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Preface

This is an anti-Darwinism book. It is written both against the Darwinism of Darwin
and his 19th century disciples, and against the Darwinism of such influential 20th
century Darwinians as G.C. Williams and W.D. Hamilton and their disciples. My
object is to show that Darwinism is not true: not true, at any rate, of our species. If
it is true, or near enough true, of sponges, snakes, flies, or whatever, |1 do not mind
that. What I do mind is, its being supposed to be true of man.

But having said that, | had better add at once that I am not a ‘creationist’, or even
a Christian. In fact | am of no religion. It seems just as obvious to me as it does to
any Darwinian, that the species to which | belong is a certain species of land-
mammal. And it seems just as overwhelmingly probable to me as it does to any
Darwinian, that our species has evolved from some other animals.

I do not even deny that natural selection is probably the cause which is
principally responsible for the coming into existence of new species from old ones.
| do deny that natural selection is going on within our species now, and that it ever
went on in our species, at any time of which anything is known. But | say nothing
at all in the book about how our species came to be the kind of thing it is, or what
kind of antecedents it evolved from. Such questions strike me, in fact, as
overwhelmingly uninteresting: like the questions (say) where the Toltecs came
from, or the Hittites, and how they came. They came, like our species itself, from
somewhere, and they came somehow. The details do not matter, except to
specialists. What does matter is, to see our species rightly, as it now is, and as it is
known historically to have been: and in particular, not to be imposed upon by the
ludicrously false portrayals which Darwinians give of the past, and even of the
present, of our species.

I should also say here that | have no professional qualifications of any kind for
writing about Darwinism. | am not a biologist: merely a former professional
philosopher, who happens to have both 40 odd years' acquaintance with Darwinian
literature, and a strong distaste for ridiculous slanders on our species. These are
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evidently not ideal qualifications for criticising Darwinian views of man. But on
the other hand, Darwinism is not yet so arcane a branch of science that criticism of
it by an outsider can be automatically assumed to be incompetent.

I have called the eleven parts which make up the book ‘essays' rather than
‘chapters’, because 1 at first intended them to be quite independent of one another,
and able to be read in any order. As things have turned out, however, the essays,
though largely free standing, are not as independent of one another as | had
intended. They are probably best read in the order in which they are printed here.
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Essay |
Darwinism's Dilemma

...in the state of nature... [human] life was a continual free
fight. T.H. Huxley, Evolution
and Ethics

If Darwin's theory of evolution were true, there would be in every species a
constant and ruthless competition to survive: a competition in which only a few in
any generation can be winners. But it is perfectly obvious that human life is not
like that, however it may be with other species.

This inconsistency, between Darwin's theory and the facts of human life, is what |
mean by 'Darwinism's Dilemma’. The inconsistency is so very obvious that no
Darwinian has ever been altogether unconscious of it. There have been,
accordingly, very many attempts by Darwinians to wriggle out of the dilemma. But
the inconsistency is just too simple and direct to be wriggled out of, and all these
attempts are conspicuously unsuccessful. They are not uninstructive, though, or
unamusing.

The attempts to escape from Darwinism's dilemma all fall into one or other of
three types. These can be usefully labelled ‘the Cave Man way out', 'the Hard Man',
and 'the Soft Man'. All three types are hardy perennials, and have been with us, in
one version or another, ever since Darwin published The Origin of Species in 1859.

What | call the Cave Man way out is this: you admit that human life is not now
what it would be if Darwin's theory were true, but also insist that it used to be like
that.

In the olden days, (this story goes), human populations always did press
relentlessly on their supply of food, and thereby brought about constant
competition for survival among the too-numerous competitors, and hence natural
selection of those organisms which were best fitted to succeed in the struggle for



life. That is, human life was exactly as Darwin's book had said that all life is. But
our species, (the story goes on), escaped long ago from the brutal regime of natural
selection. We developed a thousand forms of attachment, loyalty, cooperation and
unforced subordination, every one of them quite incompatible with a constant and
merciless competition to survive. We have now had for a very long time, at least
locally, religions, moralities, laws or customs, respect for life and property, rules of
inheritance, specialised social orders, distinctions of rank, and standing provisions
for external defence, internal police, education and health. Even at our lowest ebb
we still have ties of blood, and ties of marriage: two things which are quite as
incompatible with a universal competition to survive as are, for example, a medical
profession, a priesthood, or a state.

This Cave Man story, however implausible, is at any rate not inconsistent with
itself. But the combination of it with Darwin's theory of evolution is inconsistent.
That theory is a universal generalisation about all terrestrial species at any time.
Hence if the theory says something which is not true now of our species (or
another), then it is not true of our species (or that other); and if it is not true of our
species (or another), then it is not true - finish. In short, the Cave Man way out of
Darwinism's dilemma is in reality no way out at all: it is self-contradictory.

If Darwin's theory of evolution is true, no species can ever escape from the
process of natural selection. His theory is that two universal and permanent
tendencies of all species of organisms - the tendency to increase in numbers up to
the limit that the food supply allows, and the tendency to vary in a heritable way -
are together sufficient to bring about in any species universal and permanent
competition for survival, and therefore universal and permanent natural selection
among the competitors.

