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1.  Carleton Coon and the Origin of Races 

Prior to the 1960s Carleton Coon was a respected evolutionary anthropologist, but with the 

publication of his book, The Origin of Races (1962), he incurred the wrath of several prominent 

Darwinists.  I must confess that after reading Coon’s book, I found it a little hard to understand 

all the controversy.  Coon’s book looks and reads just about like any other unread anthropology 

book one can find on university library bookshelves.  It is a long overview and discussion of 

taxonomy, dentition, fossil distribution, tool industries, etc., with plenty of pictures, illustrations, 

tables, and osteological whatnot.  You would have to be really “into” anthropology to get 

through this book, much less to enjoy it.   

So why all the fuss?  I think it’s safe to say that Coon’s critics only read the first or last chapters 

of his book where he sums up his researches.  Some critics, apparently, did not even read that 

much.  According to Wolpoff and Caspari: 

“It was widely perceived that The Origin was a racist book and this 

anthropological audience [of the American Anthropological Association] knew it; 

not from reading the enormous manuscript, but from the fact that it had been 

warmly received by the racist press.”1 

There is nothing like criticizing a book one hasn’t read.  In the main, 

I have always found it to be much easier than criticizing a book one 

has read.  In the latter case, one has generally to endure statistics, 

along with inconveniences of a factual nature, and importunities of a 

philosophical nature, and annoyances of a logical nature.  So it is 

always best never to read a book before criticizing it, just so that one can be free from the sort of 

prejudice that is the inevitable result of understanding what an author intended to say. 

Coon summed up his book by claiming that at one time man was a single species, homo-erectus, 

who was already divided into five distinct races or subspecies before becoming true man.  

“Homo erectus,” said Coon, “then evolved into Homo sapiens not once but five times, as each 

subspecies, living in its own territory, passed a critical threshold from a more brutal to a more 

sapient state.”2 

The reason this had to happen five times is that Coon believed there were five different races 

living in his own day: Australoid, Mongoloid, Caucasoid, Congoid, and Capoid.  In our own day, 

                                                           
1 Wolpoff & Caspari, Race and Human Evolution: A Fatal Attraction, 1997, p. 165; emphasis added. 
2 Carleton Coon, The Origin of Races, New York: Alfred A Knopf, 1962, p. 657. 
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we sometimes summarize races using color terms: white, yellow, red, black, maybe brown, and 

in certain sections of San Francisco, earth tones and bright, pink, bold colors.  Now, if you are 

going to have five races and you want to be a separatist of some sort, you have got to trace those 

races back to five separate populations.  Two or three won’t do; four are too little, and six are too 

many.  You have to calculate it down until you’ve got five.  Five it is; no more.  F ive will do.  

Seven?  No, five. 

Now, Coon’s theory about the origin of the races nearly puts him in the category of the radical 

separatists but not quite.  Before getting much further into Coon’s views, let us pause for a 

moment with a brief history of separatism with regard to man’s origin and its opposite 

unitarianism. 

2.  History of Separatism 

As far back as the mid-seventeenth century, long before Darwin, some prune-suckers were 

arguing the case for separatism with regard to man’s creation.  In his book, Men Before Adam 

(1656), French writer Isaac La Peyrère invoked a bizarre interpretation of the book of Genesis to 

argue that only Jews were descended from Adam, whereas non-Jews were descended from a 

“pre-Adamite” civilization.  I don’t think any responsible biblical scholar would support such a 

reading of the Bible, and even the irresponsible biblical scholars would balk at the suggestion 

that we Gentiles would have to revise the familiar saying about Adam to: “In pre-Adam’s fall, 

we sinned all.” 

A hundred or so years later, Henry Home (Lord Kames) wrote Sketches of the History of Man 

(1774), wherein he proposed a “stage” theory of history, starting with a hunter stage, then on to a 

pastoralist stage, an agriculturalist stage, and finally a commercial stage.  I believe he was a 

Shakespearean to his dying day, for no one else has ever contributed so much to the stages.  

Now, he also argued that races had been created separately.  

Following the Comte de Buffon, Home held that America had arisen 

out of the sea later than the rest of the world, sort of like how the 

goddess Venus rose up out of the sea―on account of there would be 

no point for her to sink into the sea―and thus gave her name to the 

ocean.  I think she gave her name to the ocean. 

Home inferred from all this arising business a novel theory about the 

American Indians: “[S]upposing the human race to have been 

planted in America by the hand of God later than the days of Moses, 

Adam and Eve might have been the first parents of mankind, i.e., of Lord Kames 
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all who at that time existed, without being the first parents of the Americans.”3 

No doubt Sitting Bull, if he was asked, and if he hadn’t been occupied with other matters, would 

have been inclined to offer his opinion that it was “all bull.”  As with La Peyrère, Home denied a 

common origin for humanity.  His reasons for rejecting the universality of creation in favor of a 

local creation of races are now regarded as half-baked, which is why I’m puzzled that they aren’t 

more generally accepted. 

Home did not know, for instance, that America had once been connected by a land bridge that 

allowed hunters from Siberia to wander into Alaska unannounced.  We should note, too, that a 

lot of Home’s views about America were based upon Buffon’s negative descriptions of the flora 

and fauna of America, e.g., claiming that American wildlife was smaller than European.  Thomas 

Jefferson had to spend a lot of money, as well as waste a lot of his valuable time, proving that 

Buffon’s buffoonery about America was wrong.4 

 Home also offered as proof of a local creation the existence of Terra Australis incognito.5  This 

was a land mass first claimed to exist by Aristotle and was further popularized by Ptolemy, a 

Greek who was known for popularizing the existence of a land mass.  During Home’s day, Terra 

Australis still showed up on maps as a continent separate from all other lands by a wide ocean.  It 

was thought to contain millions of inhabitants and was inaccessible to the rest of the world.  The 

Terra Australians were certainly a sneaky bunch and did not prefer company.  Word has it that 

when sailors from civilized lands got too close to the fabled land, its inhabitants would rush out 

and surround the boats, then assault them with 

polkas until the sailors were driven mad and their 

boats sank for want of guidance.   I cannot vouch for 

this story but there are many like it.  This shows that 

a kernel of truth is contained among the husks of all 

these confabulations, and the man of reason must 

accept it with an alacrity that shows forth the 

unprejudiced state of his mind. 

It turned out, alas, however, that after all those years 

of showing up without shame on maps of the world, that this Terra Australis was just a mythical 

land after all, much like Plato’s mythical Atlantis.  Eventually the name would be transferred to 

what is now, alas, Australia, and only later in 1820 would explorers discover the real southern 

continent, Antarctica, an ice-covered, empty land mass.  This frozen land contained no evidence 

of human occupation at all other than a few scattered populations of research scientists, and the 

missionaries sent out to find them and teach them the rudiments of civilization. 

                                                           
3 Henry Home, Sketches of the History of Man, 1807 edition, Vol. 2, Sketch XII, “Origin and Progress of American 

Nations,” p. 359.  Home also thought that the peoples of Mexico and Peru were separate creations, p, 360. 
4 See, Thomas Jefferson, Notes on the State of Virginia, “Productions mineral, vegetable and animal.” 
5 Home, p. 359. 

New World? 
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Who else believed in separatism?  Well, it was the main tenet of something called the “American 

school” of anthropology.  I’m not sure where the school was located, but its main proponents 

were Samuel George Morton, G. R. Gliddon, Louis Agassiz, and Josiah Nott.  These writers 

could not envision how all the different races of mankind, or all the varieties of living species, 

could have sprung from a common origin.  In their view, the differences between all these 

varieties were too great, thus requiring a separate creation for each. 

The nadir of separatism can be seen in the work of those bottom-feeding folk who believed that 

each of the different races of mankind evolved from earlier, separate types of ape.  One can find 

this view advocated by Voltaire, and one can find it even as late as the twentieth century.  

Hermann Klaatsch, in a 1910 article, argued on the basis of limb similarities that human races 

descended from different anthropoids. 

Weidenreich commented: “Thirty-five years ago, Klaatsch took up an 

older idea, according to which the different main races of today have 

derived from the three anthropoid stocks: Negroes from the gorilla, 

Mongolians from the orangutan, and whites from the chimpanzee. . . . 

Nobody took Klaatsch seriously, the less so as he later withdrew his 

former statement more and more.  Only [Francis Graham] Crookshank 

made the attempt to support the theory by adducing new facts.  He offered 

the odd idea that Negroes sit down on the ground like gorillas . . . while the 

way in which the Buddha, the symbol of the Mongolians, is traditionally 

represented . . . recalls the sitting habits of the orangutan.”6 

Klaatsch and Crookshank were among a number of Darwinists who believed that man had a 

common origin from an anthropoid ancestor, but that the races of man formed before humanity 

was reached.  This meant that each of the races had to cross the human threshold at separate 

times.  Alfred R. Wallace, co-inventor of the idea of evolution through natural selection, was of 

this opinion as early as 1864: “[Wallace] argued the races shared a common anthropoid ancestor, 

but so long ago that it was before the final evolution of the human brain.  This implied that 

humans descended from a single ancestor . . . but that the races were formed before humanity 

was attained—the different races became human separately.”7   

More conventional Darwinists, however, believed that mankind went through a period of linear 

biological progress toward increasing complexity.  It was held that the races of mankind 

reflected this process, with “lower” races (such as Africans or Australians or politicians) 

evolving over time into the “higher” races (such as white, Nordic, Aryan folk, and also into some 

highly-buffed, pouty-lipped males from the Castro district of San Francisco). 

                                                           
6 Franz Weidenreich, Apes, Giants, and Man, 1946, pp. 24-25. 
7 Wolpoff & Caspari, p. 129; cf. p. 125. 

Hermann Klaatsch 
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In the Darwinian scheme, the races of mankind provided a sort of history of evolution, where 

each race was seen as a link between apes and humans.  Each “lower” race stopped evolving at a 

certain point, so that they represented the earliest stages of human evolution while the European 

races represented the highest stage of human evolution.  “[I]n many post-Darwinian linear 

progressionist schemes, the different statuses of the ‘lower’ races could be explained by freezing 

each at a different place in their evolution along the way to the ‘highest’ race, Europeans.”8 

This is how even those who were unitarian in their view of human origins could still view 

“lower” races as being closer to the supposedly primitive ape stock.  Nevertheless, despite the 

growing acceptance of monogenetic ideas among Darwinists, a few barnacle-scraping folk were 

simply not happy until they had got the races evolved from separate ape lineages (Vogt), or from 

separate species of ape men (Haeckel).9
  

Why separatism?  Why would anyone adopt such a view, whether a 

cranky Frenchman from the seventeenth century, or a lager-guzzling 

German from the twentieth century?  It is my belief that being 

separated is probably best seen as a separation into parts, and thus is 

an apt description of that view which wants to separate things.  

Separatism is just so separate.  Separatism is in fact polygenism.  I 

for one am opposed to polygenism.  Marriage in our day needs 

encouragement, and therefore new forms of marriage should be 

resisted as that serpent that would introduce novelties.  Polygenism 

cannot help but dethrone instincts of a moral nature that guide us 

along the narrow paths of sobriety and the restricted roads of restraint. 

I have just been informed that polygenism does not have anything to do with marriage.  All right, 

forget all that above then, but you mark my words.  And once you’ve marked them, remember 

this . . . well, let’s see. . . . Oh, yes, that anything that dethrones the moral instincts will take us 

off a sober and restrained course.  That is a good lesson, and I am glad my small error above 

allowed such a valuable moral lesson to shine forth out of the gray clouds of insignificant 

mistake.  And it will also bring light to your own minds, my perhaps indifferent readers, who 

have hitherto never been confronted in so bold a manner, and in such a personal way, as to the 

need for moral reform in your lives. 

Now then, I think the reason for separatism is that Europeans were at the top of culture and 

civilization in the 19th century (although I would argue that it was capitalism that helped to put 

them there).  These Europeans looked at all the discoveries of new peoples and tribes being made 

in deep and dark places of the earth, and shuddered at what they saw.  How could the same 

                                                           
8 Wolpoff & Caspari, pp. 116-17. 
9 Wolpoff & Caspari, pp. 130, 134. 

Embarrassing uncle? 
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ancestor give rise to civilized, cultivated Europeans on the one hand and to dark, ignorant, 

morally insouciant Congressme―savages on the other?  It did not seem possible. 

The most famous advocate of this view was Voltaire.  A few years later Louis Agassiz, the 

famous inventor of the Ice Age theory and I believe also of Swiss watches―or at least he was a 

Swiss immigrant or something and may, perhaps, possibly have had something to do with Swiss 

watches, though I’m not being dogmatic about it―he adopted the same separatist view and was 

pretty darn forthright about his racial revulsion: “It was in Philadelphia that I first found myself 

in prolonged contact with negroes; all the domestics in my hotel were men of color.  I can 

scarcely express to you the painful impression that I received, especially since the feeling that 

they inspired in me is contrary to all our ideas about the confraternity of the human type [genre] 

and the unique origin of our species.”10 

He neglected to tell us what the “negroes” thought of him, though I can guess.  Therefore, it 

seems reasonable to hold that these men concocted theories of separate creations or separate 

evolutions in order to explain their aristocratic misgivings when confronted by what they 

perceived as less civilized or less aesthetically pleasing individuals or races. 

3.  History of unitarianism 

St. Paul, in his speech before the Greeks, said: “From one man He made every nation of mankind 

to live on all the face of the earth, having determined their appointed times and the boundaries 

within which they live” (Acts 17:26).  This verse provided the locus classicus of Christian 

unitarianism with respect to human origins.  It is easy to see why racialists wanted to limit the 

biblical creation and Flood to local affairs.  By doing so, they would be in a stronger position to 

localize St. Paul’s universalism with respect to human origins, and 

therefore race.  For churchmen, however, separatism was regarded as 

nothing short of infidelity. 

I think it is a very strange irony that one of the main influences for the 

development of scientific racism was the writings of the Frenchman Arthur 

Gobineau, and yet as a good Catholic he was a unitarian with respect to 

human origins.  Oh no, he didn’t buy into all the separatist claptrap, which 

is usually the home of the racialists.  Instead, he was convinced of the 

unitarian view because of human inter-fertility.  He noticed that all humans 

could breed with one another, and of course those who can’t, could at least 

lie about it.  No, Gobineau saw races as degenerate forms rather than as separate creations.11 

                                                           
10 Louis Agassiz, Letter to his mother, 1846, quoted by Stephen Jay Gould, The Mismeasure of Man, 1981, 1996, pp. 

76-77.  Gould says he found this quotation in the Harvard Houghton library and translated it from the original 

manuscript, though it might be a good thing for Agassiz-scholars to authenticate this rather than simply quote from 

Gould. 
11 Arthur de Gobineau, The Inequality of Human Races, 1854, 1999, Fertig edition, p. 116.  

Arthur Gobineau 
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As with Gobineau, Darwin himself was a unitarian with respect to the origin of man, though of a 

non-creationist variety.  Even though Darwinism was the preferred foundation of much racialist 

thinking in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, Darwin’s own view was that of common descent 

as opposed to separate creation:  

“Although the existing races of man differ in many respects, as in colour, hair, shape of skull, proportions of the 

body, &c., yet if their whole structure be taken into consideration they are found to resemble each other closely in a 

multitude of points.  Many of these are of so unimportant or of so singular a nature, that it is extremely improbable 

that they should have been independently acquired by aboriginally distinct species or races.  The same remark holds 

good with equal or greater force with respect to the numerous points of mental similarity between the most distinct 

races of man.  The American aborigines, Negroes and Europeans are as different from each other in mind as any 

three races that can be named; yet I was incessantly struck, whilst living with the Fuegians on board the ‘Beagle’, 

with the many little traits of character, showing how similar their minds were to ours; and so it was with a full-

blooded negro with whom I happened once to be intimate.”12 

Many of the “scientific” racialists, while accepting Darwin’s unitarianism, still emphasized the 

differential rates of human evolutionary progress, Europeans as usual being at the top of the 

evolutionary scale, and “Negroes” or certain poor Europeans usually winding up at the 

evolutionary bottom, sweeping the floors and taking the trash out―if they were lucky. 

