of Darwinism. The consideration of 
Nietzsche’s affinity with Darwin, for example, is evident from a teleological 
perspective, when examining notions of ‘drive’ and ‘instinct’ in Nietzsche’s 
will to power, on the one hand, and Darwin’s struggle for survival on the 
other. As such, Nietzsche’s ‘will to power’ and Darwin’s ideas on natural 
selection are seen in like company.63     

But there is also the ideological-radical stance of Spencer.  Known to 
be a bachelor all his life it was Herbert Spencer, considered a sociological 
thinker, who forthrightly cultivated an all-embracing concept of evolution.  
In attempting to explicate developments of the physical realm, Spencer 
sought to meld biological forms and the human mind, along with human 
culture and societies as the beneficiaries of assumed evolutionary theory.  
Thus, even areas of ethics and religion came to be manufactured as 
byproducts of evolutionary idealism.  Supposedly credited with coining 
the term – ‘survival of the fittest’ in his Principles of Biology, Spencer is 
thought to have been influenced by Darwin’s Origin of Species; and Charles 
Darwin’s Origin of Species is believed to have been inspired by works such 
as Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation.64  He (Spencer), nonetheless, 
was most certainly influenced by Erasmus Darwin’s Zoonomia (in two 
volumes – published around the end of the eighteenth and beginning of the 
nineteenth centuries).  And whether or not the terms, survival of the fittest 
and natural selection appear to express the same sentiments, essentially 
they are mutually complementary.  

A noted point of interest in all this is that Spencerian notions 
of the commingling of evolution, culture and society have not only 
impacted later ideologies of ‘race,’ power and separation, but have thus 
far severely influenced academe. This is particularly notable in the fields 
of anthropology and sociology, leaving not only deep and widespread 
repercussions in contemporary society and thought, but enabling an acrid 
wound in the realm of social pragmatics.  

views, he stands out as an example of the lengths to which some can go, all 
in the name of ‘science.’  

The greater issue here is not Huxley per se, but rather it is the 
aggressive spirit in which the ideology of evolution and the misuse of the 
word science, was and is advocated in the face of assiduous philosophical 
blotches. It is the philosophical floundering, along with the feral 
presuppositions of evolutionary thought that can be seen as the crux of the 
matter which this book engages.

In accessing the philosophical baggage linked to evolutionary 
thought, Friedrich Nietzsche is another figure that can be looked at.  
Nietzsche, the Prussian-born philologist, also regarded as a German 
philosopher, was son of a clergyman. Nietzsche himself was a student 
of theology and classical philology. He is known to have had health 
problems, including mental health issues,58 and reportedly experienced a 
degree of blindness, even violent stomach attacks. It is this same Nietzsche 
whose idea of the ‘will to power’ may have been counterpoised to Arthur 
Schopenhauer’s ‘will to live,’ strained through the eye of pessimism.59   

But who was Schopenhauer?  Schopenhauer was a German philosopher 
who, although born towards the end of the (European) Enlightenment era, 
was himself more or less a product of the Age of Enlightenment. As such 
He would have endorsed the exaltation of human reason as a sort of highly 
independent power to be celebrated. But Schopenhauer’s idea of the ‘will to 
life,’ along with Nietzsche’s ‘will to power or to dominate’ may not, at first 
glance, seem to confer a rather pessimistic outlook on life.  However, when 
traced back to, and analyzed with the writings of others in the trajectory of 
liberal thought such as, Johann Fichte, Georg W. F. Hegel, Arthur Moeller 
van den Bruck,60 Oswald Spengler (another pessimist), and Immanuel 
Kant (perhaps used as a pivot in all this), the dark seeds of culture (kultur), 
nationalism and strains of exalted human reason are exhibited. Tied into  
the idea of evolution, race, culture and progress, one author observes that 
“the supernational mission of German culture [for instance] was as evident 
to … Fichte as it was to Hitler and his followers.”61  But how does this relate 
to Nietzsche and evolutionism?  
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This sort of homogeneous drive to amalgamate lines of biology, 
psychology, culture, society and perhaps politics through a general 
evolutionary vision of the physical realm, I refer to as total evolution.  But 
Spencer’s evolutionary vision does suggest a type of constrained idealism.  
As a corollary, Spencer is also known to have incorporated elements of 
Lamarckism in his thinking. Named for the French naturalist, Jean-Baptiste 
Lamarck, Lamarckism refers to the idea that an organism or living being can 
actually pass characteristics acquired during life onto progeny.  Some may 
actually understand Lamarckism, also referred to or linked to the theory 
of adaptation, or heritable acquired characteristics (HAC my abbreviation), 
as purporting the transmission of traits such as muscle development and 
intelligence to offspring.  Although ideas on Lamarckism surfaced widely in 
the nineteenth century, were basically treated as a discourse on pangenesis 
by Charles Darwin, and may have lost some widespread appeal in the 
twentieth century, they nonetheless persist in the twenty-first century.  As 
seen before, however, the notion of Lamarckism has already been firmly 
discredited.    

Then lastly in this laconic exposition on the contemporaries of 
Darwin, is one of his sons, George. George H. Darwin, the English astron-
omer and mathematician with an interest in cosmogony, and whose life 
extended into the early twentieth century, was the second son of Charles 
Darwin.  Showing some type of interest in law for a short time, George 
Darwin also had a son named Charles, who seemed to show some interest 
in mathematics as well.  With a prime interest in mathematics and astron-
omy, however, George read and saw the world via mathematics.  Though 
George’s ideas and conclusions such as the moon being pulled from a 
molten earth early in its history by the sun’s tidal activity, and the stability 
of a pear-shaped rotating mass are refuted and found unacceptable today, 
he is regarded as being among the first to apply mathematical techniques in 
a discourse on the evolution of the sun-earth-moon system.  It is through 
an assay of figures like George Darwin and the others mentioned above, 
that the continuum and essence of the climate can be felt in the modern 
texture of evolutionary ideas. 
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chapter 7 

the Doctrines of social Darwinism 
and cultural Evolutionism

Evolutionary thought does not only impact ideas in fields such 
as geology, biochemistry or cosmogony, but influences the very 
manner in which people come to regard society and humanity.  The 

underpinnings of the ‘evolution of society and culture’ project, to be sure, 
lies at the heart of the way in which humans have come to appraise 
themselves. But what is the significance of understanding culture and 
society as being theoretically evolutionary in perspective? Especially prior 
to the eighteenth century the condition of humanity, perhaps largely 
interpreted through a moral lens, was particularly realized as declining in 
overall scope.  In order to accommodate the demands of modernity and 
the appeals of humanism, however, the counterpoised progressive view of 
humanity was pitted against the degenerative view of humanity.  