So the 'modern’ part of this way out of Darwin's dilemma is inconsistent with
Darwinism. But the Cave Man part of it is also utterly incredible in itself. It may be
possible, for all 1 know, that a population of pines or cod should exist with no
cooperative as distinct from competitive relations among its members. But no tribe
of humans could possibly exist on those terms. Such a tribe could not even raise a
second generation:; the helplessness of the human young is too extreme and
prolonged. So if you ever read a report, (as one sometimes does), of the existence
of an on-going tribe of just this kind, you should confidently conclude that the
reporter is mistaken or lying or both.

Even if such a tribe could somehow continue in existence, it is extremely difficult
to imagine how our species, as we now know it to be, could ever have graduated
from so very hard a school. We need to remember how severe the rule of natural
selection is, and what it means to say that a species is subject to it. It means, among
other things, that of all the rabbits, flies, cod, pines, etc., that are born, the
enormous majority must suffer early death; and it means no less of our species.
How could we have escaped from this set up, supposing we once were in it? Please
don't say that a god came down, and pointed out to Darwinian Cave Men a better
way; or that the Cave Men themselves got together and adopted a Social Contract,
(with a Department of Family Planning). Either of those explanations is logically



possible, of course, but they are just too improbable to be worth talking about. Yet
some explanation, of the same order of improbability, seems to be required, if we
once allow ourselves to believe that though we are not subject now to natural
selection, we used to be.

The Cave Man way out, despite its absurdity, is easily the most popular of the
three ways of trying to get out of Darwinism's dilemma. It has been progressively
permeating popular thought for nearly 150 years. By now it is enshrined in a
thousand cartoons and comic-strips, and is as immovable as Christmas. But we
should not infer from this that it lacks high scientific authorities in its favour. Quite
the contrary, Cave Man has been all along, and still is, the preferred way out of
Darwinism's dilemma among the learned, as well as among the vulgar.

Darwinism in its early decades had an urgent need for an able and energetic PR
man. Darwin himself had little talent for that kind of work, and even less taste for
it. But he found in T.H. Huxley someone who had both the talent and the taste in
plenty. Huxley came to be known as 'Darwin's bulldog’, and by thirty years of
invaluable service as a defender of Darwinism against all comers, he deserved it.
And he provides an unusually explicit example of a high scientific authority who
takes the Cave Man way out.

Huxley knew perfectly well, of course, since he was not a madman, that human
life in England in his own time did not bear any resemblance to a constant and
ruthless struggle to survive. Why, life was not like that, even among the savages of
New Guinea - nay, even in Sydney - as he found when he was in these parts in the
late 1840s, as a surgeon on board H.M.S. Rattlesnake. Did these facts make him
doubt, when he became a Darwinian about ten years later, the reality of Darwin's
'struggle for life', at least in the case of humans? Of course not. They only made
him think that, while of course there must have been a stage of Darwinian
competition in human history, it must also have ended long ago.

But in those distant times, Huxley informs us, human beings lived in 'nature’, or
in 'the state of nature', or in 'the savage state'. Each man ‘appropriated whatever
took his fancy and killed whomsoever opposed him, if he could'. 'Life was a
continual free fight, and beyond the limited and temporary relations of the family,
the Hobbesian war of each against all was the normal state of existence.' 1

It is hard to believe one's eyes when reading these words. Thomas Hobbes,
forsooth! He was a philosopher who had published, two hundred years earlier,
some sufficiently silly apriori anthropology. But Huxley is a great Darwinian
scientist, and is writing in about 1890. Yet what he says is even sillier than
anything that Hobbes had dreamed up about the prehistory of our species.

What, for example, is a Hobbesian savage, presumably an adult male, doing with
a family at all, however 'limited and temporary'? In a 'continual free fight', any man
who had on his mind, not only his own survival, but that of a wife and child, would
be no match for a man not so encumbered. Huxley's man, if he wanted to maximise
his own chances of survival, and had even half a brain, would simply eat his wife
and child before some other man did. They are first class protein, after all, and
intraspecific Darwinian competition is principally competition for the means of



subsistence, isn't it? Besides, wives and children are ‘easy meat', compared with
most of the protein that goes around even at the best of times.

Huxley has even managed to burden Darwinism with an absurdity which, though
it was strongly suggested by Darwin's insistence on words like 'struggle' and
'battle’, is by no means inherent in Darwinism itself. | mean, by his reference to
‘continual fighting'. Fighting between conspecifics, even fighting over food, is not
at all a necessary element in competition for survival as Darwin conceives it,
whether it be humans, flies, cod or whatever that is in question. If you and I are
competing for survival, and for ten days in a row you are able to get food while |
cannot, then | starve to death and you win this competition, whatever may have
been the difference between us which enabled you to win. Of course it may have
been your greater fighting ability. But it might equally well have been your superior
speed, intelligence, eyesight, camouflage, or any one or more of a hundred other
things. Fighting need never have come into the matter at all, as far as the Darwinian
theory is concerned. Which is just as well for that theory, since pines, most flies,
and countless other species, cannot fight.

Huxley naturally realized that, as examples of Darwinian competition for life
among humans, hypothetical ancient fights between Hobbesian bachelors were not
nearly good enough. What was desperately needed was some reed examples, drawn
from contemporary or at least recent history. Nothing less would be sufficient to
reconcile Darwinism with the obvious facts of human life. Accordingly, Huxley
made several attempts to supply such an example. But the result in every case was
merely embarrassing.