4. Attempted Solutions   

Now the problem for those who adopted a radical separatist view of human origins was to 

explain how all modern humans are now only one species (that is, can interbreed).  You see, if 

each separate pre-human line were evolving separately in their old separationist way, the 

question to be answered is how did all these separate groups ultimately converge to form the one 

species homo-sapiens?  Why didn’t they all remain on separate trajectories? 

I realize that someone might deny that man today is one species.  However, this does not really 

go over well in most places.  Even a convinced, or convicted, racialist could not deny that 

humans were a unity and were capable of interbreeding with all other 

members of humanity, no matter how “low” or “degraded” they might be.  

The arch-racialist Madison Grant complained that “[o]ne of the greatest 

difficulties in classifying man is his perverse predisposition to mismate.”13  

Even Grant would have to agree with Clarence Petersen’s line about sex in 

describing a James Bond movie, which I’ve slightly modified:  

“Interbreeding is like sex.  When it’s good, it’s great; when it’s bad, it’s 

still pretty good.”14 

                                                           
12 Charles Darwin, The Descent of Man, 1879, 2004, Penguin edition, p. 207. 
13 See, Grant, The Passing of the Great Race, 1918, Ch. Scribner edition, p. 22. 
14 Petersen’s line (used in a 1965 review of a James Bond film) has also been used in reference to pizza (Larry 

Goldberg, 1971) and tax cuts (Stanton Evans, 1994). 

Still pretty good 
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And doesn’t this also lead to a large problem?  After all, if you accept the reality of man as one 

interbreeding species, how can you explain mankind’s diversity?  Why should there be any races 

at all?  Wouldn’t unity trump diversity after so many years?  It is hard enough just to account for 

the unity.  As far as that goes, one might argue that interbreeding among the separate groups 

would guarantee unity.  I mean, one individual from one group would interbreed with another 

individual from another group, as it is not likely that a whole group would interbreed with 

another whole group.  It sort of has to be an individual thing. 

Therefore, if all of these separate species of humans engaged in 

wanton interbreeding, this would result in a blending of the 

separate species into one species.  This won’t work, however, 

for the radical separatists and not because I’m down on non-

repressiveness.  It won’t work as an explanation because it is 

putting the cart before the horse, or maybe the neigh before the 

horse.  It was the ability to interbreed in the first place that the 

separatists needed to explain.  An appeal to a characteristic of 

unity as an explanation of how unity could be achieved is by 

most accounts in logic books usually called begging the 

question. 

As far as the issue of diversity or race goes, it is hard to see 

how races could have survived as distinct groups.  If unity was a reality over such vast stretches 

of time, then the races would have disappeared, swallowed up by uniformity. 

A solution to these difficulties was offered by some Darwinists.  If all of these separate groups 

didn’t go off freelancing on their own but had some inherent pull towards similarity, then we 

could have a balance between species unity and species diversity (races).  This view of inherent 

pull is known as “orthogenesis.”  Now I, of course, don’t have any problem with a man’s 

orthogenesis, or any other opinions he may have, so long’s he keeps the Sabbath.  But what is 

this inherent pull and where did it come from?  The orthogenesists couldn’t say. 

5.  Coon and the Problem of Race 

How did Coon resolve these issues?  I don’t know.  Nobody ever tells me anything around here.  

Nevertheless, we need not worry because we can gain the required knowledge by a careful 

reading of some of Coon’s writings.  It is my belief that reading someone’s writings is a valuable 

way to acquire an understanding of what that person has written.  In Coon’s case this is further 

made possible because the language he wrote in was English, which is a deciphered language. 

Well, if we read with attention we learn that Coon had claimed that the “pre-human” homo-

erectus subspecies evolved at different times into five major human races.  And since these races 

evolved in different, geographically isolated regions, this very isolation would have helped to 

maintain, to some extent, the separation of races. 

Why are there races? 
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Of course, Coon made it a bit easy for himself.  He did not start out with different species of 

man, but rather with different subspecies of man.  In other words, his explanation of unity and 

diversity already assumed a basic unity, and his main task then was to explain diversity.  Those 

who traced human races back to separate ape populations had the infinitely harder task of 

explaining how the different species could wind up as a unity.  For this reason, I commend Coon 

for side-stepping the really hard problems and focusing his mind, in an entirely commendable 

way, on the easy issues.   

But what about this unity?  If there was too much isolation of these subspecies from one another, 

then what?  How could the unity be maintained?  Coon’s answer was that a few individuals from 

each race lived in less isolated, periphery regions.  To explain this in concrete terms, these 

“periphery” individuals were like hillbilly hominids out in the countryside far from the more 

sophisticated, urban hominids.  I think that’s probably a good description of what Coon meant, 

and if it isn’t what he meant, well, there’s a drop box for complaints.  In addition, these hillbilly 

hominids would have schtupped around with other backwater hominids and this is what would 

eventually bring the separate pre-sapien subspecies together (times five) to share a common 

humanity. 

 In Coon’s view, there were originally “pure” 

races, and these races lived in “core” regions 

(uptown hominids).  The periphery region, 

however, is where outlier-members (the trailer 

park hominids) could mix with the outlier-

members of another “pure” race.  Coon thought of 

these areas as “intermediate zones” or “clinal 

zones.”  Convergence toward a common humanity 

could take place because there was a certain 

amount of gene exchange between these 

intermediate members.   

Nevertheless, that leads right back to the problem of how to maintain diversity in the face of 

unity.  Well, it doesn’t lead right back to the problem; it just sort of hangs around there in the 

vicinity.  Coon raised the question as to how gene flow could take place without completely de-

racializing humanity.  “We would all be light khaki,” said Coon, “for there has been enough gene 

flow over the clinal regions of the world during the last half million years to have homogenized 

us all had that been the evolutionary scheme of things. . . .”15 

In the face of gene exchange, what was it that kept races in existence?  What was Coon’s answer 

to this problem?  In fact, Coon offered up “social mechanisms” as an answer, and in this context 

I think Coon defines “social mechanisms” as mechanisms that have a tendency to be social.  

                                                           
15 Coon, p. 662. 

Hominid breeding ground 
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Now these social mechanisms helped to “isolate the newcomers” and I think Coon defines 

“newcomers” as those who come around in a new sort of way, kind of different from those who 

come around in the old way.  Therefore to explain diversity, Coon appealed to social behavior 

rather than biology. 

Appealing to social behavior seems a rather odd way to explain a supposedly biological theory of 

human origins.  Nevertheless, Coon wasn’t bothered by that, nor was he bothered by a lot of 

other things that were bothersome.  So in his appeal to social behavior as a way to preserve races 

against the ravages of uppity gene flow, Coon cited Jewish separateness and the segregation of 

“Negroes” in the New World. 

According to Coon, separate races were preserved because “racial intermixture” would upset 

healthy populations.  If new, foreign genes had “selective advantage” over local genes, they 

would survive in the new population.  However, if the new genes did not confer “selective 

advantage,” they would tend to be reduced, and the neighborhood would be safe.16  As far as the 

claim goes regarding unhealthy mixing, this is probably what American segregationists latched 

onto in Coon’s writings, and saw as a veiled recommendation for their cherished belief in the 

rightness of school segregation in America. 

However, Coon’s examples don’t have that slap-your-mama convincingness about them, and 

can’t really support his conclusions.  After all, modern Jewish separateness and “Negro” 

segregation were based on a unique set of historical circumstances.  Neither Jewish nor “Negro” 

experiences in history can be generalized and applied to remote antiquity.  Well actually, they 

can, but only by pimpin’ homies who wear ho-boots. 

Jewish separateness was originally religiously based, and also 

because of pogroms against Jews in the past. 17   For instance, 

Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain kicked all Jews out of Spain, and I 

think it was because Isabella was tired of their classical guitar 

playing.  She wanted something livelier, and her remaining court 

musicians, seeing the fate of the Jews, livened it up a bit.  And that’s 

how we got flamenco.   

There was not as much of that going on in America, because the 

banjo was the main instrument and pushed the guitar out.  I think 

Jewish separatism in America was maintained only by those Jews 

who refused to play the banjo.  Similarly with blacks; freed Africans after the Civil War 

segregated themselves, unwilling even to attend church together with Southern whites, if the 

latter could be goaded into attending church a time or two.  As times changed, however, and 

                                                           
16 Coon, p. 661. 
17 For a discussion of the religious basis of Jewish separateness, see Ivan Hannaford, Race: The History of an Idea in 

the West, Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 1996, pp. 105ff. 

Ferdinand & Isabella 
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blacks responded to different economic circumstances, Jim Crow laws were set up by whites to 

maintain segregation. 

Things did not get better even under “Progressive” Woodrow Wilson’s presidency.  “There are 

no government positions for Negroes in the South,” said an Internal Revenue Service director 

under Wilson’s administration, after firing all his black employees in Georgia.  “A Negro's place 

is in the corn field,” he explained. 

Now how could these fellows have been so prejudiced and ignorant?  A Negro’s real place was 

certainly not in any cornfield, and sensitive people back then knew that it was really in them 

cotton fields back home.  It is a matter of recorded history that all 

the respectable folk knew that Negroes needed cotton fields to do 

their cakewalks and jigs, because it was in their blood, you see.  

(Check in the mail to M*A*S*H).  Nevertheless, forty years or so 

after Wilson’s segregationist policies were put into effect, things 

changed.  It’s a dead certainty in today’s world that an IRS official 

would be the one fired for making such comments.   

As far as I can see, there is no archaeological or fossil evidence to 

support the existence of exclusionary societies in the Paleolithic era.  Homo-erectus did not burn 

any crosses in the yard of Australopithecus, though he might have burned some 

Australopithecuses as a late night snack.  In addition, there were no Pleistocene “cornfields” for 

less fortunate hominid folk.  So from an evidentiary point of view, Coon’s “social mechanisms” 

theory of race formation is only an explanatory hope. 

An appeal to genetic disadvantages as an explanation for racial separation is mighty convenient.  

Surely skin color, or width of nose, or hair color, are important traits in helping to discern a 

racial type, but such traits, or a combination of them, are trivial in terms of natural selection.  

There is no compelling reason why nature would care about it one way or another.  Nor do genes 

decide which genes sit on the back of the evolutionary bus, or which ones have to use “colored” 

only water fountains, or which genes get to work in the office and which ones have to work in 

the cornfields.  That’s something decided by designing humans who often migrate, invade, 

intermarry, or are conquered by other designing humans. 

In addition, the idea that foreign genes would be swamped before they could successfully 

integrate into the domestic gene pool may help explain diversity but at the expense of Coon’s 

theory of unity by way of gene exchange.  How do all five races get pulled into the homo-sapiens 

brand without successful genetic interaction?  How can unity be achieved in the face of this 

swamping?  Is Coon’s view the belief that genetic unity and diversity were somehow magically 

balanced over millions of years, with just the right amount of unity and diversity to end up with 

little ol’ us? Well, yeah, I guess. 

Crazy general 
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Now when Coon passed away it was a great loss for . . . oh, dishwasher soap―it’s just too early 

for me to think of a way to finish the sentence, or to generate a respectable paragraph.  So I’ll 

leave it alone, and the reader will have to supply a proper ending if the overriding desire is for 

closure. 

As we said, Coon skipped over the problem of how peripheral members could have exchanged 

genes with other peripheral members in the first place, since in order to do so, they would 

already have to be similar enough for interbreeding.  Unlike radical separationists, Coon began 

races at the homo-erectus level, not at an earlier point.  He was therefore only a mild sort of 

separationist.  It is not impertinent to ask from whence did this original similarity derive.  It may 

be impertinent to ask from whence Coon got his shaving lotion, and it may be impertinent to ask 

from whence came big-haired TV preachers, and it may be impertinent to ask from whence came 

political consultants, and there are other impertinent things that could be asked, but asking about 

an original unity is not unpertinent. 

The transition from homo-erectus to “modern” man was considered by Coon to be the “Homo 

sapiens threshold.”  Each modern race evolved from homo-erectus by reaching the homo-sapiens 

threshold at different times.  It followed from this that Coon’s five homo-sapiens races were also 

at different stages of evolutionary development.  This differential idea was the bomb that would 

eventually explode in Coon’s face during the 1960s. 

Ah, the 1960s.  I spent part of my childhood in that interesting decade, and I lived with my 

family in a long trailer that was surrounded by fields and forests near Plattsburgh, New York.  

My father cultivated what could be mistaken for a farm.  I was not above seven or eight years old 

at the time, and our “farm” consisted of only an acre of crops, or maybe half-an acre.  It was a 

long time ago, and the details may be a little off. 

My father was from rural Georgia and probably 

was nostalgic for the old country, where farming 

was a way of life for most who grew up in the 

1930s and 1940s.  I suppose he wanted to 

recreate his own childhood in upstate New York 

and therefore plowed up some ground for 

planting a crop.  Peas and squash and okra and 

butter beans grew there, for the earth brought 

forth much vegetables―which we had to eat. 

It was the closest to wildlife I’ve ever been, and not all of it was friendly.  My brother and I were 

not allowed to have guns to ward of dangerous beasts of the forest, so stones were our weapon of 

choice. We had poor aim, however, and couldn’t hit anything that wasn’t as big as a house. So 

the fierce birds and the ravenous squirrels were content to eye us with some curiosity for a while 

before going back to their reading. 

Down on the farm 
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The only thing I was afraid of in those days was bobcats.  My mother concocted a story that 

bobcats roamed the woods looking for boys to kill and eat.  No doubt, there once had been a 

child who had been killed by a bobcat―sometime in the days of Nebuchadnezzar perhaps―but 

the story had the intended effect of keeping me from roaming the woods by myself. 

Plattsburgh used to be the location of a SAC Air Force base, where my father was stationed, 

back in those hoary days when we still had a Soviet Union and the Inevitable Triumph of 

Communism.  But my brother and my friends and I thought nothing of those world-historic 

matters.  We thought only of baseball, and of very little else, unless it was the latest insults we 

could throw at each other―for we had better aim with those.  And perhaps we learned how to 

play with matches without starting a tree on fire, or at least we learned how to put it out before it 

became a conflagration.  I make no admissions. 

During those days before gun control, some people were out firing off 

their .22s at trains and telephone poles, and I think I would have asked 

them to come over and hunt up a few bobcats for me, a much more 

productive use of their artillery in my estimation.  At least it would have 

allowed me to eat my peas and butter beans in peace, play with my 

matches without attracting too much interest, invent new insults, and 

dream of being Mickey Mantle in the World Series on a little patch of 

ground in Plattsburgh, New York, now almost half a century ago. 

I knew nothing of Coon back then and he knew nothing about me.  There were quite a number of 

people who knew nothing about me back then.  I knew about the Civil Rights Act.  I knew about 

Lyndon Johnson.  I knew we only had three television channels to watch.  However, I don’t think 

I knew what racism was until about the 1970s, when I was already in Junior High School, and on 

my way to knowing quite a bit less than what my teachers expected me to know.  

Of course, it is not that Coon blatantly espoused racism back in the 1960s.  One is hard pressed 

to find anything in his writings that were much different from what other leading lights in the 

Darwinist firmament had taught, beginning with Darwin himself.  Coon, however, was up 

against (1) a new orthodoxy that began to dominate the anthropology profession after World War 

II―an orthodoxy which either denied the existence of race, or else talked about “populations” 

rather than races, and (2) the increasing self-consciousness of Americans about race and civil 

rights starting in the post-War period and reaching a high point in the mid-1960s. 

It is true that Coon allowed the segregationist Carlton Putnam to use his writings in support of 

segregationist aims, and not only that, Coon refused to distance himself from Putnam.  An 

informative interpretation of the controversy was written by John P. Jackson, Jr.18  All that 

                                                           
18 John P. Jackson Jr., “‘In Ways Unacademical’: The Reception of Carleton S. Coon’s The Origin of Races,” in 

Journal of the History of Biology, 2001, 34: 247–285.   

The Mick 
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Jackson could really come up with, however, to support racism charges against Coon were 

“implications” of Coon’s writings, not actual racial statements. 

I am sure an enterprising person could search out all of the implications of my own writings and 

find all sorts of secret wisdom, hitherto concealed.  As it stands now, however, no enterprising 

persons have concerned themselves with finding out who I am, where I am from, and what 

business I have in these parts; and they have generally neglected to read anything I’ve written.  

Therefore, there is no need for me to bother about “implications.” 