This counterposing effort was both theoretically and socially ad-
vanced as a mainstay in determining the expansion of evolutionary 
production.  Thus, a discourse on the improvement of the human cond-
ition was well-suited to cultural views, based on what some see as the 
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existing living conditions – which ties into the economic order as well.  
But let’s back up a bit here for reflective purposes. First of all, at the very 
heart of Darwinism lies ‘natural selection’ ideology. A juxtaposing of the 
terms, ‘social’ and ‘Darwinism’ suggests a philosophical construct where-
by society is thought to be centered around those best suited or more 
favored to survive in a particular social climate. Secondly, the application 
of Darwinism to the study of human society does not in the least way 
detract from the flawed and disgraceful idea that certain individuals 
or so-called “racial” groups attain an advantage over others due to an 
assumed biological or genetic superiority.  And the twenty-first century 
has been a direct beneficiary of this claim since much has already been 
done to advance, or outrightly promulgate evolutionism (cultural aspects 
in particular) in the twentieth century.  

Besides others, Julian Steward, Leslie White and James G. Frazer are 
deemed as some of the key figures in Western thought who have impacted 
the discourse on cultural evolutionism.  But few people are willing to admit 
or may even be aware, for that matter, that the shackles and trappings 
of cultural evolutionism and social Darwinism are apparently diehard 
phenomena, which are still very much persistent plagues of the twenty-
first century.  Have you ever wondered why, for instance, every turn you 
make you are bombarded with the question of which ‘race’ or ‘ethnic’ group 
you most closely identify with?  If humanity is one, then why the stress 
on supposed individual “racial” groups?  Oddly enough, while scientists 
are undoubtedly admitting that notions of ‘race’ and racial categories are 
imagined or mere social constructs having no bearing on reality, the errant 
and divisive nature of “race” discourse is persistently leaving its stamp on all 
major scientific journals, for instance.

The idea of cultural evolutionism, in a sense, is one major area 
from which notions of philosophical evolution harness their energy. From 
there it is channeled into society’s mainframe.  The critical assessment and 
connection between cultural evolutionism and social Darwinism is seen in 
the way the laissez-faire attitude of a people is driven towards the making of  
a social structure, and the surreptitious ways in which humans find themselves 
constantly divided and alienated, particularly with respect to matters of  

progressive ideology of evolutionary thought (Service, 1971).  From that 
backdrop, society is no longer assessed as degenerating in character but 
rather as improving in overall scope.  

Notwithstanding evolutionary-progressive claims, it is fundamentally 
problematic to assume that an ‘improvement’ in areas such as technology, 
means an overall improvement in society.  This begs sequential questions 
such as where does persistent warfare fit into the whole improvement 
scheme, and whose improvement are we talking about?  Ideas associated with 
the improvement or advancement in the sociocultural sphere were strongly 
influenced by views on the evolution of culture by figures such as Edward 
B. Tylor (in England); and perhaps to a lesser extent by the technological 
and economic views of Friedrich Engels. And there were purported views 
by Lewis H. Morgan (in the United States) that ‘indigenous’ people 
represented earlier stages of cultural evolution. It was actually figures 
like Lewis H. Morgan whose influence would come to bear on Karl Marx 
and Friedrich Engels and their views on sociocultural evolution, internal 
(societal) contradictions, and the creation of a series of escalation stages  
in society.  

Perhaps not too far distant from uniformitarian ideology and with 
a focus on a cultural evolutionary phenomenon worldwide, culture, 
regarded as a critical part of a society, is also construed as subject to the 
process of evolution.   This is actually based on the assumption that it is 
fitting for society to be classified on a ‘primitive to civilized’ scale, with a 
determined number of phases in between; for instance, the inclusion and 
hypothesizing of socio-organic structures such as, band-tribe-chiefdom-
state. Hence, similar to the overarching and philosophical leitmotifs of 
evolutionary thought, culture is supposedly molded into the ideological 
recipe of evolving from the simple to complex.     

But don’t miss the sociopolitical indoctrination.  The corrupt and 
tactical nature of cultural evolutionistic theory is evinced in the very 
terminology, and coupled with Social Darwinism, connotes an application 
of ‘natural selection’ ideas to the social order. By this, certain people 
are naturally selected (and perhaps predisposed) as those best suited to 
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dubbed neoevolutionism, which can be seen to some extent as sponsored 
by two (American) anthropologists – Julian Steward and Leslie White.  
Through the ideology of cultural ecology, for instance, some of Steward’s 
work exhibited the intent of postulating the environmental effects on cultures 
of various peoples, while White proffered some rather daring generalizations 
about the course of human culture. By doing so, White theorized on the 
presumed relationship between cultural evolution and the amount of energy 
human societies expended.  White became obsessed with the notion that a 
culture developed based on the amount of energy it was able to harness.  In 
other words his perspective or bias was concerned with production, industry 
and technology.  

On the one hand, according to White, the civilizations or cultures 
of mankind may be regarded as a form or organization of energy just as 
“everything in the universe may be described in terms of energy.”65  On the 
other hand, notwithstanding Julian Steward’s consideration of a reconciliation 
between cultural evolutionism and historical particularism (stressing the 
distinctive features of cultures),66  he still believed in the interrelationships 
of various phenomena which may recur cross-culturally but are not 
necessarily universal.  It can be said that Steward kept a certain gaze on the 
environmental (spatiotemporal) factors that influenced a culture’s change.  It 
is important to note that while White may have been more accepting of a 
unilineal approach to sociocultural development, Steward may have been 
more closely aligned with a multilineal approach. But whether unilineal or 
multilineal, both are expressed modifications born out of the broader view 
of nineteenth century cultural evolutionism. 