One attempt was as follows. Huxley draws attention to the fierce competition for
colonies and markets which was going on, at the time he wrote, among the major
western nations. He says, in effect, "There! That's pretty Darwinian, you must
admit.'’2 The reader, for his part, scarcely knows where to look, and wonders, very
excusably, what species of organism it can possibly be, of which Britain, France,
and Germany are members.

A second attempt at a real and contemporary example was the following. Huxley
says that there is, after all, still a little bit of Darwinian struggle for life in Britain
around 1890. It exists among the poorest five per cent of the nation. And the
reason, he says, (remembering his Darwin and Malthus), is that in those lower
depths of British society, the pressure of population on food supply is still
maximal.3

Yet Huxley knew perfectly well, (and in other writings showed that he knew), that
the denizens of 'darkest England’ were absorbed around 1890, not in a competition
for life, but (whatever they may have thought) in a competition for early death
through alcohol. Was that Darwinian? But even supposing he had been right, what
a pitiable harvest of examples, to support a theory about the whole species Homo
sapiens. Five per cent of Britons around 1890, indeed! Such a ‘confirmation' is
more likely to strengthen doubts about Darwinism than to weaken them.
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A third attempt is this. Huxley implies that there have been 'one or two short
intervals' of the Darwinian 'struggle for existence between man and man' in
England in quite recent centuries: for example, the civil war of the 17th century!
You probably think, and you certainly ought to think, that I am making this up; but
I am not. He actually writes that, since 'the reign of Elizabeth .... the struggle for
existence between man and man has been so largely restrained among the great
mass of the population (except for one or two short intervals of civil war), that it
can have had little, or no selective operation. '4

You probably also think that the English civil war of the 17th century grew out of
tensions between parliament and the court, dissent and the established church,
republicans and the monarchy. Nothing of the sort, you see: it was a resumption of
'the struggle for existence between man and man'. Cromwell and King Charles
were competing with each other, and each of them with everyone else too, a la
Darwin and Malthus, for means of subsistence. So no doubt Cromwell, when he
had had the King's head cut off, ate it. Uncooked, | shouldn't wonder, the beast.
And probably selfishly refused to let his secretary John Milton have even one little
nibble.

Huxley should not have needed Darwinism to tell him - since any intelligent child
of eight could have told him - that in 'a continual free fight of each against all' there
would soon be no children, no women, and hence no men. In other words, that the
human race could not possibly exist now, unless cooperation had always been
stronger than competition, both between women and their children, and between
men and the children and women whom they protect and provide for.

And why was it that Huxley himself swallowed, and expected the rest of us to
swallow, this ocean of biological absurdity and historical illiteracy? Why, just
because he could not imagine Darwinism's being false, while if it is true then a
struggle for life must always be going on in every species. Indeed, the kind of
examples for which Huxley searched would have to be as common as air among us,
surrounding us everywhere at all times. But anyone who tries to point out such an
example will find himself obliged to reenact T.H. Huxley's ludicrous performance.

There is (as | said earlier) a contradiction at the very heart of the Cave Man way
out of Darwinism's dilemma: the contradiction between holding that Darwinism is
true, and admitting that it is not true of our species now. But | should perhaps
emphasise that the absurdities which we have just witnessed in Huxley, though
they no doubt were generated by that initial contradiction, are additional to it.

What I call the Hard Man way of trying to reconcile Darwinism with human life, is
very different from the Cave Man way. The latter, as we saw, embraces the
Darwinian theory, but then, in the case of man in historical times, illogically makes
an exception to that theory. But the Hard Man despises that kind of feeble
inconsistency: like the Earl of Strafford, his motto is 'Thorough'. He says that the
Darwinian theory of evolution is true without exception, and it is just too bad for
any appearances, that there are or may be in human life, which contradict that
theory. They must be delusive appearances, that's all. Underneath the veneer of
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civilisation, the Hard Man says, and even under the placid surface of everyday
domesticity, human life is really just as constant and fierce a struggle for survival
as is the life of every other species.

'Social Darwinists' is the name which is usually given to the people who take this
way out of Darwinism's dilemma. But everyone agrees that it is a very inexpressive
name. My name, 'Hard Men', is preferable for several reasons. One is, that only a
hard man, in the sense of a rigidly doctrinaire one, could possibly believe what
these people do. Another reason is, that what they believe implies that human life is
an incomparably harder affair than anyone else has ever taken it to be.

Hard Men hold, then, that life among human beings is no less a ruthless
competition for survival than it is among pines, cod, or flies. It follows that in
human life, as in the life of those other species, there is no care of the sick, the old,
the poor, the afflicted, or the mad, and no protection of the innocent within a
community, or protection of the community itself from hostile communities. In
plain English: there aren't really any such things in human life as hospitals,
charities either public or private, priesthoods, police, armies, or governments.

Of course no one, not even the Hardest Man, actually says this, at least in print.
You would have to be not just hard but mad to say so. All the same, it is what the
Hard Man way out of Darwinism's dilemma really amounts to.