It is my belief that a charge of racism can only be sustained against Coon on the basis of personal 

testimony given by two leading Darwinists, Christopher Stringer and Eric Trinkaus (which we 

will discuss later).  I’m sure that charges of some sort could be laid against me, too, but I would 

be insulted if it were less than a hundred scientists or so.  In any case, Coon’s involvement with 

the segregationist Putnam probably hurts his reputation nowadays more than does his Darwinist 

speculations about races. 

6.  Who was Carleton Putnam? 

In the 1950s, many States in the United States still required racial segregation in schools and in 

other facilities, such as restaurants.  In this way, white society tried to exclude blacks from social 

interaction with whites.  I’m a white guy―at least from what I 

have been able to discern by way of visual inspection―but I’m 

sure if I had been around at that time, I would have been excluded 

just on general principle. 

There are pictures from that era and even later times of white 

versus colored water fountains, or white versus colored 

bathrooms, or white versus colored 

basketball players―though I think I may be on good grounds in 

questioning whether there ever were white basketball players.  Such 

pictures have probably been faked and are part of a conspiracy to put 

whites into basketball games, for which they have no aptitude, and 

for which they have no native traditions in their own homelands that 

encourage basketball among native white children. 

It is my opinion that most of the white vs. colored pictures sort of 

look like morality tales about how benighted things were in the past 

compared with our supposedly more enlightened age.  I can’t help but think there is a certain 

amount of self-righteousness at work in those who like to point out the sins of our forefathers, as 

if we have always been pure from sin and historically enlightened.  Modern “progressive” 

historians in their discussion of past racism often do so with a level of social self-righteousness 

that reminds one of the Pharisee who prayed thus, “God, I thank thee, that I am not as other men 

are. . . .” (Luke 18:11).  

Never got a ring 



15 
 

In 1954 the Supreme Court of the United States rendered the Brown v. Board of Education 

decision that ended any and all school segregation in the United States based on race.  Prior to 

that time, the Court had upheld laws requiring separate but equal facilities: schools, universities, 

law schools, etc.  For instance, under the separate but equal principle if a State was going to have 

a white only law school, it would have to provide a law school of equal caliber for blacks.  If a 

State chose not to set up a segregated institution, and blacks were allowed to attend a white 

institution, there could be no discrimination against blacks who attended such a school. 

Now, the Supreme Court’s separate-but-equal decision was more or less in keeping with the 14th 

Amendment.  Many people might not want to admit that fact, but then again many people do not 

want to admit that they enjoy a Charlie Sheen meltdown, or that they like to make genitalia jokes 

about Congressman Anthony Weiner mainly because of his last name, or that a Richard 

Simmons’ exercise video causes them to smile in a sickly way.  The fact is, the 14th Amendment 

only protected a black man’s fundamental rights (life, liberty, and property) not other rights.  It 

was very limited in its focus, which is why another amendment was required to recognize the 

black man’s right to vote.  

Many blacks were not satisfied because the 14th Amendment still 

allowed segregation and discrimination, and blacks who were 

represented by the NAACP wanted the Court to rule against all 

school segregation.  The Court obliged the NAACP in the Brown 

decision, which from our perspective was a wonderful decision in 

terms of its concordance with the Declaration of Independence.  

Thomas Jefferson had nicely encapsulated the American 

principle―that all men are created equal, but that was only in 

theory.  It took a dreadfully long time for the American principle 

to be realized in fact. 

Nevertheless, the Declaration of Independence is not the law of the 

land.  Despite the Court’s high-mindedness and good intentions, 

its decision was based upon specious reasoning about the 14th 

Amendment, bogus psychological studies, and worst of all, a lack of any Constitutional 

authority.  Under the Constitution, Supreme Court judges cannot set domestic policy for States, 

for such would be a violation of the 10th Amendment.  I’m not saying Judges don’t do it (to their 

shame) but they still don’t have the right to do it whatever they might say or do otherwise.  I can 

certainly rule anyway I like, but that’s because Judges are respectable folk in the community, and 

I do not have a reputation of that kind to worry about. 

Unfortunately, the Judges decided to settle the controversial issue in much the same way Justice 

Taney had settled the slavery issue in Dred Scott, getting the result that was wanted no matter if 

it was based on flimsy grounds, and a rewriting of American history.  Still, the Brown decision is 
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with us and even if the Court were to overturn the decision in the future, there is simply no way 

that schools or society would ever go back to segregation. 

I would have preferred that race relations could have improved voluntarily and peacefully over 

the years, but the Judges blocked off the peaceful route and imposed their will on a society that 

was not ready for it.  The results were catastrophic.  The Court was allowed to get away with an 

un-Constitutional usurpation of power, and as a result race relations went downhill, black 

educational quality and achievement in schools reached bottom, and white flight from urban 

areas guaranteed that inner-city schools would be all black, a return to segregation with lower 

standards than before. 

The Brown decision did not just worry those who saw raw “judicial activism” in the Court’s 

behavior.  It also lit a fire under Carleton Putnam, a Yankee businessman, who felt the need to 

defend the South against what he saw as Northern aggression.  In Putnam we have the 

segregationist mindset in full blossom, and it was mixed with a poisonous racialism that helped 

to discredit legitimate opposition to the concept of rule by judicial decree. 

7.  Putnam on Equality 

In fact, Putnam’s views represent pretty much the basic philosophy of racialism, and the same 

views can be found as far back as American arch-racialist Madison Grant, and on through the big 

names in eugenics, and on to today’s racialists.  Modern racists are usually 

Darwinists who oppose both “individualism” and “egalitarianism,” and 

frequently cite comments by Lincoln or Jefferson to support their views on 

race.  Some even try to reconcile racism with Christianity.19 

One of the first things to go in the racialist mindset is the principle of equality 

as found in the Declaration of Independence.  I’m in the habit of calling it the 

American principle, not that Americans invented it but that it is fundamental 

to American origination.  Putnam denied the American principle and pointed 

to Lincoln’s alleged racism to justify modern segregationism.  “In fact,” said Putnam, “the 

equality doctrine as a whole, except when surrounded by a plethora of qualifications, is so 

untenable that it falls to pieces at the slightest thoughtful examination.” 20   Putnam quoted 

Lincoln in one of Lincoln’s debates with Stephen Douglas: 

“I am not, nor ever have been, in favor of bringing about in any way the social and political equality of the white and 

black races . . . [that] I am not nor ever have been in favor of making voters or jurors of [n]egroes, nor qualifying 

them to hold office, [nor to intermarry with white people]; [and] I will say in addition to this that there is a physical 

difference between the white and black races which I believe will ever forbid the two races living together on terms 

of social and political equality.  And in as much as they cannot so live, while they do remain together, there must be 

                                                           
19 For a recent work advocating racism on Darwinist grounds, see Richard D. Fuerle, Erectus Walks Among Us, 

2008. 
20 Putnam, Race and Reason: A Yankee View, Washington DC: Public Affairs Press, 1961, p. 8. 

Carlton Putnam 
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the position of superior and inferior, and I as much as any other man am in favor of having the superior position 

assigned to the white race.”21 

These comments from Lincoln, taken by themselves and out of context, suggest he would be in 

Putnam’s corner as regards segregation.  But segregation was not the issue during Lincoln’s day; 

the issue was slavery, and Lincoln’s comments must be seen as correlative to that infamous 

issue. 

Senator Douglas was attempting to paint Lincoln as extreme, as an abolitionist, which charge 

would have meant political suicide for any candidate during those days.  Abolitionists were nice 

folks, and had their hearts in the right place, but they wanted paradise now, and wanted to 

overthrow the Constitution because of its allowance of slavery.  Have you ever come across 

people like that?  They take the most extreme positions because they think halfway positions are 

dead ends rather than temporary delays.   

Lincoln, however, knew that an abolitionist paradise could only be 

achieved gradually and without sacrificing the Constitution.  As a 

debating point, he merely conceded as much as he could on the 

black-white issue, while focusing on the main point, which was to 

deny the rightfulness of Douglas’s popular sovereignty idea, which 

was used to support the extension of slavery to the western 

territories.  Undoubtedly, these concessions were Lincoln’s own 

beliefs and were not just debating points, but they were at least in 

line with the views of Jefferson, who was much admired by 

Lincoln.  “All honor to Jefferson,” said Lincoln, commenting on 

the “abstract truth” (meaning universal) that “all men are created 

equal.”22 

For Lincoln, slavery was evil and needed to be gotten rid of, regardless of what the majority in 

each new State wanted.  Lincoln also held that popular sovereignty in America was not 

Douglas’s version of it.  In America, popular sovereignty presupposed the American principle, 

that all men are created equal.  As the Declaration said:  “We hold these truths to be self-evident, 

that all men are created equal. . . . That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among 

Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed. . . .”23 

I know everyone has read this part of the Declaration over and over again from the time when 

they weren’t paying attention in grade school, all the way to their college history classes, which 

they occasionally managed not to skip.  Nevertheless, I think it might be time for students and 

graduates to read now with understanding.  In the view of Lincoln and the founders, equality was 

the necessary condition for popular sovereignty. 

                                                           
21 Putnam, p. 9.  I have added brackets for things left out of Putnam’s quotation from the Lincoln-Douglas debates. 
22 Lincoln, Letter to H. Pierce, 1859. 
23 Emphasis added. 

Lincoln - Douglas debates 
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It is sometimes claimed that Jefferson did not mean to include blacks within the meaning of “all 

men” in the Declaration.  We should note in this connection, however, that Jefferson’s original 

draft of the Declaration criticized African slavery: “[King George III] has waged cruel war 

against human nature itself, violating its most sacred rights of life and liberty in the person of a 

distant people who never offended him, captivating and carrying them into slavery in another 

hemisphere. . . . Determined to keep open a market 

where men should be bought and sold, he has 

prostituted his negative [veto] for suppressing every 

legislative attempt to prohibit or to restrain this 

execrable commerce.”24 

Jefferson explained why the clause was eventually 

removed from the final draft: “[T]he clause too, 

reprobating the enslaving the inhabitants of Africa, 

was struck out in complaisance to South Carolina & 

Georgia. . .  [and] our Northern brethren also . . . for 

tho’ their people have very few slaves themselves yet 

they had pretty considerable carriers of them to 

others. . . .”25 

Jefferson certainly had doubts about the intellectual equality of blacks with whites, but he did not 

make that a condition for equality of rights.  “I expressed them therefore with great hesitation; 

but whatever be their degree of talent it is no measure of their rights.”26  In addition, Jefferson’s 

1784 report, which served as the basis for the Northwest Ordinance, said “That after the year 

1800 of the Christian era, there shall be neither slavery nor involuntary servitude. . . .”27 

These comments by Jefferson indicate he regarded blacks as having the natural right to life and 

liberty, and were thus included in the “all men” of the Declaration.  They were not equal in all 

respects, to be sure, but in the essential sense that they also were created in the image of God and 

were sufficiently equal to share the same fundamental rights. 

Now popular sovereignty is just the exercise of freedom within the political realm.  So do you 

get the meaning of the American principle?  Douglas completely missed it, and in fact reversed 

it.  It was not popular sovereignty that determined who was slave and who was free.  Rather it 

was, according to the American principle, only because men were equal that they could exercise 

popular sovereignty.  

                                                           
24 Emphasis added.  For background, see Thomas G. West, Vindicating the Founders: Race, Sex, Class, and Justice 

in the Origins of America,  Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 1997, chapter 1, Slavery, pp. 1ff. 
25 Thomas Jefferson, Notes of Proceedings in the Continental Congress, 1776, reproduced in The Founding Fathers: 

Thomas Jefferson, A Biography in His Own Words, New York: Newsweek, 1974, vol. 1, p. 65.  
26 Thomas Jefferson, Letter to Henri Gregoire, 1809; emphasis added. 
27 Thomas Jefferson, A Biography in His Own Words, p. 147.  Congress did not accept this provision in the final 

ordinance. 
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To put it another way, the Declaration did not regard popular sovereignty as an absolute, as if the 

will of the people were a principle from which all other deductions are made.  The common 

mistake is that “majority rules.”  I don’t know how many times I’ve heard that, and I’d guess 

many people think the Declaration gave support to something like “majority rule”―i.e., pure 

democracy―as the first principle of government.  To the contrary, the Declaration’s principle of 

freedom expressed in popular sovereignty was not a bare “majority rule” but was anchored to the 

principle of equality.  Majority rule was secondary to the principle of equality. 

We don’t usually allow cows and horses to vote in our elections, though certainly this does not 

mean we don’t have the occasional vote by jackasses.  The reason is that those animals are not 

our equals as a species and therefore they do not have freedom in the sense that man has 

freedom.  Instead, they are subject to the dominion of man. 

So because all men are equal, they are therefore free and not subject to the dominion of any other 

creature, not even to one another except by their own consent.  Both the equality and freedom 

that are enunciated in the Declaration are anchored to the concept of the imago dei.  Man is 

created in the “image of God,” which is what the Latin expression imago dei means, and man’s 

rights are therefore his by virtue of the Creator, not by virtue of popular will.  The important 

thing to note is that no election by the people, no “majority rule,” can rightfully take away man’s 

natural rights.  It is the purpose of government to secure those rights, not to diminish them or 

take them away in accordance with the whim of popular passions.  It should be noted that 

racialists deny the principle of God-given natural rights.  Fuerle says, “[R]ights, like 

philosophies, are creations of man, not nature”28
  

It might come as a shock to some people, but government is not a necessity in this world.  If men 

can get along on their own pretty well, they really don’t need 

government.  That is what Locke called the state of nature.  Sometimes, 

however, things don’t work out all right because people like me might 

be there.  I’m not saying I would cause any big problems, but I might 

cause inconveniences to those who don’t keep a close eye on the things 

they value.  I mean I might cause these inconveniences inadvertently, 

for I would never purposely take someone else’s property while they 

were watching it.  So men only form a government if they feel their 

rights have become insecure, or are threatened in some way, and then it 

is only by their consent.  That is the true nature of popular sovereignty. 

To be sure, Lincoln was not a 1960s liberal, nor was he free from the limitations of the mid-

1800s.  Like Jefferson and Madison and many other founding fathers, Lincoln was in favor of 

emancipation and repatriation of slaves to Africa (Liberia).  This was largely unworkable and 

most blacks did not want to go to Africa anyway, something even a supporter of repatriation like 

                                                           
28 Fuerle, chapter on “Individualism,” Erectus Walks Among Us, 2008, Kindle edition, Loc. 7847.  

John Locke 
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Madison acknowledged.  As English author Harriet Martineau related, after talking with 

Madison in 1835: “[Madison] accounted for his selling his slaves by mentioning their horror of 

going to Liberia, a horror which he admitted to be prevalent among the blacks. . . .” 29 

Most blacks regarded America as their home, the land of their birth, and they preferred slavery in 

America to possibly short-lived freedom in a strange country.  Lincoln was certainly a 

segregationist in the broad sense, but it must be remembered that the main issue was slavery, and 

antebellum segregation and repatriation cannot be divorced from that issue. 

Taking these facts into account we can still discern in Lincoln a deeper understanding of black-

white relations.  I mean we can discern more of it than was apparent from his debates with 

Douglas.  In a letter he wrote in 1855 to his friend Joshua Speed against the Know-Nothings, 

Lincoln said: “I am not a Know-Nothing.  That is certain.  How 

could I be?  How can anyone who abhors the oppression of 

negroes, be in favor of degrading classes of white people?  Our 

progress in degeneracy appears to me to be pretty rapid.  As a 

nation, we began by declaring that ‘all men are created equal.’  We 

now practically read it ‘all men are created equal, except negroes.’  

When the Know-Nothings get control, it will read ‘all men are 

created equal, except negroes, and foreigners, and Catholics.’  

When it comes to this I should prefer emigrating to some country where they make no pretence 

of loving liberty―to Russia, for instance, where despotism can be taken pure, and without the 

base alloy of hypocrisy.”30 

It is clear to me at least that Lincoln’s deeper understanding of the American principle is that 

whites and blacks (and foreigners and Catholics) were equal.  The perceptive rascal Stephen 

Douglas saw where Lincoln’s deeper understanding led to.  In the Lincoln-Douglas debates, 

Douglas tried to paint Lincoln into a corner as a divider of the nation:  

“Mr. Lincoln asserts, as a fundamental principle of this government, that there must be uniformity in the local laws 

and domestic institutions of each and all the States of the Union. . . . In other words, Mr. Lincoln advocates boldly 

and clearly a war of sections, a war of the North against the South. . . . Wherever the doctrine of uniformity is 

proclaimed, that all the States must be free or all slave, that all labor must be white or all black, that all the citizens 

of the different States must have the same privileges or be governed by the same regulations, you have destroyed the 

greatest safeguard which our institutions have thrown around the rights of the citizen.”31 

                                                           
29 Harriet Martineau, Retrospect of Western Travel, 1838, reproduced in Merrill D. Peterson, ed., The Founding 

Fathers: James Madison, A Biography in His Own Words,  New York: Newsweek, 1974, vol. 2, pp. 377-78.  