In the end, the doctrine of cultural evolutionism is dependent on the 
notion that civilization arose from and is thus attached to millions and billions 
of years of biological evolution. So much so that some actually advocate 
the idea that the closer assumed human primate ancestors approached 
being human, the less biological evolution impacted human behavior and 
the more cultural evolution took over. Well what exactly does that mean?  
The implications of this are so outright ludicrous that it’s not even worth 
repeating.  The point, nonetheless, of this idea is that biological evolution did 
not end per se, but rather simply changed direction (mode of operation) by 

so-called “race,” and the problematic notion of “ethnicity.”  Although cultural 
evolutionism and social Darwinism are not necessarily one and the same by 
scholastic definition, these terms are nonetheless mutual partners by way 
of social construct.  Having stated thus, we deliberate a little further on the 
doctrine of cultural evolutionism.

 At its very roots cultural evolutionism is intertwined with the 
biological notion of natural selection and adaptation. Quite prevalent in 
the nineteenth century, cultural evolutionism may be seen as a more or less 
anthropological perspective searching for a way to explain the long-term 
changes in human ways of living.  But nineteenth century evolutionism had 
been overly tainted by prevailing social prejudices, including assumptions 
of cultural and ‘racial’ superiority.  And so too, disciplines in general, but 
certainly that of the social and natural sciences were powered by extreme 
militant assumptions of cultural, ‘racial’ and national superiority.  

Though anthropology (particularly American anthropology) to 
some degree seemed to have distanced itself from the ideology of cultural 
evolutionism in the early twentieth century, it was not too many decades 
since then that academic discussions sparked debate over the topic once 
again.  This time, the doctrine of cultural evolutionism resurfaced with the 
view that a methodological emphasis on fieldwork would provide better 
information on world cultures.  This convenient marriage between fieldwork-
based study on so-called ‘exotic’ cultures and cultural evolutionism came 
about, in part, by trying to derive a systematic view of culture through less 
than dignified assessment of the ‘exotic’ other.  

In that way, nineteenth century ideas about cultural evolution  
were reconsidered and reformulated in this resurgent twentieth (and  
post-twentieth) century movement, seeking to posit a scientific theory 
of culture. This type of recasting of cultures and regions through various 
analytic lenses, however, was all executed in a futile and pretentious 
attempt to be somewhat distinct from old biases of nineteenth century 
sociocultural presuppositions.   

It is this twentieth century cultural evolution movement, at times 
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the time ‘normal’ or near complete modern human beings appeared on the 
evolutionary scale. This means that at some point in time while biological 
beings were evolving, there was a presumptive ‘transition’ and the process 
switched hands from biological to cultural evolution.  

Supposedly then, emerging humans at the “point” of achieving 
status as more or less full human beings, stopped the clock of biological 
evolution and ‘set’ the clock of cultural evolution into motion, in order to 
survive as social creatures.  Wow! Amazing! How?  I’m sure the evolution-
ists themselves are just itching to know. But if this is not the most pathetic 
philosophical nonsense you’ve ever heard, then what is? This time appar-
ently someone dug him/herself in a hole too deep.  Cultural evolutionism 
and social Darwinism may have met at the crossroads and carried forward 
on their journey along a similar path, but the roots and objectives of such 
ideas are weighed and wanting.

chapter 8

Reflections on neo-Darwinism  
and sociobiology

In the atmosphere of the aggressive nature of evolutionary thought 
comes mass social movements and emerging worldviews. But 
before proceeding directly to neo-Darwinism and sociobiology, let’s 

take a look at the pretext.  To be sure, views such as that on biological 
evolution pivot on two fundamental components sort of clasped together 
– i.e., notions of ‘natural selection’ and ‘genetics,’ both of which have been  
touched on in this book.  What your teachers may not have told you is that 
these two factors have played a leading role in the politics of nineteenth 
and post-nineteenth century evolutionary thought.  But what they may 
have further neglected to tell you is that these factors are, in the main, 
stealthily yet forcefully driven by sociopolitics and academics as well.  I urge 
you, whether or not you take a pro-evolution, or Darwinian evolutionary 
stance, to research the history of evolutionary thought for yourself.  

Too often people tend to just accept whatever administrators, peers 
and teachers say at par value, without even thinking about it, weighing 
its consequences, or accessing the necessary information for themselves.  
And hence the great dilemma with our ‘information age.’  The information 
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favoring changes that not merely contribute to, but improve reproductive 
success.  Never mind that there is supposedly no purpose involved in 
natural selection.  But more than that, a core philosophical tenet propping 
up this corrupt idea is that which is based on a competitive model; i.e., 
natural selection has to do with humans, for instance, in competition 
with humans (others of their kind) in various ways.  The idea is – may 
those with the better traits win as they compete for survival in succeeding 
generations.  Oh really?  What traits and how are the traits measured?  So 
who exactly designed the competition by the way, who is competing, and 
why are they competing?  So many questions to ask, but no one is talking.  

Many are speaking of natural selection but no one is actually saying 
anything about it – i.e, what’s really going on.  Wonder why you’re being 
kept in the dark?  And that’s the kind of propaganda that kids are given to 
drink.   It’s time to parry that hatchet of natural selection before it strikes a 
decisive blow; or perhaps it already has.  

Besides, Charles Darwin himself is said to have abandoned the 
view of natural selection, realizing the dubious and unsound nature of 
attempting to attach it to evolutionary thought.  Keep in mind that modern 
evolutionary ideology crumbles swiftly without the interjection of the 
natural selection creed.  But whether or not Darwin abandoned his views 
on natural selection, in order to grasp the underlying philosophy of such 
dogma, a three-part proposed question also needs to be addressed: what 
exactly is nature selecting – how – and why?  Note that if nature is selecting 
anything, as indicated above, there is a designed purpose for it, or design 
and information acting upon it; which means that it’s more about design 
rather than Darwinian evolution or evolutionary biology.  Otherwise it 
becomes an undirected process, which is rapidly countered by the fact that 
humans are not undirected beings, in the sense that they are drifting with 
absolutely no purpose.  