But what is it, then, that Hard Men in their extensive writings do say? Why, this.
Instead of saying, what according to their own theory, they should say, that
unemployment relief (for example) is impossible, they say it is deplorable.
(Because it actually increases poverty, both by rewarding economic dependence
and by penalising independence.) Instead of saying, what their own theory implies,
that a hospital among humans is inconceivable, like a hospital among flies, they say
that hospitals are injurious to our species. (Because they enable unfit persons to
survive and reproduce.) Instead of saying, what Darwinism really implies, that
governments and priesthoods are hallucinations, they say that they are harmful.
(Because they interfere with or negate the salutary processes of competition and
natural selection.)

In this way a very curious historical fact has come about. Namely, that the
writings of the Darwinian Hard Men make up, not at all what you would have
expected, a literature of the biology and natural history of our species, but a
literature of moral and political exhortation instead. Hard Men say that
competition for survival, and the natural selection which results from it, are
processes just as inevitable among humans as they are among pines or flies. Yet
every page they write is written in order to prevent those processes being interfered
with or negated: that is, to prevent the inevitable being led astray!

In fact the whole of Hard Man literature can be epitomised as follows.

People who are kind-hearted but ignorant of biology are always attempting, by
means of such things as public hospitals or unemployment relief, to suspend the
law of the preferential survival of those organisms which are best fitted to
succeed in the struggle for life. But they might as well try to suspend the law of



gravitation, and the only result of their efforts, though also the invariable result,
is a greater or lesser degeneration of the human stock.

In short, things like hospitals and unemployment relief are, at the same time, both
impossible and injurious.

The inconsistency of this is not as immediately obvious as feat of the Cave Man
way out. Still, it is obvious enough. Or, in case it is not, | will say that the inevitable
cannot - logically cannot - be led astray. If (for example) hospitals and
unemployment relief really do not interfere with or negate the processes of
competition and natural selection, then those processes are not inevitable. If they
are inevitable, then they really are inevitable, and there is not the smallest need for
anyone to exert himself to prevent their, being, interfered with or negated. \\\
particular there is no need for, and indeed no sense in, Hard Men writing books in
order to warn us of the biological dangers of interfering with those processes. You
cannot interfere with inevitable processes.

But of course this inconsistency has not stopped Darwinian Hard Men writing
many books with that very purpose. One of the most influential of these, and one
of the best too, is Herbert Spencer's The Man versus the State (1884).

This book is a powerful polemic against the encroachments of modern
governments on the liberty of individuals. That is a real enough subject, (to put it
mildly), and one which is nowadays of rather more poignant interest than it was in
1884. But on every page of Spencer's book the characteristic Hard Man absurdity,
of trying to prevent the inevitable from being led astray, lies like a tombstone. The
evils which Spencer inveighs against are real, indeed. But they happen also to be
ones which, if his own view of man were true, could not possibly exist.

Spencer's view of man is essentially Darwinian. But then, what is this thing, the
state, doing in a Darwinian view of human life? How could there be a state, where
there is constant, universal, unrestrained - and mostly unsuccessful - competition
merely to live™? Think of parallel cases. If a Darwinian writer, in giving an account
of fly life, were to mention the existence of fly hospitals, everyone would see the
absurdity at once. Similarly if a Darwinian writer, in giving an account of pine life,
were to tell us that there is a pine priesthood, or unemployment relief for
‘disadvantaged' pines. In the same way, there should be no mention, in a Darwinian
account of human life, of such a thing as a state. From the Darwinian point of view,
Spencer could just as sensibly have written a book called The Fly versus the Fly
State, or Pines Against Big Pine Government.

And yet, for all its absurdity, it is very easy to understand how The Man versus
the State came to be written. By 1884 the franchise in Britain had been extended to
include virtually all adult males, with many results which could easily be foreseen.
One of these results, which Spencer could see happening, and which by 1884 even
a blind man could have seen, was that taxation was already obliging the middle and
upper classes to have fewer children, in order that .governments could support the
irrepressible flood of offspring of the poor. But on the other hand, Darwinism says
that population always presses on the supply of food, and that, from this pressure,



competition for survival, and natural selection, must always ensue. Well, then, if
Darwinism is an article of faith with you, as it was with Spencer, things like
hospitals and unemployment relief are bound to look like wicked attempts to
mislead the inevitable.

But it was the eugenics movement which was easily the most spectacular
example of Darwinian Hard Men struggling manfully to keep the inevitable from
going wrong. This movement stemmed originally from the writings of Darwin
himself, (although you were not then, and are not now, supposed to say so). But its
official founder and leader, and the man who coined the word ‘eugenics’, was his
cousin, friend, and disciple, Francis Galton. By about 1880 Galton had become
convinced, and had begun convincing others, that some eugenic measures - or what
might now be called measures of 'quality control in humans' - were absolutely
imperative for Britain.

The eugenists leave us in no doubt as to why they thought this. It was because, in
late 19th century Britain, the fittest people were visibly not outbreeding the less fit.
In fact the boot was on the other foot. The overwhelming tide of philanthropic and
egalitarian sentiment had brought about a population in which there was, (as
several writers put it at the time), a preferential 'survival of the unfittest'. That is, a
preferential rate of reproduction by the indolent, the improvident, the unintelligent,
the dishonest, the constitutionally weak, the carriers of hereditary disease, the
racially inferior, and so on.