Madison had been one of the founders of the American Colonization Society circa 1816. 
30 Roy P. Basler, ed., Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln.  Available online. 
31 See, Political Debates Between Lincoln and Douglas, Cleveland: Burrows Brothers, 1897, pp. 17ff.  Reprinted 

online at: http://www.bartleby.com/251/. 

I Know Nothing? 
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Senator Douglas believed Lincoln’s real principle was uniformity―that all States must give the 

same rights to its citizens regardless of color, that “all the citizens of the different States must 

have the same privileges or be governed by the same regulations.”  Douglas managed to 

anticipate the language of the 14th Amendment to the Constitution, which is certainly an 

embodiment of Lincoln’s political philosophy. 

Therefore, despite what Lincoln may have conceded in a debate in order to gain his main point, 

Douglas claimed to see through it, and in fact saw more clearly what Lincoln was all about.  I 

think Douglas was on to something.  Lincoln really did believe deep down in the principle of 

equality.  In other words, in Lincoln’s view the same fundamental rights and regulations that 

apply to whites should also apply to blacks (and foreigners and Catholics), which is a far cry 

from the racialist mindset.  In his debate with Douglas, Lincoln said: 

“[T]here is no reason in the world why the negro is not entitled to all the natural rights enumerated in the 

Declaration of Independence,—the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.  I hold that he is as much 

entitled to these as the white man.  I agree with Judge Douglas he is not my equal in many respects,—certainly not 

in colour, perhaps not in moral or intellectual endowment.  But in the right to eat the bread, without the leave of 

anybody else, which his own hand earns, he is my equal, and the equal of Judge Douglas, and the equal of every 

living man.”32 

As can be seen, Lincoln acknowledged the realities and inequalities of life in the pre-Civil War   

era.  The fact of the matter was that black slaves were not the equal of whites, at least in any way 

that mattered to 19th century folk.  Nevertheless, the word “perhaps” is significant.  Lincoln’s 

“perhaps not in moral or intellectual endowment” reflected Jefferson’s earlier lack of certainty 

about black inferiority.33 

Lincoln had once described his feelings about 

slavery in a letter to his friend Joshua Speed.  There 

he said he hated to see slaves hunted down and sent 

back to “stripes, and unrewarded toils.” 34  He also 

reminded Speed that they had taken a steam boat to 

St. Louis in 1841, and that slaves had been aboard 

the boat shackled in irons.  “That sight,” said 

Lincoln, “was a continued torment to me; and I see 

something like it every time I touch the Ohio, or any 

other slave-border.”  

The “moral constitution of men’s minds” would never allow slavery to go on unimpeded in the 

country, but would see it always as an apple of discord.  Lincoln reflected on man’s moral nature 

                                                           
32  For a defense of Lincoln against liberal, neo-confederate, or hyper-libertarian attacks, see Thomas L. 

Krannawitter, Vindicating Lincoln, United Kingdom: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2008, pp. 13ff. 
33 For Jefferson’s view of the black race, see his Notes on the State of Virginia, Queries 14, 18, 137-43, 162-63; 

available online. 
34 Abraham Lincoln, Letter to Joshua Speed, 1855; available online. 

Antebellum slavery 
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and saw man as universally oriented to objective moral norms, of which a main one is that 

chattel slavery is not a practice that should go on as a natural part of human life.  To Douglas’s 

jibe that Lincoln was in favor of a stifling uniformity, Lincoln affirmed that it was differences 

within each State that brought about unity, but that slavery was not one of those differences 

leading to unity.  Rather, it tended to division.  In holding the position of the American founders, 

Lincoln believed that the divinely instituted principles of equality and liberty were the source of 

unity in America. 

I think one of the best discussions of the political philosophy of Abraham Lincoln and of the 

American founders can be found in the book by Harry V. Jaffa, A New Birth of Freedom: 

Abraham Lincoln and the Coming of the Civil War, 2000.  Jaffa spends a great deal of time 

analyzing the thought of both Lincoln and his opponents, especially the views of John C. 

Calhoun.  I regard Lincoln as himself a belated founding father, for in him more than any other 

man moved the spirit and mind of Washington, Jefferson, Hamilton, and Madison.  Jaffa’s 

writings have brought about a renewed interest in Lincoln’s political thought among 

conservatives, who can now see their way through simplistic Lincoln-bashing and Lost Cause 

apologias of modern neo-confederates and extreme libertarians.35  It was Lincoln’s love of the 

Declaration and Constitution that is, in my opinion, of the most significance to the future and 

direction of modern conservatism.    He  

8.  Putnam on Christianity 

Besides his disagreement with, or misunderstanding of, the American principle, Putnam also 

misunderstood Christianity.  Against the view that we are all equal in the sight of God, Putnam 

claimed that the “whole idea contradicts the basic tenet of the Christian and Jewish religions that 

status is earned through righteousness and is not an automatic matter.”36  In answer to a question 

about the promise of salvation to all men, Putnam said, “Status has to be earned, in religion as 

elsewhere, by merit.”37 

As if St. Paul had never written, “For by grace you have been saved through faith, and that not of 

yourselves; it is the gift of God, not of works, lest anyone should boast.”38  This is so far outside 

the racialist mentality, it takes a remarkable level of cognitive dissonance for anyone to claim 

that Christianity teaches that status is earned through one’s own individual or racial 

righteousness.  On the contrary, it is clear that in Christian teaching we have no righteousness to 

trade in for grace, whether it is conceived of as an individual or as a racial righteousness. 

Putnam tried to prove the opposite view by citing St. James, who spoke of justification by works 

and not by faith only.  This, however, is to confuse issues.  Unless one wants to regard James as 
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contradicting Paul, then one has to adopt a more sophisticated understanding of what James was 

dealing with.  The problem situation was this: there were those who named themselves 

Christians but who would show partiality to the rich man and 

ignore the poor man, or who would not show mercy to others even 

though they had been shown mercy, or who would not feed and 

clothe the poor but would offer mere words instead. 

It was these Christians who responded to criticism by saying they 

had faith and did not need the good works of being fair, merciful, 

and charitable.  It was these Christians whom James had in mind 

when he said that justification is not by faith only.  New 

Testament scholars believe James was dealing with what has been called “hyper-Paulinism,” the 

teachings of some of the followers of Paul who had more zeal than wisdom, and who had 

separated works from faith in an unbiblical way.  However, this may go too far in theorizing the 

existence of a party of Paul zealots in the early church, whereas it seems more likely that those 

who were guilty were simply attempting to use a garbled version of Paul’s teaching in order to 

excuse their boorish behavior.  

James was not acting as an opponent of Paul but as an authoritative interpreter of Paul, and he 

warned these people that their erroneous use of Paul to rationalize their behavior was threatening 

to turn Christianity into an aloof and snobbish faith.  It was a subtle distortion of Paul’s teaching, 

but a distortion nonetheless, and James would have none of it.  James was therefore not attacking 

justification by faith alone in Paul’s sense, but was attacking justification by words alone.39
  

As Paul said, almost as if summarizing James: “Therefore we conclude that a man is justified by 

faith apart from the deeds of the law. . . . Do we then make void the law through faith?  Certainly 

not!  On the contrary, we establish the law” (Romans 3:28-31). 

As it is often said in the Reformed tradition, we are justified by faith alone, but not by a faith that 

is alone.  Or stated in another way, we are not saved by works, but we are not saved without 

works.  In short, true faith is a law-establishing faith.  Thus anyone who would take the name of 

Christian must not show partiality to the rich, must not be lacking in mercy, and must not give 

rhetoric to the poor in place of concrete help.  The Christian view of salvation is thus in 

diametric opposition to the thought-world of both legalism and antinomianism, as well as of 

racialism.  For that reason, Putnam cannot make a convincing case that Christianity is compatible 

with his view of salvation by racial merit, i.e., justification by race alone. 

At another point Putnam said that “Christian social structure” is built upon the unit of the family: 

“It recognizes the natural impulse of men to group themselves around their own kind. . . . The 
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important thing is to recognize that the grouping instinct is basic, and that race is one of the 

wider groups.”40 

Recall the words of Jesus, however, when the Pharisees and Sadducees used their familial or 

racial identity as grounds for pride:  “Therefore bear fruits worthy of repentance, and do not 

think to say to yourselves, ‘We have Abraham as our father.’  For I say to you that God is able to 

raise up children to Abraham from these stones.”41  In this context, “fruits worthy of repentance” 

means not to take pride in one’s family or ethnic background.  So little does one’s family or race 

have in one’s status before God that Jesus puts us all in our place pretty firmly.  Lest we begin to 

think highly of ourselves because of our racial or family background, Jesus reminds us that in 

reality we aren’t better in the sight of God than the stones on the ground. 

9.  Putnam and Darwinism 

Like most racialists, Putnam held to a Darwinist understanding of race.  “We were all in caves or 

trees originally.” 42   Also, “In the next 500,000,000,000 years I would be quite prepared to 

concede the possibility the Negro may, through normal processes of mutation and natural 

selection within his own race, eventually overtake and even surpass the white race.”43  We are 

also told with respect to the “Negro” that when he has “evolved into the sort of person with 

whom the average white man wants to associate . . . segregation 

will then cease.”44 

Indeed, he complained that the South was talking about states’ 

rights, when it should have been talking about anthropology.45  As 

a Darwinist, Putnam believed human races were on different 

macro-evolutionary trajectories, with blacks being inferior to 

whites on average.  In response to a question about blacks who 

were successful Putnam said they were “in no sense typical of their race, whose genes they 

nevertheless carry and will pass on to their children, but that most of them owe their ability to 

some percentage of white genes in their system.”46 

So in Putnam’s view, good blacks have white genes, but doesn’t it follow from this that bad 

whites have black genes?   Over and over Putnam speaks about the “genetic foundation of life,” 

by which he means racial superiority or inferiority as being a product of genes, or of nature.  

“Genetic racial limitations should have been as clear as crystal.  All history taught it.  All free 

science confirmed it.”47  Despite this, Putnam allows as that the “essential humanity in the Negro 
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must never be forgotten.”48  Notice that he didn’t say the essential humanity of the Negro.  I 

suppose it was very “white” of Putnam to grant an essential humanity in the Negro.   

Nevertheless, saying that the Negro was fully human, both in or out, may have been a little too 

much for Putnam.  Why?  Because lurking in the background is the ever present “genetic truth” 

that blacks are somehow not as fully human as whites are.49 

There are other problems in Putnam’s views.  He for instance ascribed individual achievement of 

white men to the whole white race, whereas achievement of individual blacks was an exception 

to the rule and not to be ascribed to the black race.  He also believed that ethics is a product of 

race, and he rejected interracial marriage on the grounds it would spoil the white race.  Putnam 

rounded it all up by claiming he was against personal racism!50
  

The essential mistake made by Putnam and racialists in general is acceptance 

of the principle of uniformitarianism, i.e., that the present is the key to the 

past.  Thus, they look at IQ differences of today’s races and extrapolate those 

differences as far back as the Paleolithic era.  There is, of course, not a shred 

of evidence as to what IQ levels were like back in Paleolithic times, or even 

in more recent times, and any extrapolation backward beyond two hundred or 

so years is fraught with speculative danger. 

10.  Coon’s Isolationism 

Why would Coon have anything to do with a racist like Putnam?  The answer is that Coon 

thought a professor should live in a sort of ivory tower, above the fray of partisan political 

debate, dispensing advice to all and sundry, no matter what dog they might have in the fight.  For 

that reason, he offered advice to Putnam on the scientific merits of his writings.  Coon was more 

than willing to lend a hand to a segregationist, not necessarily because he supported racism or 

segregation, but because Putnam was attacking his long-time academic opponent, Franz Boas 

(cultural relativist and denier of the reality of race). 

Coon, however, refused to allow segregationists like Putnam to quote him as supporting their 

segregationist views.  He even threatened lawsuits against some of his peers should they make 

such an accusation.  He used the excuse of the freedom of inquiry for his intransigence about 

how segregationists were using his writings, but this still disturbed many people, especially those 

Darwinists who held to a rival view of human evolution.51 

Personally, I think Coon milked the controversy as much as he could because it helped with his 

book sales.  I also cannot find anything explicit in his writings to suggest he was a racist, other 
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than those “implications”―which could turn anyone into a racist depending on how the 

“implications” are drawn out.   

As noted, a new orthodoxy had also grown in the post-World War II period and during the 

1960s.  Coon was up against the politically correct idea that races do not exist, or that we should 

talk about “populations” rather than “races.”  Nevertheless, these views are based ultimately on 

the notion that words can magically change reality; that one can avoid unpleasant facts or 

associations merely by redefining them.  Avoiding racism, however, does not require one to 

avoid empirical states of affairs.  Human races are just as real today as they were before the 

magic words of “clines” or “populations” ever appeared in politically correct Anthropology 101 

classes. 

11. Multiregionalism to the Rescue 

The way I see it, once the fallout over the Coon controversy had settled, Darwinists who still 

believed there was empirical evidence of regional differences in fossil types had to find a way to 

affirm regionalism without running afoul of cultural and academic gate-keepers.  What was the 

solution?  Why, just redefine homo-erectus as homo-sapiens! 

I am not making this up.  It is a cherished belief among a significant subset of modern Darwinists 

that by redefining homo-erectus as homo-sapiens, they can affirm the putative empirical 

evidence for regionalism, emphasize genetic interchange, deny differential rates of evolution 

within homo-sapiens, and most importantly, launch a philippic at Coon as a distancing-device.  

That would mollify all the Coon critics but it would certainly come at 

a high price.  First, those who have adopted this approach could be 

tagged as intellectual cowards.  Now, I don’t have any problem with 

cowards, as long as they have the courage to admit it, but I don’t like 

people who throw their academic colleagues under the bus to protect 

their own sorry theories.  Second, homo-erectus could no longer be 

regarded as a true “stage” in human evolution, something hitherto 

regarded as the holy grail of Darwinism ever since Dubois had found 

Java Man, the “Missing Link.” 

This was the price paid by the regional continuity model of human 

evolution.  It was meant to provide an explanation of the paradox 

Coon jousted with―how unity and diversity were supposedly 

preserved across long stretches of evolutionary time.  Wolpoff & Caspari say: “The 

Multiregional hypothesis is the . . . model of human evolutionary processes requiring the fewest 

number of assumptions to account for the paradox of global change and local continuity.”52 
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Nevertheless, if one affirms the existence of race, one has to give up the old-time religion of 

Darwinism―viz. the idea of unilinear progress of mankind through increasingly more complex 

stages, from ape to modern man.  The existence of races belies such commonality.  “[I]t is the 

whole species that evolves,” affirmed Theodosius Dobzhansky, in a review of Carleton Coon’s 

book.53  Yet if the whole species evolved together over millions of years, then if one affirms 

unity, there simply could be no races over such a long period of time.  One has therefore to deny 

regionalism despite what the empirical evidence might suggest. 