This can quickly steer us into other discussions such as that on 
ontology and metaphysics. Hence, if one were to scrutinize the idea in 
any earnest measure, it will be unequivocally evident that if there is such 
a phenomenon called natural selection, then it has absolutely nothing to 

is present, and becoming more evident, yet seems to be strikingly and 
pervasively lacking at the same time.  By the way, while we’re on the subject, 
here’s something to think about – as discussed earlier in this book, if design 
is acting upon the universe, and information is gathered in an attempt to 
apprehend such design, where did the information come from? 

With a wealth of information at your disposal, however, it is rather 
crucial to bear in mind that while Darwin was pushing genetics and 
natural selection as major components of the supposed engine running 
(biological) evolutionary theory, he had absolutely no clue as to how the 
genetics he was talking about really worked.  It didn’t work then, nor is it 
working now (in terms of supporting the ideology of human evolution, for 
instance).  To add insult to a lack of academic integrity, while the study on 
genetics cannot sustain the notion of biological evolution, as seen earlier 
in this book, it is still doggedly regarded as key in untenable evolutionary 
dogma.  In the modern world the philosophy of natural selection, itself, is 
something that has held the world captive for many decades, yea centuries.  
So much so that natural selection is understood by many as the sine qua non 
of (macro) evolutionary ideology (particularly as purported by Darwin) – 
in the sense that evolution by natural selection is considered the authentic 
or only scientific explanation for what is referred to as the diversity of life.  

Keep in mind that there is no reliable or defensible proposition, thought 
or formula for the origin of life through evolutionary means.  Nonetheless, 
when posited together the words ‘natural’ and ‘selection’ form what I refer to 
as a – severely incompatible notion (SIN).  If you were to utterly deconstruct 
the term ‘natural selection,’ you will discover that as a philosophical con-
struct it is absolutely problematic and a hermeneutical nuisance at best.  The 
word natural refers to ‘existing in nature,’ while selection refers to the ‘acting 
of choice.’  But for choice to act, there must be an inherent originating design 
somewhere, which evolutionary ideology denies.  

When fused together, the applied term ‘natural selection’ is what I call: 
skillfully ambiguous design (SAD); a perfect mismatch that is syntactically 
and ideologically corrupt. Bear in mind also that a key to understanding 
the underlying meaning of natural selection resides in the view of evolution 
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do with evolutionary ideology.  There is, however, one caveat; i.e., natural 
selection would have passed the reality test, except that it cannot be shown 
how humans, for instance, are derived thereby, and the origin of such a 
derivative.  In fact, the more humans try to come up with explanations for 
origins via evolutionary dogma, the more fanciful the story becomes.

The term ‘natural selection,’ then, was created with the intention to 
act as if imbued with a type of organic life force of its own, but in actuality 
is really set up as a falsified intruder.  It was designed with the desire that it 
would take off the ground, leaving an unquestionable impression behind; 
but that was only a mirage.  As one of the main staples in the evolution 
dish, the world is beginning to recognize ‘natural selection’ for what it 
really is – a farce.  To reiterate the point, the fallacy of ‘natural selection’ 
is accentuated by “the fact that selection strongly evokes the idea of an 
intelligent agent.”67   It is in that sense that Darwin, his comrades, their 
affiliations and those coming behind no longer refer to God as the ultimate 
designer or supreme planner, while conferring on nature or evolutionary 
theory basically the same attribute.  

In other words, the sheer admittance of natural selection as a type  
of phenomenon or mechanism (which admits purpose, hence design) 
within the evolutionary plot, is simply a way to transfer the awesome 
wonder of supreme planning on the said phenomenon.  Take a note of this 
because it is this type of applied meaning which researchers and scientists 
engage, in attempting to make sense of the natural world, from a finite 
perspective, or what many understand as an exercise in methodological 
naturalism.  Others refer to it as philosophical naturalism.  Yet another 
corollary emerging out of the ‘natural selection-evolutionary pool’ is the 
notion of neo-Darwinism.  We’ve already taken a look at the combined 
terminology – ‘social Darwinism,’ and in like composition, the binding of 
the two terms – neo (recent or new) and Darwinism, suggests yet another 
ideological compound.     

Coming out of the doctrine of Darwinism which postulates the 
origination of species by descent from the parent form, with some variation, 
through the natural selection of those best adapted for the necessary 

reproductive success of their kind, neo-Darwinism is sort of a more neoteric 
version to that. Here, you can perhaps envision the application(s) of natural 
selection. But keep in mind (as seen earlier in chapter two) that one of 
Darwinism’s major headaches is that it was selectively founded on extremely 
pitiable foundations, including Malthusian population dynamics - which 
does not even pretend to be scientific, and furthermore was discredited in 
the late nineteenth century.  As such, you could think of neo-Darwinism 
simply as a bit of modification done to Darwinism which, if anything, only 
makes it worse.  

Basically, neo-Darwinism takes up the position that evolution can 
be accounted for through natural selection and genetic variation, and at 
the same time denies the viability of variation and ‘inheritance of acquired 
character’ as set forth in Darwinism.  Remember how earlier on in chapter 
six, however, it was actually an evolutionist who emphatically ruled out the 
idea of inheritance of acquired characteristics.  

Besides that, other notions such as sociobiology come in to focus 
when confronting the mechanics of evolutionary philosophy along with the 
concept of neo-Darwinism.  Even today, as also attached to the doctrines 
of ethology, the concept of sociobiology, which seems to be gaining wide 
appeal and creating much warranted controversy, is based on conjecture.  
Nevertheless, it should be noted that the concept of sociobiology is rooted in 
Darwinian ideology and the work of other nineteenth century biologists.68  
Do you see clearly how one concept runs into or is attached to the other?  
Sociobiology is connected to Darwinism and Darwinism is heavily 
dependent on the philosophy of natural selection – which in essence is a 
farce as expounded on above.  That’s how you can depict the fabrication of 
the story, as you pull the many pieces together.  