Of course other people might have drawn, from these same facts, a conclusion
very different from the one that the eugenists drew. They might simply have
concluded that Darwin's theory of evolution is false. After all, a eugenist does not
have to be a Darwinian. Plato, for example, was a eugenist thousands of years
before Darwinism was thought of.

Strictly speaking, there was one other conclusion which Darwinians could have
drawn from the demographic facts which terrified them: namely, that the mentally
defective, the carriers of hereditary disease, and so on, actually were fitter than the
average upper middle class Britons. But this would have required the superior
fitness of one group of organisms to another to be identified with its having a
higher rate of actual reproduction: an idea which, though it is neo-Darwinian
orthodoxy at the present day, really is as ridiculous as Galton would have thought
it. For suppose it were true, and suppose that Jack proposes to have children by Jill,
though he through genetic misfortune is blind, violent, and of sub-normal
intelligence, while she has inherited deafness, syphilis, and AIDS. Then even the
best medical advisor could only say to these intending parents something like the
following. 'It's no good asking me or anyone else whether you two are fit, or how
fit you are. That can be known only after you have finished reproducing. If you
manage to leave behind you more children than the average couple, that will prove
you are fitter than the average couple, or rather it will be your superior fitness. But
there's only one way to find out, so off you trot and get stuck into it. You could be
lucky. Beethoven's father, remember, was a genetic disaster.'



Galton and the other eugenists should really have concluded, then, from their
demographic facts, that Darwinism is false. These facts, (I should perhaps
emphasise), though the eugenists certainly over-coloured them, were real enough,
and frightening enough too; just like that expansion of the state which very
properly frightened Herbert Spencer. But of course it would have been entirely out
of the question, a psychological impossibility, for someone like Galton to come to
the conclusion that Darwinism is false.

Galton's intellectual and emotional situation was therefore this. On the one hand
there was Darwin's theory of evolution. If it is true, then competition for survival is
always going on in every species, and as a result natural selection is always going
on too. Therefore, preferential survival of the organisms best fitted to succeed in
the struggle for life is inevitable. But on the other hand there were, right before his
eyes, the quite opposite demographic realities of contemporary Britain. What could
poor Galton possibly be expected to conclude, except that the inevitable way being
led astray, and needed the help of people like himself in order to be put back on the
rails?

Was Darwin himself free from this characteristic inconsistency of Darwinian
Hard Men? Some justly respected writers imply that he was, and even that he was
not really a Social Darwinist or Hard Man at all. But they are mistaken. Consider,
for example, the following paragraph from The Descent of Man, and Selection in
Relation to Sex, (second edition, 1874).

With savages, the weak in body or mind are soon eliminated; and those that
survive commonly exhibit a vigorous state of health. We civilised men, on the
other hand, do our utmost to check the process of elimination; we build
asylums for the imbecile, the maimed, and the sick; we institute poor-laws; and
our medical men exert their utmost skill to save the life of every one to the last
moment. There is reason to believe that vaccination has preserved thousands,
who from a weak constitution would formerly have succumbed to small-pox.
Thus the weak members of civilised societies propagate their kind. No one who
has attended to the breeding of domestic animals will doubt that this must be
highly injurious to the race of man. It is surprising how soon a want of care, or
care wrongly directed, leads to the degeneration of a domestic race; but
excepting in the case of man himself, hardly any one is so ignorant as to allow
his worst animals to breeds

This will be admitted to be the utterance of a Head-enough Man, at any rate. In
particular, it is plainly the utterance of a eugenist. Yet it was published in 1874:
that is, at a time when eugenics was hardly even a gleam in Francis Galton's eye.
Nor is it the utterance of one of the softer eugenists, either: think about Darwin's
reference here to the singular folly of' allowing one's worst animals to breed'.

But if further evidence is needed that Darwin was, sometimes at least, a
Darwinian Hard Man, the following two paragraphs will supply it.



Man scans with scrupulous care the character and pedigree of his horses, cattle,
and dogs before he matches them; but when he comes to his own marriage he
rarely, or never, takes any such care. He is impelled by nearly the same motives
as the lower animals, when they are left to their own free choice, though he is in
so far superior to them that he highly values mental charms and virtues. On the
other hand he is strongly attracted by mere wealth or rank. Yet he might by
selection do something not only for the bodily constitution and frame of his
offspring, but for their intellectual and moral qualities. Both sexes ought to
refrain from marriage if they are in any marked degree inferior in body or mind;
but such hopes are Utopian and will never be even partially realised until the
laws of inheritance are thoroughly known. Everyone does good service, who
aids towards this end. When the principles of breeding and inheritance are
better understood, we shall not hear ignorant members of our legislature
rejecting with scorn a plan for ascertaining whether or not consanguineous
marriages are injurious to man.