The problem of unity and diversity in human development is the issue that Coon battled over but 

never really solved, except with a fallacious appeal to “social mechanisms” (as we discussed 

earlier).  How does the regional continuity model deal with this?  Advocates of this theory are 

acutely aware of the problem.  Coon’s mentor, Weidenreich, had combined regionalism and 

genetic exchange, and regarding this Wolpoff and Caspari say: 

“How could [Weidenreich] explain why there was any regional continuity at all; why wasn’t any distinct regional 

evolution simply swamped out by this process?  In fact, he never adequately dealt with this problem.”54 

They recognize that if genetic exchange, hybridization, or interbreeding occurred between 

different regional populations, these different races would have been swamped out by 

commonality long ago.  And what was their answer to the paradox?  Just what we said: they 

claim that homo-erectus was really homo-sapiens!  Speaking of the homo-erectus, homo-sapiens 

threshold, Wolpoff and Caspari say:  

“But what if there was no such border?  No threshold between the races of Homo erectus and a new species.  What 

if Homo erectus did not exist?”55 

The idea is that the homo-erectus category should be “sunk” under 

the homo-sapiens category.  As with Coon, Multiregionalists also 

believe that there has always been a “balance” between various local 

evolutionary communities and the one big global evolutionary 

community.  They have been embarrassed by this balance.  Why 

should evolution magically balance unity with diversity over such a 

long period of time?  They have convinced themselves, however, 

that their Multiregional model solves the paradox: “Clinal models both explain how 

multiregionalism works and address an issue raised in its criticism: how could one expect a 

fortuitous combination of genic exchanges with just enough isolation for differentiation, just 

enough gene flow to prevent speciation?”56 
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In the Multiregional view genetic interchange has always been with us, working its wonders.  

“The Multiregional model accounts for the combination of long-lasting diversity and species-

wide evolution by examining the consequences of . . . widespread diversification linked by 

gradations of continuously varying features that reflect gradients in selection, genic exchanges 

between adjacent populations, or both.”57 

That is all very well, but it is no different from what Coon had theorized.  Remember, he also 

thought genetic interchange at certain evolutionary hot spots led to species continuity, but he got 

twisted up like a pretzel over how races are preserved in the face of such interchange.  There is 

no real archaeological continuity (linear development in tool traditions) until the Mesolithic 

levels grew straight into Neolithic levels.  Everything before that looks like one migration of 

different tool-using groups after another and very little interaction between those who were 

earlier and those who were later.  So it is hard to appeal to fossils or tool traditions as a way of 

proving that all those purist genes were eloping with outsiders, which is what must have been 

going on according to the continuity advocates. 

Despite their attempt to distance themselves from Coon, the Multiregionalists do not really differ 

that much other than in regarding homo-erectus as already within the homo-sapiens category, 

something Coon (and Weidenreich, et al.) would have rejected.  The Multiregional idea of 

“clinal balance” between different regional populations is very similar, if not identical, to Coon’s 

view of “intermediate zones”―geographically limited ranges where genetic interaction could 

occur.  Coon’s concept of “clinal zones” has managed to survive and prosper under 

Multiregionalism’s new idea of “clinal balance.”  

This reminds me of something that happened to me many years ago when I was attending high 

school.  I played guitar for the school chorus.  I was not very talented about guitar playing, but 

that was all right because not too many demands were placed upon me as regards music.  A few 

simple songs strummed or plucked whenever called upon was sufficient for the music director. 

Our chorus went all around Oahu and even Maui, singing songs and 

making wonderful music, and getting praised by all and sundry.  We were 

a finely oiled team and there was not the slightest disharmony in our 

songs or in our friendships with each other.  I did begin to grow rather 

conceited and played with a carefree complacency that was not really 

justified by the level of skill that I brought to my instrument.  Still, other 

than my rather patronizing attitude to those who played other instruments, or who sang songs, we 

got along very harmoniously. 

Now for all the time that I had been playing guitar I had been placed on one side or another of 

the chorus, and the keyboard player would take up a position on the other side, opposite from 
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me.  It came to pass that one day the venue was too small and the keyboard player had to be 

situated on my side of the chorus. 

As we got into the music that evening everything seemed to be going fine, but I did notice a few 

looks in my direction from the audience, puzzled looks it seemed to me.  I kept on playing, just 

as I had played every other night, and did not pay it any mind.  Soon, however, more and more 

audience members were looking in my direction.  I wondered what could be the matter.  

Eventually, I merely turned my nose up at all those who were by this time pointing at me. 

Soon, however, even chorus members were arching their heads around to get a look at me.  I 

wondered what could be the matter.  Suddenly the truth hammered its way into the adamantine 

thickness of my ignorance and I knew in a flash what was wrong.  The keyboardist was playing 

so loudly, I could not hear myself playing.  All I heard was a loud ringing noise from the 

keyboard, but couldn’t hear a single note of my own.  The results were disastrous.  Thus, while 

the keyboardist was playing “I Got Rhythm” I was playing “The Boogie Woogie Bugle Boy”; 

and while the keyboardist was playing “Hawaiian Wedding Song,” I was playing “Slap that 

Bass”; and while the keyboardist was playing “Impossible Dream,” I was playing “Knock-kneed 

Napua from Kailua.” 

It was dreadful.  I was so humiliated by this disharmonious extravaganza that after the show I 

gave surly comments to people who were coming over to comfort me.  But every word of 

commiseration was like a lash to me, reminding me of my disgrace.   And the last remark of the 

evening was the severest blow.  It was a boy about seven years old, who wandered over to where 

I was packing my guitar, and he stood there chewing on a straw. 

“Go away, kid,” I said. 

But he stood his ground, despite my impatience.  Finally, he looked at me as if he had come to a 

decision. 

“Your problem,” said the boy, “is that you failed to establish a balanced clinal zone.”   

And from that day on my hope to play my guitar in front of 

millions of adoring fans, and being bathed in the brightness of 

illuminating spotlights, or maybe warmed by an auditorium lit up 

by the candles of a swaying audience, was lost.  Instead, I now 

only play my guitar to myself, far from the excitement of the 

stage and the bright cheerfulness of a loving and appreciative 

audience.  Once in a while, however, I will take out my guitar and 

strum a few chords and play a simple melody, and my deep 

solitude will be interrupted by the presence of a few poor, 

humble, stray cats and dogs, who come by some nights to listen to 

my music, and criticize. 
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Surprisingly enough, Wolpoff and Caspari have argued that within these clinal zones, it is not 

always necessary that there be biological or genetic exchange as long as there is an exchange of 

culture and technology.  “Culture affects evolutionary processes in many respects; it influences 

the demography of populations and plays an inestimably important role in shaping the 

evolutionary histories of human populations.”58 Again, “The exchange of ideas, information, and 

technology are independent causes of common evolutionary directions.”59 

Shades of Coon’s “social mechanisms”!  I have to admit, this is a rather remarkable theory.  To 

think that biological change could be the result of cultural change!  This is really what Coon had 

said, too, in his own way.  Coon often said things in his own way, as it is not very probable that 

he would have said anything in a way that was not his own; but remember that Coon accepted 

genetic unity while invoking cultural influences as a mechanism for preserving races, citing 

Jewish or “Negro” separatism.  I suppose one could refer to this view as the notion that “ideas 

have evolutionary consequences.”  

However, much like Weidenreich’s theory of inherent tendencies 

toward humanity, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to prove that 

homo-erectus thought his way into homo-sapiens.  In any case, there 

doesn’t seem to be any way that regional differences could be preserved 

in the face of any sort of Pleistocene “melting pot”―whether conceived 

of as a genetic, or as an epistemological melting pot. 

Wolpoff and Caspari believe that the paradox of unity and diversity is a 

false choice.  They argue, as noted above, that ideas can spread around 

to humans with similar genes, who can respond in similar ways.60  In 

this theory it is ideas rather than genetic interchange that is the causative factor in preserving 

unity.  By ideas, I suppose Wolpoff and Caspari mean those things that people have when they 

don’t really feel like interchanging genetically but still want to be friends.  They also cite the 

example of skin color as an adaptation to solar radiation.  In this case the sun is a universal 

phenomenon, not restricted to one geographic locale (big surprise there), but it can produce 

different responses in skin pigmentation along a gradient of geographical locations.61  Here it is a 

physical agent that is the causative factor in creating and preserving diversity. 

In response, we can say first, that it has yet to be shown the ideas can influence biology in the 

sense of causing long-term evolutionary development.  I googled the terms “ideas,” “influence,” 

“biology,” and “evolution” but could not find any hits discussing the concept that ideas could 

influence biology.  It is apparently quite a novel theory.  I did find a very exciting article about 

the influence of culture on the development of accounting. 
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Second, there may be certain traits that respond along a gradient of locale, but race is rarely 

defined in terms of one characteristic.  Rather, race is the result of a combination of factors over 

time, and it is the whole combination that must be explained, not a handful of superficial traits.  

As with Coon, Multiregionalists throw their vote in mainly for clines where opposing forces of 

unity and diversity can meet: “Instead opposing forces of genic exchange and selection will 

invariably form a balance.  No other possibility exists.”62  But this merely restates the issue in 

dogmatic terms without providing an explanation for it.  One could just as easily appeal to alien 

visitations and say that no other possibility exists. 

Multiregionalists also invoke “social factors” such as “kin identification” as providing an 

explanation for the stability of human traits over the long term.  This would involve in-group 

mate selection based on kin preference.  It is very much the same idea floated by Coon regarding 

Jewish and Negro separatism.  For instance, Jewish mothers want their sons to marry nice Jewish 

girls, though certainly rare exceptions can be made for an understanding goyim who is not afraid 

of guilt.  Similarly, black women get upset if black men marry white women; for black women 

know it is tough to find marriage partners among white men―without settling―so they oppose 

their men going off with bro-hos.63
  

Multiregionalists do acknowledge the existence of rebels who 

break free from conventions and find mates outside the 

group.64  The main problem with the social factors argument is 

that one cannot logically explain group continuity by 

appealing to a characteristic of groups (kin preference).  That 

is in effect to argue in a circle, for one would need to provide 

an explanation for the existence of groups in the first place 

before one can start talking about how groups maintain their 

isolation. 

I had something important to say here, but I fell asleep just before writing it, and now I can’t 

remember what it was.  Readers are encouraged to contact me whenever they can get away from 

their responsibilities and remind me of what I was going to say. 

I would also point out that if homo-erectus is really part of the homo-sapiens family, then there 

isn’t really anything left to explain with respect to human evolution.  By definition, homo-erectus 

would be able to interbreed with homo-sapiens regardless of regionalism.  At best, the regional 

continuity model would simply be a theory about race, or intra-species variation (micro-

evolution), not about inter-species variation (macro-evolution). 
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So in asserting the regional continuity model, Multiregionalists have, in effect, simply 

abandoned the task of showing how Darwinian evolution, as traditionally understood, 

proceeds―not that anyone could really show how Darwinian evolution proceeds, but the least 

they could do is clock in and make a good show.  The bottom line is that Multiregionalists 

haven’t provided a plausible biological answer to the question as to how races are preserved over 

such long stretches of time given the ever present working of the evolutionary melting pot. 

So then what of the paradox of unity and diversity in so-called human evolution?  We know that 

diversity (race) exists, and we also know that man is one inter-breeding species (unity).  So how 

is the paradox resolved?  To the extent that they are aware of the problem, Darwinists merely 

assert the paradox, but none have really provided a non-question-begging solution.  And it is 

unlikely that they ever will.  If the Multiregional theorists had to redefine the problem―sinking 

homo-erectus into the homo-sapiens category―this may indicate we are dealing with an 

indissoluble antimony inherent in the whole concept of human biological evolution. 

12.  The Inevitability of Coon’s Theory 

I think Coon’s view would make more sense if it were part of a much narrower time frame.  The 

same goes for the Multiregional model.  The problem of unity and diversity in human history has 

a better chance of solution if we are talking about centuries, but it simply cannot be solved in 

terms of the impossibly long chronology of Darwinism.  Speaking of fossil finds in China 

involving a mixture of the features of homo-erectus and homo-sapiens, Ian Tattersall said, 

“Whatever the affinities of these various Chinese specimens may ultimately turn out to be, it is 

clear that in eastern Asia, as elsewhere in the Old World, the hominid fossils are giving us a clear 

signal of diversity rather than of linearity.”65   

Tattersall is saying that the fossils show racial distinctions rather than evolutionary commonality.  

Nevertheless, theory trumps data.  At the last Tattersall claims:  “Even having established that 

the hominid evolutionary story is overall one of diversity rather than of linearity, we must still 

admit that an unbroken line of succession must have connected Homo sapiens to the very first 

hominid some 7 m[illion] y[ears] ago.”66 

Must have connected?  An unbroken line of succession?  Even though 

the story of evolution is overall “one of diversity rather than of 

linearity”?  Yes, according to Tattersall, we must still have linearity.  

Are we beginning to see a pattern here?  Despite evidence of human 

diversity in the fossil record, evolutionary theory demands linear 

development, so that’s what we will have―linear development.  It is 

Darwinism or bust.   
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The fact is, if one accepts regionalism, but also believes in Darwinian linearity (stage theory of 

evolution), then willy-nilly one ends up with Coon’s theory.  Multiregionalists cannot escape this 

no matter how much they try to distance themselves from Coon.  Coon still believed in stages of 

evolution, so he would not have accepted a sinking of the homo-erectus category under the 

homo-sapiens category.  Accordingly, if Multiregionalists want to remain true Darwinists, not 

only must they accept Coon’s theory of unity and diversity through time by stages, they may 

even be required to accept Coon’s differential evolution among races. 

According to creationist writer Marvin Lubenow, this means that all true Darwinists are racists.  

“Coon’s problem,” said Lubenow, “was not that he proposed an evolutionary theory that had 

racist implications.  His real problem was that every theory of human evolution has racist 

implications. . . . There is no question that, according to evolutionary theory, if one race evolved 

from a Homo erectus condition 500,000 ya, it would be far more evolved than a race that 

evolved from that same condition just 40,000 ya.”67
  

In the past I have expressed some reservations about Lubenow’s claim, but the racialist danger in 

Darwinism cannot be dismissed unreflectively.  Even now some Darwinists think the human 

species is still evolving.  Virpi Lummaa says: “We have shown advances [in medicine, 

technology, etc.] have not challenged the fact that our species is still evolving, just like all the 

other species ‘in the wild.’  It is a common misunderstanding that evolution took place a long 

time ago, and that to understand ourselves we must look back to the hunter-gatherer days of 

humans.”68 

This view of evolution still leaves open the possibility of differential evolution.  If some groups 

or races within the human species are alleged to be evolving faster than other groups or races, 

wouldn’t this be an affirmation of racism in principle?  Lummaa 

continued in the same article: “Because natural and sexual selection acts 

differently on different classes of individuals and across the life cycle, we 

needed to study selection with respect to these characteristics in order to 

understand how our species evolves.” 

I would conclude that Lubenow is right that this sort of Darwinism could 

be racist because of its concept of differentialism.  If different classes of 

humans are evolving at different speeds, then the possibility is open that 

some may be superior to others from an evolutionary point of view. 

13.  Coon’s Alleged Racism 
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Now Wolpoff and Caspari do not hesitate to charge Coon with racism.  Even though admitting 

that Coon was “not a racist in the sense that he wanted to discriminate actively against the 

underclasses,” he was a racist because he had “absolutely no sense of social responsibility.”69 

So let me get this straight: ivory tower scholars and scientists are automatically racist if they 

refuse to become involved in politics?  There is something about this attitude that reminds me of 

the arrogance of the student radicals of the 1960s, in which demonization of opponents was an 

essential strategy.  “[E]xpose the face of the enemy,” said Bill Ayers, explaining Tom Hayden’s 

radical agenda, “to force him to reveal himself as violent, brutal, totalitarian, and evil.”  At least 

in this instance, Wolpoff and Caspari have certainly soaked up the smug moral superiority and 

self-righteousness of the 1960s, and therefore have no trouble in smearing a man they apparently 

never knew simply because they don’t approve of his passivity with respect to 1960s social 

issues. 

A more sympathetic account of Coon and the controversy surrounding his work was provided by 

Pat Shipman’s discussion in The Evolution of Racism.70  However, Shipman wrote her defense of 

Coon in 1994, two years before Christopher Stringer discussed Coon in his 1996 African Exodus 

book, and seven years before Jackson’s 2001 article, cited earlier.  My guess is that she would 

probably modify her position in light of these discussions.   

I don’t think Coon’s paleontological theorizing and political inactivism can sustain a charge of 

scientific racism, but we do have personal testimony from eminent paleontologists regarding 

Coon’s alleged personal racism.  Christopher Stringer, one of the main proponents of the “Out of 

Africa” model of human origins and a world-renowned paleontologist, made the following claim 

in his book African Exodus: 

“In 1979, I went to Harvard for a spell of teaching where I met Coon for the only time just two years before his 

death.  Introducing myself to him in―of all places― the toilets during a break in a seminar, he asked quite calmly: 

‘And how is that fucking Jew Weiner?,’ a reference to the distinguished scientist who had helped expose the 

Piltdown hoax, but who had reviewed Coon’s books in unflattering terms.  I was rendered speechless.”71 

Here we are asked to believe that Stringer introduced himself to 

Coon in a bathroom and heard Coon make a racial slur, and from 

this we are to conclude that Coon was a racist after all.  Obviously, 

the fact that this happened in a bathroom―which necessarily placed 

it out of the public eye―means there is no way such an account can 

be confirmed by witnesses. 