But sociobiology, believe it or not, actually goes beyond the study 
of natural selection in connection with a supposed explanation on the 
evolution of physical characteristics, to involve how natural selection 
shapes behavior in humans (and animals).  Bold.  What makes this worse 
is that the ‘shaping of behavior’ which sociobiology purports, cannot be 
divorced from meaning and purpose, which evolution denies.  “A leap of 
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bearings? – is a pertinent question to consider.   

But sociobiology is actually a natural corollary and extension 
of biological evolutionary ideas.  As such, in conjunction with neo-
Darwinism, sociobiology takes a look at the biological basis of the social 
behavior of humans, based on the notion that such behavior is genetically 
established, and furthermore the genes governing this behavior are subject 
to the supposed common mechanisms of evolution. So now we’re talking 
about a genetic transmission of social behavior that directly influences 
human interaction, based on evolutionary (undirected or purposeless) 
processes.  This is precisely the kind of deep-seated and derisive social 
propaganda that is not only a rebuke to both rationalism and science, but 
is at the same time a scathing repudiation of the contours of epistemology.  
As seen before, epistemologically speaking, this takes us back to the very 
same impasse of being unable to account for origins through evolutionary 
means; so regardless of the route the evolutionists take, whether the 
doctrine is couched in biological or social terms, they are still led back to 
point ‘A’ – the question of origins with its link to purpose in the very nature 
of human beings.

Perhaps this is all part of what some label the post-industrial society; 
or perhaps ideologies like neo-Darwinism are tailored to suit the desires 
of the superfluous-minded, those who wallow in their feign egos.  While 
neo-Darwinism (or what some refer to as, ‘synthetic theory ’) is estimated 
by many as a sort of accessory to natural selection,71  it is really one of 
those modern props used in a frail and mutual attempt to sustain the 
dogma of natural selection.  Notions of adaptation, selection, survival of 
the fittest and neo-Darwinism have all been grouped under the aegis of  
the Darwinian position - which is hailed as orthodoxy, somehow attempting 
to authenticate the origin of species through evolutionary channels. One 
fact we know for certain, though, is that there is absolutely no identifiable 
way conscious human life could have emerged through evolutionary 
channels. Keep in mind that evolutionary ideology, as it stands today, does 
not even take into account dimensions of human life such as the thought 
process and emotions; for in doing so, would only make evolutionists 
admit the hoax of the ideology.  

outright idiocy,” some may claim, as sociobiology has been aligned with the 
underpinnings of the philosophy of expression of emotion,69 which was 
emphasized in late eighteenth century Europe. To be sure, such philosophy 
was an attempt at learning more of the natural environment and was then 
cut around the edges in order to pose as some sort of legitimate ‘science.’  

In order to understand what’s happening here, you ought to pay close 
attention to the modes of thought associated with the increasing discordant 
views of social and Darwinian evolutionary theory.  What’s amazing about 
this is that Charles Darwin was very unstable, inconsistent, equivocal and 
seem to be more confused and unsure about himself, with respect to the 
production of evolutionary propositions. And the mere fact that modern 
evolutionary and biological thought credits Darwin, doesn’t make the story 
any better; in other words, the embarrassing blunders such as that which 
underlie Darwinism, social-Darwinism, etc., were never taken care of, nor 
could they without rejecting evolutionary ideas. Consider this for instance 
– curiously enough Darwin himself has also attempted to explicate the 
expression of emotions in humans.  

Between 1871 and 1872, i.e. between his publications of, The Descent 
of Man, and Selection in Relation to Sex and The Expression of the Emotions 
in Man and Animals, Darwin poses great illogical, incompatible and adverse 
ideas.  For example, while proposing or advocating natural selection which 
operates on the non-teleological ideology of randomness, Darwin also 
advocates morality as attached to teleology, yet tied to notions of ethology 
and sociobioloby, creating huge and problematic gaps in the process.  

How does human life evolve from that which is based on purposeless 
chance exercise purpose, marked by emotions – tied to ethos and morals?  
Are you confused yet? It is important to understand that Darwin does 
not separate his views of emotions70 from morality, which altogether is 
an objection to natural selection ideology and purposeless chance, since 
morals are a matter of purpose.  In the aftermath of his 1859 publication of 
“Origin of Species by Natural Selection,” it seems that the study of morality 
took hold of Darwin’s spirit, perhaps in the latter few years of his life, 
just before his death.  In other words, how can life proceed without any 



Evolution Declassified

88

Part iii - Rethinking Darwinism           

89

ideology, human evolution or evolutionism, altogether as a college, the 
doctrines of modern evolution have run their course for centuries now 
and still cannot find any solid ground. In fact evolutionists are ever 
overwhelmed with the fallacies of evolution, being constantly burdened 
to come up with innovative excuses for the illogicality of evolutionary 
ideas. Make no mistake – there is absolutely no doubt, the self-destruct 
philosophy of evolution is a glaring reality. Those who have ears to hear 
will hear and eyes to see will see.

In other words, as referred to above, evolutionary ideology which 
is random and undirected in nature, cannot envelope or connect with 
aspects of life like emotions, which cannot be explicated as random and 
undirected.  Thus, as stressed on before, the emergence of human life by 
way of an evolutionary stream is unequivocally untenable.  While many 
evolutionists are aware of that fact, the contours of evolutionary dogma 
still continue to plague ‘scientific’ endeavor.  

The point here is that many presumptive scholars are all rushing to 
the fore under the cover of skepticism, desperately seeking to portray a 
façade of unity among evolutionists, simply because others have endorsed 
Darwinian philosophy as orthodox. But never forget that there is no such 
thing as ‘unity’ among evolutionists.  And now, not only are the disagreements 
among evolutionists becoming more evident, but evolutionists themselves 
are actually doubting and abandoning evolutionism altogether.  