The advancement of the welfare of mankind is a most intricate problem: all
ought to refrain from marriage who cannot avoid abject poverty for their
children; for poverty is not only a great evil, but tends to its own increase by
leading to recklessness in marriage. On the other hand, as Mr. Galton has
remarked, if the prudent avoid marriage, whilst the reckless marry, the inferior
members tend to supplant the better members of society. Man, like every other
animal, has no doubt advanced to his present high condition through a struggle
for existence consequent on his rapid multiplication; and if he is to advance still
higher, it is to be feared that he must remain subject to severe struggle.
Otherwise he would sink into indolence, and the more fitted men would not be
more successful in the battle of life than the less gifted. Hence our natural rate
of increase, though leading to many and obvious evils, must not be greatly
diminished by any means. There should be open competition for all men; and
the most able should not be prevented by laws or customs from succeeding best
and rearing the largest number of offspring.6

Of course it would be easy to find, in other authors, Harder-Man utterances than
these. For example, in some of the writers who are quoted in R. Hofstadter's Social
Darwinism in American Thought, (1959): writers, that is, who used Darwinism to
justify the economic activities of the 'robber barons' of American capitalism about a
hundred years ago. Not that even any of them was the Hardest of all Hard Men.
That distinction belongs, as far as | know, to Adolf Hitler; an instructive quotation
from whom can be found in M. Midgley's Evolution as a Religion, (1985).7

Some other Hard Men, then, would undoubtedly go further than Darwin does in
the passages just quoted, and would add other things which he would not at all have
agreed with: perhaps some idiotic proposition about the racial inferiority of Jews,
for example. But is there anything in the above passages which even the most rabid
of the American Social Darwinists, or even Hitler himself, would have disagreed
with? If there is, | have failed to detect it. These passages are, in fact, just standard
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issue Hard Man material, and contain its standard issue inconsistency. For they
combine, in about equal proportions, suggestions that man is inevitably subject to
natural selection, and suggestions that we will have to be right on our toes to make
sure he stays that way.

The last two paragraphs quoted reveal, in addition to Darwin's eugenism, his
opposition to the practice of contraception. Nor was he, as one might have
expected, opposed to contraception only where what he calls 'the better members of
society' were concerned. He was emphatically opposed to contraception altogether.
He wrote, in reply to a correspondent who had expected him to have a very
different attitude to that subject, that 'over-multiplication [is] useful, since it
cause[s] a struggle for existence in which only the strongest and the ablest survive
... 8 So it is clear enough that Darwin considered contraception to be one of the
dangers threatening to overwhelm the inevitable.

A Hard Man nowadays, (like a good one according to the old song), is hard to
find, at least in print: certainly far harder than a hundred years ago. But
unfortunately it is impossible to determine how far this fact is due to a real change
in what people believe. It may be more due to a change in what they are allowed to
say. Our freedom of the press, except for really precious things like pornography,
has greatly diminished in the last hundred years, and especially in the last twenty.
In 1892 you could say in public print that women are intellectually inferior to men,
that blacks are morally inferior to white, that poor people are lazier than middle
class ones, that Shi‘ite Moslems are ignorant murderous fanatics, and so on. You
cannot say so now. Or if you do by some fluke manage to get something of that sort
into print, you will need to revise your own and your family's insurance policies,
the terms of your employment contract, and your home security.

So if nowadays Darwinian Hard Men are seldom to be met with, or at least to be
identified, in print, the reason may simply be that they, and their editors and
publishers, are frightened of such powerful and ruthless groups as feminists,
blacks, Shi'ites, etc. My opinion, for whatever that is worth, is that this is the main
reason for the apparent scarcity of Hard Men. In reality, | suspect, there are still
plenty of them, especially among those neo-Darwinians who have some to be
called 'sociobiologists'. They are too scared to say what they think, that's all.

What 1 call the Soft Man way out can be quickly dealt with. Strictly speaking, it is
not so much an attempt to resolve the inconsistency between Darwinism and
human life, as a mere failure to notice that there is any inconsistency to be
resolved.

The Soft Man is intellectually at ease. Having been to college, he believes all the
right things: that Darwin was basically right, that Darwin bridged the gap between
man and animals, etc., etc. He also believes, since he is not a lunatic, that there are
such things as hospitals, welfare programmes, priesthoods, and so on. But the
mutual inconsistency of these two sets of beliefs never bothers him, or even occurs
to him. He does not think that his Darwinism imposes any unpleasant intellectual
demands on him. So he is not drawn to postulate, for example, as a concession to
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Darwinism, a period even in the remote past of all-out competition among people.
He leaves that kind of thing to some of the television cartoons that five-year-olds
watch. Still less does he think that his Darwinism requires him to advocate
eugenics, or to oppose welfare programmes, as the Hard Men do. In fact the
politics of Darwinian Hard Men fill Soft Man with horror. They do, at any rate,
until the suburb where he lives is taken over by blacks, or Shi'ite Moslems, or
Croats, or Sikhs, or whatever.

The Soft Man is certainly the most appealing of the three ways out of
Darwinism's dilemma, if we agree to call it such a way at all. Utter helplessness
almost always has something very appealing about it, and intellectual helplessness
is no exception to this rule; while Soft Man is an extreme instance of such
helplessness, or (in Samuel Johnson's phrase) of 'unresisting imbecility'.

But then, I do not really need to introduce Soft Man to you: you know him well.
And the reason is, that he is you, and you, and - most of the time - me. We freeze to
the marrow when we remember the Hardest of all Darwinian Hard Men, and his
gas ovens. But we also think that the person who put us basically right about man
was the one who wrote, in a discussion of human life, of the unparalleled folly of
allowing one's worst animals to breed.