Let me add parenthetically that I am very glad that what goes on in a men’s bathroom is out of 

the public eye.  I see no reason whatsoever that such a tradition should be changed without a 
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thorough discussion of the advantages and disadvantages that such a restructuring of policy 

might have.  Always, one must bear in mind the effects of such an alteration for the public at 

large in terms of morale and group cohesiveness.  I believe there are too many today who want to 

change things just for the sake of change, but change must be in accordance with the right 

ordering of man’s life within the confines of an enlightened polis. 

In reply to Stringer, defenders of Coon’s racial innocence could offer up at least three 

explanations for Stringer’s claim: 1) Stringer is telling the truth and that Coon, despite the lack of 

any evidence of “overt” racism (as admitted even by Stringer), was really a racist, who loved to 

dress up, nights, in a Waffen-SS uniform, or in flowing white robes, and dance in front of 

burning synagogues or crosses, for a bit of that old midnight thrill; or 2) Stringer is a liar; or 3) 

Stringer is unintentionally combining different memories into one. 

The third possibility might seem the likeliest.  First of all, Coon’s defenders could argue that 

Stringer was really a relative nobody in 1979.  After all, his first book had not even been 

published until 1980, and it is unlikely that Coon would have spoken to a stranger (whom he had 

just met) in such a personal way.  In addition, Coon’s defenders could argue that this is not the 

first time that individuals have reconstructed events to conform to a preferred narrative 

framework.  Former President Bill Clinton once claimed in 1996 on a radio program that he had 

seen burning churches as a boy: “I have vivid and painful memories of black churches being 

burned in my own state when I was a child.” 

Now I grant that Clinton was not known for being a truth-teller both before and during his 

administration (didn’t inhale, didn’t have sexual relations with that women, etc.), but I think he 

probably thought he was telling the truth in this instance.  There were no actual church burnings 

in Arkansas while Clinton was growing up, and Clinton would later 

amend his statement to say he saw burnings of black community 

buildings (though he did not specify which ones).  So why could he 

still be telling what he thought was the truth?  

The simple answer is that he grew up seeing such things on 

television or in movies, and his memories of seeing reports of these 

things on television got caught up in his narrative about church 

burnings.  Once he put those memories together with his narrative, it was very easy to 

personalize such events.  Because we live in a television age, or even in an age of YouTube, 

images that we see all the time in movies, or TV shows, or online, may insinuate themselves into 

our memories, until we cannot separate what we remember from what we saw later via electronic 

media. 

A similar thing happened with Hillary Clinton during her presidential campaign against Barack 

Obama.  Hillary made the claim that when she and her daughter visited Bosnia, they had to run 

for cover to avoid snipers.  However, as CBS News reported: “But video footage of the day 

What is the meaning of is? 
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showed a peaceful reception in which a young girl greeted the first lady on the tarmac.”  The 

report went on to note that Clinton admitted her error: “‘So I made a mistake,’ she said. ‘That 

happens.  It proves I'm human, which you know, for some people, is a revelation.’” 

There is also the case where former Vice President Al Gore claimed to have invented the 

Internet, (“I took the initiative in creating the Internet”), and that he and 

his wife served as the model for characters in Love Story, both claims 

being misleading.72  It’s a case where narrative requirements influenced 

memory. 

Mark Twain once wrote in his autobiography: “When I was younger I 

could remember anything, whether it had happened or not; but my 

faculties are decaying now and soon I shall be so I cannot remember any 

but the things that never happened.  It is sad to go pieces like this but we all 

have to do it.”73  

Perhaps this is what happened with Stringer, too.  He got caught up in the narrative of Coon-as-

racist and put together memories that were not originally together.  The result was a hodge-podge 

memory that allowed Stringer to score a touchdown against Coon, despite the admitted lack of 

evidence for Coon’s racism. 

Since Stringer’s rendition of events is practically the only case known in which Coon made any 

overt racist comments, it is very important to verify such a claim.  Unfortunately, it is much more 

difficult than one might realize.  To the question whether his memory might have jumbled 

together different events, Stringer seemingly reaffirmed his 1996 

version of events: 

“I only met C[arleton] C[oon] once, and it was certainly a memorable meeting, 

with most of our conversation taking place in the men's room at (I think it was) 

the Harvard Faculty Club, where he was giving a talk in 1979.  Erik Trinkaus 

was there and would be able to give you another view on CC's behaviour that 

day―CC loved making outrageous statements to wind people up, and made 

several more during his talk!”74 

I say “seemingly” because a defender of Coon could do some 

close reading and discern a few things: a) Stringer did not reaffirm 

his 1996 statement but only seems to, because b) he only spoke of the meeting as “memorable,” 

which is different from saying, “That’s exactly how I remembered it”; and in addition c) 

reference is made to Erik Trinkaus, a Professor of Anthropology at Washington University, who 

is both an expert on Neanderthal Man and a supporter of Multiregionalism. 
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Close reading again might appear to suggest that Stringer is not saying that Trinkaus can back up 

his claim about the bathroom conversation; only that Trinkaus was there at the conference that 

day and possibly heard Coon make some “outrageous” statements (presumably of a racial 

nature). 

So defenders of Coon can still make the claim that there is no independent witness to Stringer’s 

allegation.  Nevertheless, even though Trinkaus cannot provide independent witness for the 

alleged slur overheard by Stringer, Trinkaus does claim he heard other slurs during the 

conference: 

“Coon routinely prefaced all references to individuals with a racial, religious and/or ethnic label, often with 

expletives if he had had a previous disagreement with that person (as with Weiner).  I was present at the talk that is 

referred to at Harvard, and it was appalling, racist, and embarrassing.  And at that time, Chris Stringer and I were 

already recognized as rising authorities on Neandertals and modern human origins, if not senior members of the 

field yet.”75
  

Unfortunately, Trinkaus did not provide any concrete examples of racial slurs.  The reference to 

Coon’s use of racial labels and expletives may simply be a restatement of Stringer’s testimony, 

and it is not clear what it was about Coon’s “talk” that could be described as “appalling, racist, 

and embarrassing.”  No transcription of the talk is easily available for confirmation.  Those 

committed to Coon’s defense could therefore argue that his accusers have not provided 

independently verifiable evidence of Coon’s personal racism. 

Nevertheless, the fact that both Stringer and Trinkaus claim to have heard Coon making racial 

slurs means that there are at least two scientists of high standing in the world of paleontology, 

who have testified that Coon used racial slurs.  Given the status of Stringer and Trinkaus, such 

accusations must be taken seriously and not be lightly dismissed simply out of a paradigmatic 

unwillingness to accept any proof that Coon was a personal racist.  If Stringer and Trinkaus’s 

renditions are accurate, they must remain the only accounts we know of that could really sustain 

a charge of racism against Coon, but of course even one account is probably enough in today’s 

race-conscious world. 

This means defenders of Coon will have an uphill battle of it since in order to sustain their belief 

in Coon’s racial innocence, they will be in the unenviable position of having to question the 

word of two eminent scientists, or else provide speculative psychological explanations of their 

memories.  Again, not a task that anyone would welcome. 

With reference to Wolpoff and Caspari, however, I don’t think Coon’s regionalist and 

differentialist evolutionary views, nor his willingness to help Carleton Putnam, nor his books on 

race, provide sufficient grounds for sustaining a charge of racism against Coon.  I do think 

Stringer and Trinkaus’s accusations, if accurate and not based on narrative necessities, show that 

Coon was perhaps rather insensitive on a personal level, and that’s true even if Coon was merely 
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indulging in such things in order to entertain himself at the discomfort he was inflicting upon 

younger scientists. 

Regardless of Coon’s possible lack of sensitivity, this really has nothing to do with his 

evolutionary model, nor should his theory be rejected simply because he may not have been as 

pure on racial issues as one would have liked.  After all, if an axe murderer taught mathematics, 

the fact that the teacher is an axe murderer has nothing to do with the truth or falsity of 

mathematics.  It would still be a hard subject. 

I know that Darwinists in general have a hard time with the idea of judging their own theory by 

the admittedly narrow standard of whether it is supported by any evidence.  Nevertheless, it is 

my infallible judgment that Coon’s specific Darwinian explanation is either right or wrong.  For 

that reason it must either stand on the basis of evidence or it must fall on the basis of evidence.  

Either way, it must stand or fall.  Therefore, arguments of an ad hominem nature regarding 

Coon’s personal faults should be thrown in as flavoring, but should never take the place of old 

shoe in boiling up a good intellectual soup. 

14.  Out of Africa 

The Out of Africa theory of human origins represents a major challenge to the Multiregionalist 

theory of human origins.  The essence of today’s Out of Africa theory is that all modern homo-

sapiens are descendants of one woman, who was given the biblical 

name “Eve” by a journalist, though her name was later changed to 

“Mitochondrial Eve”―undoubtedly to avoid exes.  This Out of 

Africa matriarch supposedly lived somewhere in Africa, and I 

believe this is the reason the theory is called Out of Africa rather 

than Out of Switzerland.  

It is obvious that Multiregionalists cannot accept this theory since 

on their view all modern homo-sapiens are descendants of a homo-erectus or Neanderthal or 

some other regionally distinct ancestor who managed somehow to find a regionally distinct wife.  

Human evolution, in the Multiregionalist view, is characterized by regional continuity, and in the 

Out of Africa view human evolution is characterized by migratory discontinuity.76  According to 

Darwinist J. Phillipe Rushton: 

“Both theories agree that between 1 million and 2 million years ago Homo erectus emerged out of Africa to populate 

Eurasia.  They are divided on whether the descendants of these erectus populations (the Neanderthals in Europe, 

Beijing [Peking] Man in China, and Java Man in Indonesia) gave rise to modern ancestors, or whether the erectus 

groups were evolutionary dead ends supplanted by a wave of anatomically modern people arising in Africa less than 

200,000 years ago.”77 
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For Multiregionalists, Europeans are descendants of Neanderthal Man, the Chinese are 

descendants of Peking Man, and Australians are descendants of Java Man.  As was pointed out 

previously, genetic interaction between these groups supposedly preserved the unity of the 

human species, while diversity was preserved through geographic isolation―but not too much.  

On the other hand, the Out of Africa view starts with a basic unity of homo-sapiens and has to 

explain diversity. 

Out of Africa is essentially a replacement model of human origins.  This is surprising in that the 

current fad among archaeologists is to emphasize indigenous development rather than diffusion 

or external influence (e.g., Mother Egypt).  The paleontologists, however, are going in the 

opposite direction, emphasizing a sort of Paleolithic colonialism in place of internal, native, 

autochthonous development.  Wolpoff dubbed this the theory of “killer Africans.”78  Stung by 

this epithet, Out of Africa theorists have adapted a peaceful demographic model approach, with 

Eve-migrants as sort of like Paleolithic Progressives who migrate and replace existing 

populations, but without getting violent, and promising welfare if the native populations would 

just go extinct without complaining too much. 

The main reason for the development of Out of Africa has not been empirical evidence based on 

fossils.  This has caused a great deal of controversy.  The primary support comes from genetics, 

specifically the data coming in from mitochondrial DNA (shortened to mtDNA).  Thus the 

debate has been between those who think they have genetics on their side and the others who 

think they have the fossils on their side.79  In either case, the debate involves one side or the 

other.   

The mtDNA of a sample of several individuals was compared and it was determined that the 

African portion of this sample had more genetic variation.  A main assumption is that 

“mutations” happen over evolutionary time, and that the rate of these mutations can be 

determined.  This led to the development of a “molecular clock,” which we know was right at 

least twice during the Paleolithic period.  Because the African population had more mutations, it 

was regarded as representing the oldest evolutionary population, and 

the DNA genealogical tree could be traced back to a single individual 

from Africa.  This meant that at some point a population bottleneck 

was reached, and this small founder population of homo-sapiens 

migrated to the rest of the world fairly recently in evolutionary time.  

According to Ian Tattersall: 

“Molecular dates, which depend on a lot of assumptions, will always be argued over.  More significantly, though, 

African mtDNA . . . turned out to show considerably more diversity―i.e., a greater accumulation of 

mutations―than was found in the mtDNA of Europeans, Asians, and Australasians.  Since mtDNA diversity is in 

some way a function of time [sic] it followed that the African population had been evolving for the longest since the 
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genetic bottleneck at its origin; the less diverse populations split off more recently.  ‘Eve,’ in other words, was 

African.”80 

Out of Africa has suffered some setbacks in recent years.  It is well known that the original 

studies supporting Out of Africa were based on a faulty computer model.  In fact the original 

data that supposedly supported Out of Africa did not provide conclusions that were “statistically 

significant” at all.81  According to Chris Stringer: 

“[T]he work was soon heavily criticized.  It was shown that the kind of computer program used could actually 

produce many thousands of trees which were all more or less as economical as the published one, and not all of 

these alternative trees were rooted in Africa.”82 

Another problem was that genetic variation may simply be due to greater population size.  The 

more a population increases, the greater the likelihood of retaining mtDNA lineages.  The more 

a population decreases, the greater the likelihood of losing mtDNA lineages.  Africans may 

simply have had a larger population size, and therefore retained more mtDNA lineages.83 

A large problem came about when it was discovered that Neanderthal DNA exists in the human 

genome for Europeans, Asians, and South Americans, but not for Africans.  In describing the 

predictions of the Out of Africa theory, Rushton had said that “existing Neanderthals and Homo 

erectus populations were replaced” and that a “strong version of this theory holds that no genetic 

mixture took place between the modern and the older populations.”84  In addition, it was claimed 

that there was no interbreeding between Neanderthal or homo-sapiens in the Middle East even 

though they used the same tool tradition and lived close to one another.  For Rushton, this meant 

they were “separate species.”85  His conclusion was that studies of the skulls of modern humans 

and Neanderthals “provide no evidence of regional continuity.”86 

The results of DNA comparison―of modern non-African 

populations with Neanderthal DNA―have shown that Out of 

Africa was overly simplistic.  In fact, the new DNA results 

contradicted the Out of Africa theory, as Rushton had so 

confidently proclaimed it.  Chris Stringer commented on the new 

findings: “These are complexities in the out-of-Africa story that 

certainly I would not have anticipated two or three years ago.”87  So 

bad has it gotten for Out of Africa that Stringer has modified his 
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earlier support for Out of Africa: 

“All of this means that I am reconsidering many of my previous views on the origin of our species in Africa, and I 

now think we need to talk about origins, rather than a single point of origin.”88 

Stringer’s willingness to reconsider his views is commendable, but why haven’t all the other 

proponents of Out of Africa changed their views?  Is this a case of Kuhnian paradigm-blindness?  

Will the theory die only when its main proponents die off? 

There was also another problem, one I haven’t seen mentioned by researchers.  Even if DNA 

lineages of American blacks, or even African blacks, were able to prove that Africans are the 

oldest in the homo-sapiens line, this does not in itself prove that the earliest Africans lived in 

continental Africa.  What has happened is that the Out of Africa theorists have jumped from race 

to geographic location, i.e., from Africans to Africa, which is a non-

sequitur.  It is easy to see the fallacy if we take the case of the North 

African people known as the Berbers.  They were certainly not originally 

from Africa and their DNA indicates they are associated with some people 

from Scandinavia and with later migratory peoples who moved into 

Africa.89  Yet Berbers have lived in North Africa before the beginnings of 

recorded history.  The fallacy would be in thinking that because Berbers 

are located in Africa that they must have originated in Africa.  The same 

fallacy lurks in the background of the Out of Africa theory.  

It is significant that no actual fossil evidence of Eve and her descendants was available to support 

a location in Africa.  It is therefore quite possible that the founder population for Africans could 

have lived anywhere in the world―Switzerland―and that the sub-Saharan Africans of history 

were in fact late-comers (relatively speaking) to the continent of Africa.  It is possible that a 

fierce tribe of pre-historic Swiss bankers swooped down from the hills and drove the founder 

population from their original Swiss homeland into the heart of Africa.  And the rest was history.  