One major crisis that still looms in the face of many evolutionists, 
however, is that they are willing to or blatantly ignore the inconsistencies, 
impossibilities and self-defeating propositions in soi-disant evolutionary 
theory; in a sense trading integrity for membership in the volatile 
community of evolutionism, or what I prefer to call the ‘E Club.’72  Perhaps 
they assume that denial and pretense can somehow compensate for 
indignity and lack of coherence. Moreover, since when did peer support 
of a hypothesis or proposition transform it into irrefutable fact? And yet 
that’s exactly how many supposed intelligent scientists treat evolutionary 
ideology; so much so that those who dissent from the so-called majority 
of Western biologists over the doctrines found in Origin of Species, for 
instance, are labeled as heretics or the heretical minority.73

Keep in mind though, that Origin of Species has nothing to do with 
origins.  Well, at some other opportune moment I may have time to engage 
a discussion on what I refer to as life, agendas and the pursuit of science.  
Nonetheless, we will do well to remember that science, as a type of transient 
tool or human-designed agent of knowledge, resides in the eyes of the 
observer.  And whether it’s neo-Darwinism, social Darwinism, Darwinian 
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Part a 
Evolution: theoretical Model

In pursuing research particularly in scientific fields, the role of 
questionnaires and surveys play a vital role.  In this study on evolution, 
the focus is on accessing public opinion, particularly on the belief in 

the doctrine of human evolution. The idea is to engage the participation of 
others in the discourse highlighting evolutionary thought, because believe 
it or not the teaching or spread of evolutionism does impact society in 
a much more intense yet subtle manner than you’re probably aware of.  
People are engaging and advancing human evolutionary dogma, not even 
knowing why they are doing so and furthermore not considering how they 
arrive at such positions.

As an auxiliary to the table shown in the second part of this 
appendix, a theoretical model to the field survey is presented here.  There 
is a depiction of variability in the model, which impacts the outcome 
of evolutionary views, based on the interaction and relation between 
explanatory variable(s) and response variable. Thus, referring specifically 
to human evolutionary doctrine, the dependent variable is: ‘Belief in 
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presentation of human evolutionary thought is based on fact, while many 
more aren’t so sure.  On the other hand, many believe that human evolution 
is a hoax and should never be used as an academic or institutional tool in 
an attempt to coerce others into belief.  While these views can be analyzed 
side by side, some are still scrambling for any desperate claim in order to 
maintain some type of evolutionary status quo, given its apocryphal status, 
which is hanging by a specious thread.  The truth is – no unequivocal claim 
exists in support of human evolution.

human Evolution.’ And the independent variables are: (a) Never believed 
in human evolution, it’s utter nonsense (b) Believed in human evolution in 
the past but not now (c) Currently believe in human evolutionary thought 
and (d) Becoming more convinced in human evolutionary teachings. Based 
on the analysis, any of the independent variables can solely or collectively 
affect the overall outcome of the belief in human evolution in society. 

 
Research shows that while very few are becoming more convinced in 
human evolutionary doctrines or once believed in the past but not 
currently, a majority of people do actually believe in human evolutionary 
thought.  Granted, there are factors that affect the overall outcome such as, 
educational and personal background.  It is rather noteworthy, however, 
that in spite of the pressures of supposed academic consensus there is still 
a significant percentage of people who, taking the time to reason, stand 
against the tide of evolutionary indoctrination, declaring their opposition 
to the proliferation of human evolutionary dogma, for instance.

The model in this first part of the appendix is one analysis illustrating 
how ‘belief in human evolution’ is not only impacted by public support 
(reflective of sampling from the US population), but also impacts an overall 
public perception of the topic. On the one hand, many believe that the 

Sample Theoretical Model: Depicting Belief in Human Evolution

Never believed/
nonsense
 Currently 
 believe
Believed in past/
not now
 Becoming more
 convinced

Belief in  
Evolution
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Part B 
Evolution survey

The table below represents a frequency distribution based on field 
study undertaken by the author (during the first decade of the twenty-
first century), on public human evolutionary views. (Based on the study, 
frequencies are rounded off to three decimal places to the right)

Frequency Distribution of Human Evolutionary Views

Belief in Human Evolution Relative 
Frequency

Cumulative 
(Relative) 

Frequency
Percentage

Exercising Current Belief 0.571 0.571 57.10%

Becoming more convinced 0.143 0.714 14.30%

Used to believe/ not now 0.143 0.857 14.30%

Never believed 0.143 1.000 14.30%

TOTAL 1.000 100.00%
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The table shown on the previous page represents a random sample of 
respondents who shared their belief in, or view on the ideology of human 
evolution.  Based on the results, the views reflect 14.30% of the respondents 
never believing in human evolution; a further 14.30% once believed it in 
the past but not now; 14.30% are becoming more convinced; and 57.10% 
are actually convinced or believe in human evolutionary doctrine. Notably, 
based on the research study, three out of the four continuous variables 
exhibited more or less precisely an equal proportion of respondents, 
outside of ‘current belief in human evolution.’  

Based on observation and the results of the analysis, my hypothesis 
is that an increasing bent towards belief in evolution is more or less 
proportionately associated with educational level or background of the 
individual.  The more years spent in (public) educational settings, for 
instance – K-12 plus college/university exposure, it is plausibly more 
likely that an individual may lean toward accepting human evolutionary 
doctrine.  This simply speaks to the rate of involuntary exposure to human 
evolutionary doctrine.

In general, what was found throughout the course of working on 
the manuscript for this book, is that there are many who do not see the 
need for the spread of evolutionary doctrine, but simply go along with the 
crowd for the sake of convenience.  Others are convinced that evolutionary 
doctrines should actually be barred from the classroom, or not be forced 
on others.  Some have actually become disillusioned by the false notions 
of human evolutionary ideology.  Still many others know that points don’t 
add up neatly, logically or scientifically in evolutionary teaching, but are 
too timid to speak up and feel utterly powerless to do anything about it.  
Where do you fit in?    

Glossary of (select) terms

Abiogenesis  a discredited theory (in nineteenth century vogue) that 
entertained the idea that living organisms can spontaneously derive from 
inanimate matter.

Allele  any of the alternative forms of a gene, occurring on a given locus.

Biogenesis  generating living organisms from existing organisms. 

Catastrophism  in contradistinction to belief in uniformitarianism, 
this doctrine posits that certain enormous geological changes in earth’s 
history occurred suddenly, as a result of catastrophes or certain physical 
forces, as opposed to gradual evolutionary processes. 