I may add that Soft Man was also Charles Darwin himself: a fact which many
Soft Men regard as a quite good enough excuse for the chaotic state of their own
opinions about human life. Darwin's personal recipe for resolving Darwinism's
dilemma was a mixture, in roughly equal proportions, of Hard Man and Soft Man,
with just a dash - say 10 per cent - of Cave Man thrown in. At the present day the
most admired Darwinian chefs prefer to go a bit easier on the Hard Man
ingredients; though that may simply be due, as | have suggested, to fear. Anyway,
these disagreements among the experts are not so great that they need to concern
mere street-Darwinians like ourselves.

Notes
1 All the quotations in this paragraph are from Huxley, T.H. (1894), Evolution

and Ethics, and other essays, Macmillan, London, pp. 204-5 or, in the case of
the single words or phrases, from the earlier pages of the same essay.

2 Ibid., p. 40, pp. 210-2.

3 lbid, pp. 40-1.

4 lbid., p. 38. The italics are not in the text.

5 Darwin, C. (1874), The Descent of Man, and Selection in Relation to Sex, (2nd
edition), John Murray, London, Vol. I, pp. 205-6.

6 Ibid., Vol. I, pp. 438-9.

7 Midgley, M. (1985), Evolution as a Religion, Methuen, p. 119.

8 See Robertson, J.M. (1969), A History of Freethought in the Nineteenth
Century, Dawsons of Pall Mall, p. 337, where Robertson is reporting a letter
from Darwin to Annie Besant.
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Essay Il
Where Darwin First Went Wrong About
Man

every single organic being around us may be said to be striving to the utmost to
increase in numbers. Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species

Easily the most celebrated date in the history of the theory of evolution is 1859,
because it was in that year that Darwin published The Origin of Species. That event
fully deserves the celebrity which has been bestowed on it, and hence on the year
1859. But a question which cries out for an answer is this: why was it left as late as
that for some such book as Darwin's to appear?

By 1859 the fact of evolution - the fact that new species arise, (when they do), out
of old ones - had been staring naturalists in the face for decades. Even by about
1835, there was simply no other natural interpretation of the fossil record. And
even as regards our own species, it was plain enough by 1835, from embryology,
and from comparative anatomy and physiology, that we must be connected by
descent with other kinds of animals.

The idea of evolution, (as is by now well known), had been more or less 'in the
air' for about eighty years by the time Darwin published his book. People did not
then call it 'evolution' - they called it 'development’ or 'descent with modification' -
but the idea was certainly the same. And this idea, with every passing decade after
about 1815, came to haunt the minds of naturalists more and more. Yet even so,
believers in evolution continued to be only a tiny minority, even among naturalists.
The most confident and explicit evolutionists, unfortunately for their own cause,
were not naturalists at all: Robert Chambers, for example, the then-anonymous
author of Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation (1844). Of the even tinier
minority who were naturalists, some, such as Buffon, made a habit of
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asserting the reality of evolution, and then later denying it. Others, such as
Lamarck and W.illiam Lawrence, had asserted the reality of evolution
unequivocally enough, but had unluckily made it part of a 'package deal’ with other
and less defensible ideas. Yet others again, such as Erasmus Darwin, (Charles'
grandfather), had in effect made a large exception to their evolutionism, by their
deafening silence on the delicate subject of human evolution.

So as things turned out, although biological knowledge had been converging
irresistibly on the same conclusion for decades beforehand, it was in fact left to
Charles Darwin to say, in 1859, clearly and consistently and without the
introduction of any extraneous matter, that all existing species have evolved from
earlier ones. He expressly included man in this generalisation. But at the same time
- it should be remembered - he also took care to say, in The Origin of Species, not
one word more on the subject of that interesting species.

There were three things which made Darwin's fellow-naturalists reluctant to admit
the fact of evolution. One of them is well known: it was religion. The Book of
Genesis says that the organisms we see around us had all been created, just as they
are now, by God. That cannot be true if in fact they have all developed out of older
species. It is quite wrong, however, to think of the religious objection to evolution
as simply a matter of timidity on the part of naturalists, or of repressiveness on the
part of Church authorities. In the year 1835, for example, naturalists as a class were
not any less religious than educated people in general. Most of them were
understandably reluctant, therefore, to say or even to think that the book which
they regarded as the Word of God was false.

A second thing which made Darwin's fellow naturalists reluctant to admit the fact
of evolution is one which, unlike religion, has been almost entirely forgotten. It was
a moral objection, and a well-founded one. The idea of evolution was a brain child,
and a representative one, of the French Enlightenment of the last quarter of the 18th
century. In the minds of most naturalists in 1835, therefore, evolutionism was
inextricably associated, and rightly associated too, with revolutionary
republicanism, regicide, anti-religious terrorism, and the deliberate destruction, for
the sake of equality, both of thousands of innocent people and of high culture in
any form. A revolutionary judge, as he sent Lavoisier to the guillotine in 1794, said
"The Republic has no need of chemists'. Nor did the evolutionism of his late father
suffice to save the son of Buff on from the same fate in the same year. But then, the
Buffons were aristocrats, and by 1794 Robespierre had decided, and announced,
that atheism is a distinctively aristocratic vice.