I should point out here that the rest is always history but I thought it was important to bring this 

information to the reader’s attention. 

Of course, the real reason that the founder population is placed in Africa is because of the 

Darwinian assumption that mankind descended from apes who generally live and cast their 

ballots in Africa and heartily cuss at the election results.  Out of Africa theorists have a certain 

level of Darwinian nostalgia for Africa and therefore like to plop their founder populations as 

close to apes as possible. 

A problem arises in thinking that Europeans, Asians, and Australians descended from the 

African group.  It is merely assumed that if one group came before the second group, the second 

must have evolved from the first group.  There is no real evidence for this and is a product of 
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theory rather than fact.  I trust that I don’t have to elaborate on the logical problem of thinking 

that just because someone is older than someone else, that the older person is therefore the 

ancestor of the younger person. 

Creationist writer Lubenow called attention to some unspoken assumptions behind Out of Africa.  

First, he noted that Eve theorists look at the “mutations” in the sample population and have to 

decide which ones are really mutations and which are original sequences.  How do they decide 

which are mutations and which are original?  After all, scientists can’t go back a million years to 

take a sample of the founder population.  Well, why not use a chimpanzee?  “He uses as his 

guide,” says Lubenow, “the DNA of the chimpanzee.  In other words, the studies that seek to 

prove that human DNA evolved from chimp DNA start with the assumption that chimp DNA 

represents the original condition (or close to it) from which human DNA diverged.  That is 

circularity with a vengeance.”90 

What Lubenow means is that Darwinists assume in advance that humans came from ape-like or 

chimpanzee-like creatures.  On the basis of this assumption, they determine which DNA is 

original and which is mutated.  On Darwinist grounds, the chimp must have the original, and 

humans must have the derivative.  Of course, it would be an entirely circular argument for 

Darwinists to conclude from these mutations that human evolution is true, given that it was part 

of their starting premises.   

In addition, Lubenow mentioned that in using mutations to 

construct a “molecular clock” Darwinists have to determine 

how fast the mutations occur over time.  The way they do this 

is by calculating the mutation rates based on fossils they have 

already dated.  From this they conclude that the human-chimp 

split occurred at five or so million years ago.  Out of Africa 

theorists applied the same procedure to their ideas about 

mtDNA, and arrived at 200,000 years for “Eve.”  Lubenow 

says: “Hence an evolutionary time scale obtained from an evolutionary interpretation of fossils 

was superimposed on the DNA molecules.  Once again, the circularity is obvious.”91 

In other words, Darwinists are dating the fossils by different dating methods, usually picking the 

one that gives the oldest dates.  From this they construct an evolutionary timeline on the B.C. 

time scale.  The mtDNA results are then calibrated to this timescale, and the Out of Africa event 

is dated based on this calibration.  Obviously, it would be argumentative chutzpah for Darwinists 

to use the resulting calibration as proof of human evolution, since it already assumed the truth of 

the theory in the first place. 
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Nevertheless, even if we accept Out of Africa as the true version of human evolution, how would 

it solve Coon’s problem?  You may recall that Coon had wanted to provide an explanation of 

both unity and diversity in the evolution of man, and had offered up social mechanisms to 

explain the latter.  We know that Out of Africa starts with a basic unity, a founder population that 

replaced all other populations, but how does it explain diversity, i.e., the formation and 

persistence of race through time? 

Philipe Rushton, a supporter of Out of Africa, answered this in a controversial way.  He accepted 

the view that whites, blacks, and Asians can be categorized in terms of differences in brain size, 

intelligence, sexual behavior, fertility, personality, crime, and family stability.92  These racial 

patterns make up a “life history” that evolved over time.  Rushton cited E. W. Wilson’s 1975 

theory from his book Sociobiology that these life histories can be scaled on what is called an r-K 

continuum.  The r has reference to reproduction.  The K refers to levels of parental care.  I am 

not sure why a P wasn’t used in place of a K, since “parental” begins with a P; but let us not be 

detained by Wilson’s lapse into literary sinfulness, which we dub S, nor concern ourselves with 

what judgment he will receive in the time of reckoning, which we will dub j; hence both Wilson 

and Rushton suffer from a case of jS; which can be represented as W + R = jS; and the whole 

thing can be divided by zero for best results.  

According to Rushton, Asians are more K-selected than whites or blacks, meaning they have 

greater parental care in their lives than whites or blacks.  Whites are next on the scale of parental 

care, and as Rushton intimates blacks can’t get no love from mama, and therefore wind up at the 

back of the bus, meaning maybe they are B-selected.  The other factor is r-selection.  This means 

whoever pursues r-strategies has lots of offspring, but less parental involvement.  Under this 

category blacks get high marks for reproduction and low marks for parental care.  

So why are blacks so concerned with having sex and abandoning their children?  That is really 

what Rushton is asking behind all the pseudo-mathematical jargon.  His answer is that northern 

environments required greater intelligence and parental care for survival while sub-Saharan 

Africa did not: 

“[T]he groups that left Africa had to evolve great intelligence and family 

stability.  This called for larger brains, slower growth rates, lower hormone 

levels, less sexual potency, less aggression, and less impulsivity.  Advanced 

planning, self-control, rule-following, and longevity all increased in the non-

Africans.”93 

This means that those who stayed in Africa did not evolve greater intelligence or family stability.  

In other words, for Rushton blacks did not get themselves out of stupid.  They also had more 

sexual potency and more aggression and left their wives to survive on welfare while they looked 

for fresh conquests.  In fact, blacks did not learn how to plan, had less self-control, less ability to 
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follow rules, and had less longevity.  Really, all the brothers had to look forward to in this life 

was their mama crying in a Pleistocene ghetto, sung by the King.  Rushton traces all these 

differences back into the Paleolithic period, and entertains no possibility that such differences 

may have occurred due to historical circumstances rather than evolutionary differentiations. 

Chris Stringer rejected Rushton’s views, and Rushton returned the favor by accusing Stringer of 

a “new form of creationism”!94  Apparently, in Rushton’s view, being a creationist is worse than 

being a racist.  Upon hearing that Stringer is a creationist, I laughed―joyfully, giddily, 

hysterically.  What precisely did Stringer say to garner the terrible appellation of creationist?  

Well, he said that ice caused race.  Yes, that’s it.  It was the ice. 

Now Stringer actually denies the existence of race, yet he has no hesitation in saying that natural 

selection created us in “diverse” ways.  What is diversity if it isn’t race?  Stringer skirts around 

Coon’s problem by adopting the old United Nations view that there are no races.  Having denied 

the existence of race, Stringer goes on to attempt to explain how we got races: 

“[M]ost illuminating of all, would be that period―about 40-60,000 years ago―when small and separate human 

populations started to expand. . . . After that, natural selection, sexual selection, and isolation helped mold our 

species in increasingly diverse ways.  Later, over the past 15,000 years, as the fingers of ice that covered earth’s 

higher latitudes relinquished their grip, the boundaries between different populations became blurred as benign 

climates and swelling human ambitions further mixed the melting pot of populations.”95
  

Separate human populations got separated and isolated and they diversified in diverse ways 

(turned into races).  Now this was all the fault of the ice.  Stringer is more specific and says it 

was the fault of the “fingers of ice.”  This is a reasonable theory as 

the fingers are more likely to get frost bitten than anything else, 

except toes.  Once the fingers of ice melted, the human “populations” 

met up with other “populations” in the post-Ice Age melting pot, and 

what they did there is best left to the imagination.  That is generally 

where we have to leave a lot of things―the imagination―inasmuch 

as it is a repository for things we imagine. 

This ice theory bears an uncanny resemblance to the whites-as-ice-people theory, popularized by 

African-American crackpots such as Leonard Jeffries and white crackpots such as Michael 

Bradley.  It is a little like Rushton’s theory, too.96  Of course, Stringer is not using an “ice 

people” theory to explain white “aggression,” or white differences with other races, but he does 

give ice or the lack of ice a causal role in shaping the development of race.  Most Darwinists 

have hitherto pointed to fire, or tools, or some other mechanism as the causative factor in human 
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evolution, but Stringer thinks he can get more mileage out of ice.  Also noteworthy is that 

Stringer thinks races or “populations” formed in the last 15, 000 years. 

He has no real evidence that races formed this late in the Darwinian time-scale.  It is curious, 

however, that such a short time-scale for the development of races should be adopted.  Why not 

30,000 years or 100,000 years?  I think Stringer instinctively 

knows that the time period has to be shortened as much as 

possible.  Otherwise, he is in the position of Coon and the 

Multiregionalists in trying to navigate between the Scylla of 

species unity and the Charybdis of human diversity.  It is difficult 

to navigate between them in most cases, and for that reason the 

Greeks named them Scylla (meaning a rock) and Charybdis (a 

hard place).  

Has Stringer changed anything since writing his Out of Africa book?  As we noted earlier he is 

now open to the possibility of a sort of mini-Multiregionalism, which I’ve shortened to mini-Mo.  

He talks about “racial” features using ironic quotes, but he nonetheless still talks about them, and 

even gives them a strong causal role in human social interaction: 

“‘Racial’ features have largely evolved more recently, through quite small changes in our DNA, but they have a 

strong impact on us because they affect what we notice when we meet people for the first time: their color, facial 

appearance, and hair.  Because of their importance in signaling, I have no doubt that such traits could have been 

selected for sexual/cultural reasons through differing norms of attractiveness or to enhance group identity.”97 

I don’t really see much of a difference between this explanation of the formation of races and 

Coon’s explanation.  They both invoke cultural factors or group preference factors.  They both 

assume such groups as a given, then point to racial, cultural, or sexual features as a way of 

maintaining these already existing groups. 

Furthermore, in place of Coon’s social mechanisms leading to group isolation with interaction 

only at clinal zones, Stringer speaks of genetic surfing, where gene combinations ride on an 

“expanding population wave.”98  On the basis of this gene surfing Stringer opines that we can do 

away with racial categories like Negroid, Caucasoid, Australoid, or Mongoloid, i.e., some of 

Coon’s basic racial categories. 
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As I said, I don’t really see much of a difference between 

Coon’s evenly rotating model of group isolation and clinal 

interaction over evolutionary time and Stringer’s evenly surfing 

model.  As noted above, Stringer first has small, separate 

human groups going out into the world and getting partly 

melted, and after a while they get isolated again.  Presumably, 

this new isolation happens because the isolationist surfer genes 

agree with Jeff Spicoli and say something like, “Those guys are 

fags!”99―or at least the Pleistocene equivalent of it.  But eventually, it’s back to melting again as 

the Ice Age wanes and the ice begins to melt, for that is what ice does when it turns to a liquid 

state.  Not like Frosty, but like when you throw everything into the pot and get it all mixed up 

into a blob.   

Stringer is aware of the DNA studies of Neanderthals.  From these, he concludes: “The evidence 

confirms that we have a predominantly recent African origin, but worldwide our species is not 

purely and entirely Out of Africa.”100  Gaining what appears to be Socratic wisdom, Stringer 

says, “When I look critically at what we do know and, more important, what we still don’t, I feel 

we are not yet close to a full understanding of those origins. . . .”101  In addition, he says he is 

reconsidering many of his previous views on the origin of homo-sapiens in Africa, and prefers to 

talk about origins, plural, for homo-sapiens.102 

At one point Stringer asks whether all the new DNA data disproves his Out of Africa model of 

human origins in favor of Multiregionalism.  His answer is that he is more in the camp of the 

“mostly out of Africa” model rather than in a straight Multiregional model.  He concludes: 

“Overall, I think that the preeminence of Africa in the story of modern human origins was a question of its larger 

geographic and human population size, which gave greater opportunities for morphological and behavioral 

variations, and for innovations to develop and be conserved, rather than the result of a special evolutionary pathway.  

‘Modernity’ was not a package that had a unique African origin in one time, place, and population, but was a 

composite whose elements appeared at different times and places and were then gradually assembled to assume the 

form we recognize today.”103  

It’s my opinion that Darwinists such as Stringer escape the charge of racism by holding that the 

regular integration of different groups of men within the broader species swamps any long-term 

macro-evolutionary differences.  From this perspective, there could not be any long term racial 

or clinal superiority.  At most, there could be temporary non-equilibrium situations when the 

humongous gene waves aren’t so good, but once the ice melts, it is smooth surfing all the way.  

In short, for Stringer the species homo-sapiens must evolve together or not at all.  As noted, this 
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argument only goes through because of a vast shortening of the evolutionary time-scale.  Given 

too much time, one ends up with too much commonality, and no races, or one ends up with too 

much diversity, and no unity. 

From this I conclude that the only really significant difference between Multiregionalism and 

Stringer’s new Out of Africa theory is time, and both are really variations of the Coon model of 

human evolution, with minor adjustments to placate racial harridans. 

15.  Out of Africa and Race 

I am not entirely convinced that racism is a necessary result of the theory of human evolution, 

whether conceived of in a Coonian or Multiregional sense, or even in the minimalist sense of Out 

of Africa.  It is certainly possible that evolutionary differentiation could serve as a foundation for 

racism, with one race arriving at the homo-sapiens level before another.  Coon himself, however, 

rejected arrival-snobbishness based on such differentiation.  He acknowledged (using a 

metaphor) that for some it made a difference in status if one’s ancestors came over on the 

Mayflower or on an early 1900s immigrant ship, but he thought such snobbery was misguided.  

“The implication,” said Coon, “is that whoever came first is thereby best, a logical fallacy 

because in some environments climatic pressures cause some subspecies to become adapted 

more rapidly than they do in others.” 104 

When I first began researching the Paleolithic period, the main creationist book I read was 

Marvin Lubenow’s Bones of Contention.  In discussing Multiregionalism and Out of Africa, 

Lubenow accepted the Multiregionalist view and charged Out of Africa with being based on 

political correctness rather than on evidence. 

This is a serious charge, and I have to admit I cannot follow this judgment.  While Stringer 

rejects the notion of race, a review of his books on the subject of Out of Africa shows that he 

became convinced of this view on the basis of genetic data.  The fact that he is willing to modify 

it to some extent to take into account new data shows that if 

political correctness on the subject of race had an impact on his 

thinking, it is only as an addendum.  At least that’s my opinion on 

the issue.  

Lubenow believes the theory of evolution was behind the Nazi gas 

chambers.  “Adolph Hitler was indeed a bad man, but he was not a 

mad man.  He was an absolutely consistent evolutionist.”105  At the 
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same time he admits, “No, evolution is not the cause of racism.  The sin of evolution is that 

evolution has given humans an allegedly scientific justification for racism.”106 

He refers to racism as the “elephant in the living room” of evolution, where everyone studiously 

avoids seeing what is in front of their faces.  His argument is that prior to World War II, 

evolutionists supported racism, but afterward they have “frantically” swept it under the rug, 

attempting to make the elephant disappear.  “Scientific racism,” says Lubenow, “was one of the 

fruits of evolution in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.”107 

Curiously, he admits that scientific racism began before Darwin’s 1859 Origin of Species, but 

claims that it came to “full flower” after Darwin’s theory was published.  Now that the era of 

scientific racism is putatively over, and the evils of racism are clear, evolutionists “knowing that 

evolution is intrinsically racist, have tried desperately to distance the theory from any obvious 

racial overtones.”108 

In Lubenow’s view, scientific racism was not just an accidental feature of Darwin’s theory of 

evolution, colored by historical context, but was part of its essence, something intrinsic to it.  He 

believes that the tipping point for evolution and racism was the controversy over Carleton Coon 

in the early 1960s.  Lubenow focuses on Coon’s claim of differential evolutionary development 

among races, and concludes that “the racial implications were quite obvious.”  If Africans 

crossed the homo-sapiens threshold last, then that means they were less evolved: 

“Coon’s problem was not that he proposed an evolutionary theory that had racist implications.  His real problem was  

that every theory of human evolution has racist implications.”109 

This stresses once again that for Lubenow racism is of the essence of Darwinism.  After the 

Carleton Coon episode, evolutionists sought to “escape the charge of racism” and one way they 

did so was by adopting an Out of Africa model.  “There is no question,” says Lubenow, “that the 

Out of Africa Model, with its African Eve, arose more out of political correctness than out of 

scientific data.”110 

Lubenow fails to distinguish clearly between history and logic.  What may be true historically is 

not necessarily true logically.  Yes, historically Darwinism has been used to support racism and 

Hitlerism, but that does not mean that the general theory of evolution logically implies racism.  