Cause  an occurrence or phenomenon situated so as to produce an effect, 
or influence an outcome.

Darwinism  a claim by some that, based on Darwinian theory, species 
originate by descent with variation from parent forms, through a process 
of natural selection of those best adapted for the generative success of 
their kind.

Deconstruct  to dismember or dismantle into constituent parts for 
purposes of scrutiny.
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Determinism  the teaching that there is a sufficient cause to all events, 
not excluding human choices, whereby exemplifying a sweeping and 
comprehensive natural chain of consequences.

Earth History  refers to the generated view of the history of the 
formation of earth, apart from that of mere human history.

Effect  is basically the end product of a cause.

Entomology  that branch of study analyzing the life of insects. 

Epistemology  engages the origin, nature, limitation, and methods of 
human knowledge.

Ethology  with reference to organisms, this concept speaks to the 
behavioral patterns occurring in the natural environment.  Nevertheless, 
while this term points to the behavior of animals in relation to their 
environment (Gr. ethos + logos), it also refers to the formation of human 
ethos as it concerns the depiction of character, ethics, custom, and moral 
nature. Be mindful, however, that a moral nature necessitates teleology
and design.   

Evolution  a process of growth or formation signifying development.

Heterozygotes  characteristic of different alleles at a specific gene locus 
on chromosomes. 

Humanism  engages the human aptitude whereby all mode of thought or 
action is referenced or centered purely on human values and dignity, and 
in which human interests and progress reign supreme.

Hypothesis  refers to some assumption put forward as a premise in or 
basis for an argument or proposition, which in some ways can act as a 
predictor.  A wider view of a hypothesis can be seen as a proposition or set 
of propositions put forward in an attempt to rationalize the occurrence of 
specified phenomena, which can be asserted as a conditional conjecture 
in directing a study (working hypothesis), or simply admitted as a high 
probability in light of a decided body of facts. 

Ideology  located within or forming the framework of a doctrinal body or 
beliefs, which serves to guide an individual, group or movement.

Mechanism  in basic terms, refers to the agency leading the production 
of some effect, also signifying the means whereby some form of purpose 
is realized.

Naturalism  contains an array of meanings; but in the philosophical 
sense it refers to a view of the world that treats strictly natural forces and 
elements, at the absolute expense of anything supranatural or spiritual.  
This is based on the idea that all phenomena are covered by scientific 
rigor, with the citation of all teleological reasoning as either invaluable, 
latent or dormant in the process.

Natural Science  the knowledge of processes or objects observable in 
nature, in contradistinction to abstract or theoretical science.

Natural Selection  is based on the notion that forms of life possessing 
traits better enabling them to adapt to specific environmental conditions 
involving factors like, predators, climate factors, or competition for food 
and mates, are the ones likely to survive and have higher successful 
reproduction rates than others of their kind; thus, in a sense guaranteeing 
the proliferation of these assumed favorable characteristics in future 
generations.

Ontology  an examination or look at the nature, and by extension, the 
essence of being or the quality of existence. 

Operationalize  the process of defining a variable or concept in order 
that it can be measured or expressed.

Organism  refers to the human understanding of the nature of a life 
form, marked by the maintenance of vital processes, with properties of 
individual parts and a relation of the parts to the whole.  

Paradigm  a pattern or set of forms based on a theme and serving as 
a model.

Phenotypic  refers to the recognizable or visible structure of an 
organism – along with the genetic makeup. 

Philosophy  apart from varying views on the meaning of the term 
philosophy, basically it stems from two Greek terms: philía + sophia – 
meaning/referring to affection/love + wisdom/knowledge/learning.  
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In its more general academic or disciplinary sense, philosophy points 
to a rational discussion of ideas, principles, fundamentals, through 
epistemological analysis or the construction of knowledge.

Physiognomy  basically refers to the idea of gaining access or insight 
into the character or personal characteristics of a body or thing (or even 
concept), based on outward form and features of that body or thing.   
In other words, this points to the outward as an index to the inward. 

Presupposition  can refer to the notion that something is taken for 
granted or held as a bias beforehand.

Rhetoric  generally speaking, can be considered a type of art involving 
the ability to use language effectively.

Savage(s)  in a general manner refers to the notion of a temper that is 
ferocious or brutal and inhumane; but with specific reference to a 
discourse within academia and social science in particular, the term 
basically steers toward the recognition of some as primitive, uncivilized 
or even not quite as human as ‘me.’  This term has been heavily overstated 
within some quarters of nineteenth and post-nineteenth century 
social science, planting seeds of an acerbic reputation, and carries the 
etymological weight of creating a stratified human sphere, in relegating 
some to the realm of subhuman.    

Science  reflects the application of knowledge gained through systematic 
(or systematic and empirical) study in general. 

Scientific Revolution  refers to a period of Western advancement 
in learning and a heightening awareness of the progressive nature of 
scientific inquiry, roughly about early to mid-sixteenth century to  
around the end of the eighteenth century; viewed by many as a  
wellspring and foundation of the contemporary application of learning 
and systematic observation, the tentacles of which are inextricably  
bound to modern science. 

Sociocultural  referring to the interface and interplay between cultural 
and social elements, indicating a blend and impact of custom  – art and 
manners, on that of the life of the community.  

Teleology  taken from the Gr. teleos, meaning end; linguistically it 
applies to the study of the consummative nature of phenomena or 
history, inherently revealing how purpose and design are substantiated 
in nature. This also includes anything mechanical; that which is impelled 
by mechanical force also moves toward the accomplishment of a certain 
goal(s). Thus, that which is goal-oriented has to admit purpose and 
design in its course.   

Theory  in the general sense submits to a coherent set of propositions 
utilized as a guide to explaining phenomena, but with a conjectural 
status, as opposed to well-established propositions regarded as exhibiting 
matters of acknowledged fact. 

Thesis  in the research sense, refers to a statement put forth on a 
particular issue for consideration, liable to much scrutiny, and to be 
evaluated or validated in the face of objection. 