These being the circumstances, the reluctance of most naturalists in the first half
of the 19th century to admit the fact of evolution was not only understandable: it
was morally to their credit. It was not creditable to their heads; but to their hearts, it
was. Consider, by way of contrast, that dedicated evolutionist and complete child
of the Enlightenment, Erasmus Darwin. Though he lived until 1802, he had never
wavered for one moment in his admiration for the French Revolution, or doubted
that it was a guiding light for other nations to follow. He never suffered a single
gualm, however much strange fruit the guillotine tree might bear. By comparison
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with this man, the great majority of British naturalists, who were Christians and
anti-evolutionists, have left a far cleaner smell behind them.

When Charles Darwin was born in 1809, therefore, evolutionism still stank of the
Terror of 1793. Ever since 1789, of course, there had been in Britain an active
minority of Enlightened persons, such as his grandfather, who were anxious to
import to their own country all the blessings, including evolutionism, of
revolutionary France. These people suffered a severe depression of their hopes,
naturally, in the twenty years of intermittent war with France, between 1795 and
1815. But then, at Waterloo, all hopes of France's exporting Enlightenment by
force of arms were extinguished. And with this, the old package deal, of
evolutionism with anti-religious, republican, and democratic fervour, at once
sprang to life again. In fact it proceeded to flourish as never before, and threw up
new manifestations everywhere with irresistible exuberance. By about 1830 it
would have been as easy to find an evolutionist who was a loyal member of the
Church and subject of the Crown, as it would be find a 'green' ideologue today who
is a bulldozer enthusiast, or to find an Orthodox pig farmer in Israel.

Darwin, consequently, when he became convinced of the reality of evolution in
the late 1830s and the early '40s, found himself faced with a task of some delicacy.
In order to tell the public what he knew, and yet not incur extreme and deserved
odium, he needed to separate evolutionism from the swarm of murderous
associates which up to that time had always accompanied it. He succeeded in doing
so too, though only by the exceedingly drastic method of saying, in The Origin of
Species, nothing whatever about the origin of the most interesting species of all:
man. No doubt he found this improbable silence the easier to maintain, because his
own temperament was pacific, and because his moral and political ideas were not
at all Utopian, but just moderate Whig. Anyway, nothing could exceed the
circumspection with which he went about the task of separating evolutionism from
its original matrix of irreligion and revolution. Even after the huge success of The
Origin, he let twelve more years pass before he first ventured to handle the subject
of man in print, (in The Descent of Man, 1871).

The third reason why most naturalists around 1835 were slow to admit the fact of
evolution, was neither a religious nor a moral objection. It was a purely intellectual
one. By now it has been almost completely forgotten, no doubt because we labour
under the handicap of hindsight. But it was a well-founded objection at the time.

If someone says a certain thing has happened, and it is of a kind which has never
been actually witnessed by anyone, it is reasonable to doubt what he says, if no one
can think of any explanation of what he says has happened. It is on this principle
that you would doubt my word, if | were to tell you (for example) that electrical
storms follow me wherever | go. Now this was exactly how matters stood with
evolutionism around 1835.

No naturalist claimed, of course, to have ever seen a new species evolve out of an
older one. Yet the evolutionists said that, whenever new species do come into
existence, that is the way they do it. But what could be the explanation of one
species' giving rise to another? What causes or forces are there, already known to
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exist in nature, which would make one kind of grass or fish or mammal evolve into
a different kind? Where is the vera causa, as they used to say, or (as we would
say), where is the mechanism, which could drive this alleged process of evolution?

It should go without saying that this was not only a purely intellectual objection,
but a good objection, to evolutionism. The main evidence for evolution was the
fossil record, which reveals in countless instances the arrival of a new species
which is closely related to an earlier one. In 1835 most naturalists regarded these
new species as brought about by exercises of God's creative power; whereas the
evolutionists regarded them as developments or evolutions of the older species in
guestion. No one had ever witnessed any of these exercises of Divine power, of
course, but then exactly the same was true of evolutions of one species into
another: no one had ever witnessed an instance of that, either. And then, to ascribe
new species to God's creative power is at least an explanation of a kind, though
doubtless not of a very satisfactory kind. But the evolutionists, for their part, had no
explanation of any kind to suggest, for their alleged process of evolution.

Darwin, being a rational man, naturally felt the force of this objection, just as
strongly as did his fellow naturalists who were not evolutionists. For several years
around 1836, it weighed heavily on his mind. These were the very same years
when the reality of evolution was being constantly impressed upon him, by the
multitude of facts which would be explained if it were true. But the trouble, and a
very big trouble, was that he could not think of anything which would explain
evolution. Thai was the rub, and it seemed to Darwin that he was staring at a blank
wall.

Given the intellectual circumstances of the time, it is not surprising that, just a
few years later, another young naturalist found himself brought to a standstill by
exactly the same blank wall. This was Alfred Wallace. Though neither of them
knew it, his early intellectual career had been exactly the same as Darwin's. On the
one hand, he had become convinced of the reality of evolution; but on the other, he
was altogether at a loss as to how to explain it.

Why should there by any evolution at all? Why should not the species which exist
at a given time exist forever, without any new ones ever being added, or old ones
subtracted? But it is not the subtractions which are the problem: presumably
climatic or topographical changes, and general wear and tear, will sometimes bring
about the extinction of a species. The problem is the new additions. Why should
any new species ever come into existence at all? That is the mystery of the origin
of species, which both Darwin and Wallace long brooded over in vain.

To ordinary observation, of course, it does not look as though new species ever
do come into existence. But it is clear from the fossil record 