The fact that scientific racism started before Darwin’s theory, that even opponents of Darwin’s 

theory could be racists, and that modern Darwinists are not racists and have formulated theories 

of evolution that lack a racial component, are proof that racism is not a necessary implication of 

the theory of evolution.   
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Harry Jaffa, who has done much to revive interest in the political philosophy of Abraham 

Lincoln in our day, has made the attempt to link Darwinism to Lincoln’s opponents.  He cites 

Alexander Stephens’s Cornerstone speech as proof: “Stephens 

compares the great scientific discovery in regard to the Negro to the 

discoveries of Galileo, Adam Smith, and Harvey.  He does not name 

the discoverer of Negro inferiority, nor does he even hint at what 

evidence had supported the great discovery.  One can only surmise 

that Darwin’s Origin of Species, published in 1859, may have been 

on his mind.”111 

This is a rather bold surmise given that in the very next sentence he admits that “there is nothing 

in that work bearing directly upon the question of Negro equality.”  Not to worry, for Jaffa goes 

on to enlist Carl Becker as proof: “Lest we be unfair to Stephens, however, we remind the reader 

that Carl Becker, the epitome of twentieth-century academic sophistication, unhesitatingly 

credited social Darwinism with embodying the unifying principle of all the sciences, whether 

nonhuman or human.” 

Jaffa claims that Stephens’s argument for Negro inferiority is “grounded squarely on the alleged 

authority of science. . . .”  Now the problem with Jaffa’s argument is that a) citing Carl Becker is 

obviously irrelevant to what Stephens himself taught; b) when Stephens made the comparison of 

the “truth” of Negro inferiority to Galileo et al., he was merely using it to illustrate how truths 

now generally accepted as scientific truths were not readily accepted when first discovered―the 

same situation Confederate “truths” faced in his day; c) Stephens also cited the biblical story of 

the curse of Canaan as proof that Negroes were “fitted” for slavery in the South; and d) when 

Stephens claimed that the Confederate principle of Negro inequality was based on a “strict 

conformity with Nature,” he was more than likely referring to Aristotle’s teaching, not to 

Darwin’s.  Aristotle had said in his Politics:  

“But is there any one thus intended by nature to be a slave, and for whom such a condition is 

expedient and right, or rather is not all slavery a violation of nature?  There is no difficulty in 

answering this question, on grounds both of reason and of fact.  For that some should rule and 

others be ruled is a thing not only necessary, but expedient; from the hour of their birth, some are 

marked out for subjection, others for rule. . . . It is clear, then, that some men are by nature free, 

and others slaves, and that for these latter slavery is both expedient and right.”112 

This goes against Jaffa’s lifelong attempt to treat the ancient Greek philosophers 

as authoritative on modern political or ethical issues, so it is no wonder Jaffa 

ignores Aristotle and dragoons Darwin in for the unenviable task of supporting the racial views 

of the Confederates.  Nevertheless, he has no real evidence for this other than strained 

generalities. 
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St. Paul taught that through faith in Christ all were “sons of God” and that in Christ there was 

neither “bond nor free.”113  He also recommended that Christian slaves should (legally) seek 

their freedom, and if already free not to become slaves: 

“You were bought at a price [i.e., Christ’s blood]; do not become slaves of men.”114 

Eventually, those who heard the message of fraternity would draw political implications from it, 

but at the time it only referred to spiritual equality.  The Bible did not promote immediate social 

revolution but counseled slaves to be patient imitators of Christ in their duties and in response to 

harsh masters.115  Because of the spiritual equality of slaves in the church, slaves were also 

expected to live by the same ethical principles as all Christians and to be treated in accordance 

with those principles.  This was also in the spirit of the Old Testament laws on slavery.116 

Much was done by Christians in the Middle Ages to free slaves, including redeeming slaves from 

Moslem nations, but the good that was done was undermined by the profitable slave trade that 

brought Africans into the New World. 

All in all, the teachings of the Bible are at critical variance with the teachings of classical 

civilization in general and of Aristotle in particular.  It is true that the Bible regulates 

slavery―and Confederates were quick to point this out―but it does so for reasons that have 

nothing to do with any teaching regarding human inequality.  The essential teaching of the Bible 

is that all men are inferior, all men are naturally slaves, and all are under the just condemnation 

of the Master who will judge the world in righteousness. 117  This is what Stephens did not 

understand and his citation of the curse of Canaan is pointless.  Such a curse is in reference to the 

Canaanites who were put under subjection by the Israelites during the Conquest and throughout 

Israel’s history.  It has nothing to do with Cushites, Ethiopians, Nubians, or African slaves in 

America. 

Richard Weikart, in his book From Darwin to Hitler, 2004, is more 

restrained in his attempt to link Darwinism with racism, or rather Hitlerism, 

which is the most virulent form of racism.  He still makes the connection, 

though: “No matter how crooked the road was from Darwin to Hitler, stress 

on expansion, war, racial struggle, and racial extermination.”118 

Weikart relates that some historians have attempted to rescue Darwinism 

from the taint of Nazism by arguing that Hitler’s version was eccentric and 

vulgar.  “On the contrary,” says Weikart, “. . . many recent studies about Nazi science, especially 

those relating to biology, medical science, and eugenics, demonstrate that many mainstream 
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scientists, professors, and physicians―including those identifying with the political 

Left―upheld views about Darwinism and eugenics quite similar to Hitler’s.”119 

Nevertheless, Weikart is quick to distance himself from the view that the general theory of 

evolution is intrinsically racist: “Nor am I making the absurd claim that Darwinism of logical 

necessity leads (directly or indirectly) to Nazism.  In philosophical terms, Darwinism was a 

necessary, but not a sufficient, cause for Nazi ideology.  But however logical or illogical the 

connections are between Darwinism and Nazism, historically the connections are there and they 

cannot be wished away.”120  

Unfortunately, his use of the term necessary cause is once again confusing logic with history, for 

racism can flourish even in the absence of Darwinism.  While things may follow necessarily in 

logic, this does not mean that history flows necessarily from one thing to the next, pace Hegel.  

Therefore, the general theory of evolution was neither a necessary condition nor a sufficient 

condition for the justification of racism.  Weikart is right, however, in the more modest claim 

that “historically the connections are there.” 

One can then trace the bio-policies of the Nazis backward in time and reach 

historical conclusions about the ideas that had consequences.  Nevertheless, we 

must always recall the warning Jewish political philosopher Leo Strauss gave 

about the ad Hitlerum fallacy, that just because Hitler did something or said 

something does not mean it is wrong.  One can say the same thing with respect 

to racists in general, who sometimes do and say good things, despite the poison 

at the heart of their philosophy.  

The ad Hitlerum fallacy is committed by Fritz Stern in his The Politics of Cultural Despair, 

1961, and by Daniel Gasman in his The Scientific Origins of National Socialism, 1971, and by 

innumerable religious writers who attempt to trace Hitlerism all the way back to the Serpent.  I 

think the latter approach ascribes too much prestige and sophistication to racial crackpots like 

Hitler and his crude followers.  I believe the devil does have standards. 

Stern attempted to link German writers Lagarde, Langbehn, and Moeller van den Bruck to Hitler 

via their “cultural despair” and their “attack on modernity.”  He traced this “conservative 

revolution” back to Rousseau, and claimed that “conservative revolutionaries denounced every 

aspect of the capitalistic society.”  He identified (in 1961) William F. Buckley’s National Review 

as a modern representative of this “ideology of resentment.”121  The arbitrariness of Stern’s 

approach is that he was forced to admit in a 1974 preface to his book that the “attack on 

modernity” was a dominant theme of the 1960s “rebellion of the young” who had a “vague leftist 

orientation”―although I don’t think there was anything vague about it at all.  Moreover, modern 
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conservatism is consonant with the classical liberalism of the American founders, whereas 

Nazism has more in common with modern Progressivism, Stern’s own political viewpoint, than 

with right-leaning political pundits. 

Gasman does not attempt to explain Hitlerism via psychological generalizations (despair, 

resentment, spiritual longing), but traced it to the ideas of Haeckel.  In fact, he thinks Nazism 

“closely paralleled the teachings of Haeckel, and reflected as well many of the demands 

articulated in the public programs of the German Monist League.”122  Gasman took the opposite 

view of Stern and claimed that “Nazism was much more a special outgrowth of left-liberalism, 

positivism, Haeckelian Monist science, aspects especially of leftwing Social Democracy, and 

lastly, of mystical attributes of the völkisch and theosophical movements.”123 

This goes to show how the use of Hitler has become opportunistic in our day.  I agree with 

Gasman that the essence of National Socialism was its scientific racism, but that is not the same 

thing as saying that the essence of scientific racism is National Socialism.  

The two are not logically convertible, and the bio-policy of the one is not 

necessarily the same as the bio-policy of the other.  I would say Weikart is on 

firmer ground in pinpointing the issue as the devaluation of human life, and 

many things can lead to that, including war.   

Now scientific racialists such as Madison Grant were also ecologists who 

believed in preserving the natural world.  Grant was a moving force in saving 

the California redwoods, as well as protecting wildlife.  This was done by 

culling herds or getting rid of diseased plants or animals, so that only the strong and healthy 

survived.  There is nothing problematic about this, and we often euthanize animals who do not 

have owners, or to prevent suffering. 

How does one make the horrible leap from wildlife management to the racial management of 

humans?  It obviously required a devaluation of human life in Weikart’s sense, or more 

accurately, the devaluation of some human lives.  One can justify the killing of otherwise 

innocent humans only by reducing them to the level of animals.  William Jennings Bryan saw the 

dangers in this dehumanization when he denied that man was a (mere) mammal, and those who 

ridiculed him for this were blind to the consequences that could result. 

The devaluation of human life was the real necessary condition for the Holocaust, and while 

Darwinism was not the only way to get there, it was the most influential way.  The sufficient 

cause was Hitler’s hatred of, and devaluation of, certain classes of human life (Jews mainly) 

based on his interpretation of scientific racialism.  He and (say) Josef Mengele actually thought 
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they were improving the human race by culling the herd so that only the best would survive.  In 

their perverse way they thought they were doing good rather than evil. 

For anyone who is interested in following up on the issues of race, scientific racism & Nazism, I 

would recommend the following books: 

Dinesh D’Souza, The End of Racism, 1995 

Pat Shipman, The Evolution of Racism, 1994 

Edwin Black, War Against the Weak, 2003 

Jonathan Peter Spiro, Defending the Master Race, 2009 

Daniel J. Kevles, In the Name of Eugenics, 1985, 1995 

 

Am I saying that Darwinism has no logical implications with respect to the issue of race?  I 

would say, no it doesn’t, not in terms of the general theory of human evolution.  It is a non-

sequitur to argue from the concept that man has evolved as part of a process of chance and 

natural selection to the concept that some groups of men are less evolved than others.  The one 

concept is not contained in the other and there is no necessary middle term linking the two. 

This does not prevent racists, however, from supplying a middle term and using the theory in 

their own way.  Dalton’s views on eugenics provided a middle term and racialists could thereby 

interpret Darwin’s theory in such a way as to exploit it for racial purposes.  For instance, most 

Darwinists would grant the likelihood of differentialism in evolution, that some creatures 

evolved at faster or slower rates than other creatures.  Many might balk at applying 

differentialism to humans, but would at least admit the theoretical possibility.  In fact, it was the 

admission of this possibility that led some (such as Multiregionalists) to attempt solutions to the 

problem so as to minimize any racial overtones flowing from the concept of differentialism. 

And yet this is just the problem with all theories of evolution, whether vulgar or sophisticated.  

There is no principial way in which a Darwinist can exclude scientific racialist interpretations of 

the theory of human evolution.  Not one Darwinist can truthfully say that all men are created 

equal and have natural rights as an inheritance from their Creator.  They can only say that, given 

all the evolutionary possibilities, man evolved to a position of equality.  In other words, it could 

have gone differently if evolution had so decreed it.   

As I’ve pointed out before, this means that for evolutionists, equality is an accident of nature, 

and man can have no natural rights.  Darwinism is therefore profoundly opposed to the 

presuppositions of the American founding and also of the presuppositions of Lincoln.  This does 

not necessarily mean that Darwinists oppose the American founding or Lincoln, but they have no 

foundation in principle on which to identify themselves with the American founders or with 

Lincoln. 

By the same token, they have no way in principle to exclude racialist theories of human 

evolution.  On a strictly value-free scientific view, a racialist or eugenicist view is just as 

plausible (or implausible) on Darwinian grounds as is the opposite view.  Not even Out of Africa 
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can rule out unwelcome racialist constructions of the theory of evolution, for even on that model 

there is still time for differential development.  For Christians, the concept of human inequality is 

ruled out a priori, and is a result of sin not of biological development.  For that reason the 

concept of a Christian bio-policy is unintelligible. 

A note on racial purity:  The racialism of Haeckel, Grant, Hitler, and others puts me in mind of a 

Classic Star Trek episode called “The Changeling.”  The story involved a space probe, an 

artificial intelligence that called itself “Nomad.”  Nomad was attacking the starship Enterprise 

and very nearly destroyed it, but a last-minute communication from Captain Kirk stopped it.  

Nomad contacted the Enterprise and wanted to come aboard.  As it introduced itself, Nomad said 

that its mission was to seek out and destroy all imperfection: 

Nomad:  You are the creator, the Kirk.  The sterilization procedure against your ship was unnecessary.  

Kirk:  What sterilization procedure?  

Nomad:  You are the Kirk, the creator.  You programmed my function.  

McCoy:  Well, I'm not the Kirk.  Tell me what your function is.  

Nomad:  This is one of your units, creator?  

Kirk:  Yes, he is.  

Nomad:  It functions irrationally.  

Kirk:  Sometimes, but tell him your function nevertheless.  

Nomad:  My function is to probe for biological infestations, to destroy that which is 

not perfect.  I am Nomad.  

Kirk:  Biological infestation.  There was never any probe sent out for that.  

Spock:  I believe the history computer can answer that question.  I'll have the readout in a moment.  

Kirk:  Did you destroy the Malurian system?  

Nomad:  Not the system, creator Kirk.  Only the unstable biological infestation.  It is my function. 

Since biological life was considered to be imperfect, Nomad’s mission was to kill all living 

things.  In pursuit of this goal, it had already killed more than four billion people in the Malurian 

s  ystem, and nearly destroyed the Enterprise.  As the story unfolded, Nomad began to threaten to 

kill all life on earth, but Kirk was able to trick Nomad by pointing out its own mistakes, and 

convinced it to execute its prime function on itself.  The main error committed by Nomad was 

mistaking Captain James T. Kirk for its own inventor, Dr. Jackson Roykirk.  This revelation sent 

Nomad reeling and put it in process of self-destruction:  “Error, Errroorr,” says Nomad, “Faulty!  

Must sterilize, stare-ill-lize.”  Spock commends Kirk on his logic, but warns that they are in 

grave danger.  Luckily, Kirk is able to beam Nomad off the ship before it explodes. 

In a sense, Nomad was the ideal eugenicist, since its goal was the sterilization of all that was 

lacking in purity, though in this case sterilization went beyond causing infertility to actual 

elimination of imperfect forms or races.  “I am perfect.  I am Nomad,” it claimed.  Ironically, as 

it would turn out, Nomad itself was a mixture of two different “races”―human and alien―and 

also had imperfections, which led to its downfall. 

One of the things that caused classic Star Trek to stand out from previous science fiction shows 

was its approach to the social issues of the 1960s.  The “Changeling” episode was not the only 
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one that dealt with the subject of racial or species imperfection or impurity.  Another episode 

called “Let That Be Your Last Battlefield” featured comedian Frank Gorshin.  It is memorable in 

its portrayal of racial prejudice at its silliest.   

The story involved two alien individuals who were colored both black and white, except that one 

had white on one side and black on the other, while the other man had just the opposite, black on 

one side, and white on the other.  The story was written by―I’m not 

making this up―Gene L. Coon.  The irony in the story comes from the 

fact that no one can understand why being black on one side, or white on 

the other, should be a source of racial pride or prejudice.  The two men 

looked exactly the same to everyone else.  It was the sheer absurdity of 

racial prejudice under such circumstances that helped the episode makes 

its point. 

Finis 

 