Uniformitarianism  in a general sense derives from the idea of being 
in conformity to, or sustaining a theory about uniformity – as in overall 
sameness or regularity.  As the term is applied geologically, it basically 
reflects the idea that present forces or phenomena serve as a key to 
understanding past phenomena.  Some, however, have taken liberty to 
apply such notion to other processes, phenomena and disciplines outside 
of geology.  

Variation  pointing to character, condition or outlook, based on reference 
to the notion of the link between an act or process, and the rate or extent 
of change.
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Chapter 1 ~ Deciphering  Evolution 

1.  While some may also refer to or interchange the idea of imperialism 
with colonialism, arguably one of the distinguishing marks of the 
imperial project is the exercise of formal military control over the given 
territory. 

2. See Alexis de Tocqueville’s 1835 publication of: Democracy in America.
3. Ibid.
4.  See the last chapter of this book, for further or added exposition on the 

notion of natural selection ideology.
5. Based on the Douglas Harper, 2001, Etymology Dictionary.

Chapter 2 ~ Science versus Evolution

6.  Tyler, George W. 1986. Operational Research and Evolution. The 
Journal of the Operational Research Society 37(8): 725-7, 730.

7. Ibid., p. 732.
8.  Leith, Brian. 1982. The Descent of Darwin: A Handbook of Doubts about 

Darwinism. London: Collins.  
9.  In Bowden, M. 1982. The Rise of the Evolution Fraud (An Exposure of 

Its Roots).
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Chapter 3 ~ Human Evolution: Science or Myth?

10.  Burchfield, Joe D. 1974. Darwin and the Dilemma of Geological Time. 
Isis 65(3): 302.

11. Ibid., 301.
12.   Darwin, Charles. 1859. On the Origin of Species. London: John 

Murray. A look at the chapter confronting the imperfection of the 
geological record.

13.   Wright, Conrad. 1941. The Religion of Geology. The New England 
Quarterly 14(2): 336-7. 

14.  Kopper, John S., and Stavros Papamarinopoulos. 1978. Human 
Evolution and Geomagnetism. Journal of Field Archaeology 5(4): 444-5.

Chapter 4 ~ Associates of Evolution and the Race Myth

15.  Although there is no such thing as the Jewish race, some still 
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distinct biological markers. It is rather a socially-imposed construct, 
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16.  American Philosophical Society, ERO, MSC77, SerVI, Box 4: Race 
Betterment Foundation;  document p. 1, on the Eugenics Registry of 
the Race Betterment Foundation, Battle Creek, MI.

17.  Known also as The Tuskegee Syphilis Study, or Public Health Service 
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ensure cooperation, the actual nature of the experiment had to be kept 
a guarded secret from the subjects.  This is one of the classic examples 
cited as research ethics violation, but is actually set against the backdrop 
of the wider discourse on eugenics, racism and evolutionary ideology.  
For more on the subject, you can refer to the book, “Bad Blood” by James 
Jones, or university sources online.    

18.  Note that this is at exactly the same time that eugenic ideology and 
societies are flourishing and gaining a stronger foothold in the US.

19.  See The Bell Curve: Intelligence and Class Structure in American Life, 
by Richard Herrnstein and Charles Murray. p. 5. 

20. Ibid.
21.  Cf the beginning (first paragraph) of this chapter.
22.  Note that while there is the notion of IQ, initially calculated as the 

ratio of one’s mental age to his/her chronological (physical) age 
multiplied by 100, the concept of mental age to a large degree may 
have been replaced by another form of IQ measurement – i.e., based 
on the statistical distribution of scores.  This includes a reckoning of 
what is referred to as the idea of ‘sampling distribution,’ as seen in the 
ideology of the bell curve.

23.  Zuberi, Tukufu, and Eduardo Bonilla-Silva, eds. 2008. White Logic, 
White Methods: Racism and Methodology. Lanham, MD: Rowman & 
Littlefield Publishers, Inc. cf. p. 5. 

24.  Ibid., Francis Galton is specifically referred to in this context.
25.  Under the rubric of psychology, psychometrics also deals with design 

and interpretation of quantitative tests, in looking at psychological 
variables like that of aptitude and personality traits (all part of a 
broader eugenic-evolutionary scheme).  For further reading on 
Spearman (as a psychometrician), besides online sources, see The Bell 
Curve - cited in the bibliography. 

26.  Although Galton is credited with devising the correlation coefficient, 
the concept was nonetheless developed by Pearson, as a disciple of 
Galton. 

27.  The basis for coining of the term ‘eugenics’ and the discourse 
surrounding it were directly influenced by, or are an outgrowth of 
Francis Galton’s, Hereditary Genius: An Inquiry into Its Laws and 
Consequences.  

28.  Galton’s Hereditary Genius can be seen as a central platform and 
underlying base (besides his memoirs or other work dealing with issues 
such as: psychometrics, eugenics, eye color, regression, physiognomy, 
twins, nature vs. nurture, highly bred racial stock, inherited intelligence, 
racial inferiority, controlled-selective breeding, etc.)  for other works he 
produced like, Natural Inheritance and Inquiries into Human Faculty, 
basically exposing the same genre of ‘white’ supremacy, eugenics, 
natural/controlled selection, and anthropometry – notably in reference 
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to the English, selected parts of Western Europe (which may exclude 
France) and perhaps more indirectly, America.

29.  Considered an ardent adherent of Galton’s ideas, Binet (French) 
along with his colleague, Theodore Simon, devised the Binet-Simon 
(intelligence) tests.  It was the Binet-Simon tests that inspired creation 
of the Stanford-Binet IQ test, which was spearheaded by Terman 
(American) at Stanford University.  It is this same Stanford-Binet IQ 
test that has heavily influenced, if not initiated, the modern arena of 
intelligence testing. 

30.  In C. L. Jackson’s African American Education: A Reference Handbook, 
pp. 66-7.

31.  Toumey, Christopher P. 1993. Evolution and Secular Humanism. 
Journal of the American Academy of Religion 61(2): 275.

32.  This is my designation for the idea of explaining or engaging situations 
or phenomena from the supposed middle, while altogether ignoring, or 
deemphasizing the relevance of origins or outcomes.

Chapter 5 ~ Forerunners
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Chapter 6 ~ Contemporaries 
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