The Human Evolution Story is Inherently Racist and Sexist-Discuss
People have a tendency to look at the evidence and only see what they want to see, even if not all of the evidence correlates it. This paper will analyse aspects of the human evolution story that can be perceived as racist and sexist. The term racist in the Oxford dictionary is defined as “showing or feeling discrimination or prejudice against people of other races or believing that a particular race is superior to another” (Oxford Dictionary 2018). The definition for sexist in the Oxford dictionary is “Characterised by or showing prejudice, stereotyping, or discrimination, typically against women, on the base of sex” as this definition suggests the focus on this part will be prejudiced against women (Oxford Dictionary 2018).
Darwin is known for his ideas about evolution, and many of the theories today stem from his research (Alland, 2002, p. 13). The basis of the theory of human evolution is that humans evolved from primates, into an early hominid form and eventually into the modern human forms we know today (Alland, 2002, p. 14). There is recent DNA evidence based on the mitochondria proves that we all evolved from one woman in Africa 150,000 years ago (Olson, 2002, p. 5).
Humans have a habit of grouping people together based on similarities, sometimes those similarities are based on looks, for example, race, and more recently they are based upon personality types (Vora, 1981). It can be argued that the idea of race is not a biological idea but instead it is one of social and cultural origins (Alland, 2002, p. 41). If this is the case then any interpretations or ‘scientific’ evidence related to the evolution of race theory is more of a pseudo-science than actual fact, showing the influences of the sociological surroundings. 
The social concept of race is often physical and ignores the lack of biological evidence (Zack, 1997, p. 2). Race and sex theories usually involve grouping people together based on physical attributes shared within one group, but often ignores the similarities that can be seen across multiple groups (Zack, 1997, p. 84). Franz Boas pointed out that other than the superficial features, such as, skin, hair and bone, the genetic variation within one ‘race’ is the same as what is amongst separate races (Zack, 1997, p. 96). Similar to Boas, Linnaeus grouped people based not only on skin colour but also the continent they lived in (Vora, 1981). This approach is considered an aspect of the biological approach despite it being only physiological factors (Vora, 1981). Other aspects of the biological approach include blood groups and genetic differences (Vora, 1981). 
Carlton Coon was one of two anthropologists who tried to define race and its origins with his book The Origin of Races written in 1962 (Alland, 2002, p. 42). The other anthropologist was Franz Weidenreich, he did not claim that each race came from different fossil lines, or that one race evolved later than the other like Coon did (Alland, 2002, p. 60). 
Coon, Birdsell and Brace are all in agreement that darker skin is a way to protect people from the sun (Alland, 2002, p. 48). Brace goes further than the other two and suggests that it is an original human trait linked with hominids first appearance in Africa (Alland, 2002, p. 48). Other theories link darker skin to colder climates (Alland, 2002, p. 48). There are two main theories of race: the first suggests a division, of early hominids into multiple races that evolved in separate lines to all end up as the modern homo sapiens, Coon supports this theory; the second is that modern homo sapiens evolved as one line and that the racial variation we see today is a recent and superficial phenomena, Darwin falls into this second category (Alland, 2002, p. 61).
 The first theory is often used to support views that one race is more superior than another (Alland, 2002, p. 61). The hypothesis behind this view is that some races had evolved into the modern homo sapiens before other races, this leads some to believe that these slower evolved races are ‘retarded’ (Alland, 2002, p. 61). The second theory is, for the most part, considered the antiracist point of view compared to the first theory (Alland, 2002, p. 61). However, there is an expanding body of research that supports the idea that the emergence of races is more recent and that the racial differences are more superficial (Alland, 2002, p. 61). 
Going into the twentieth-century anthropologists speculated that Africans, Asians and Europeans all evolved from different kinds of primates (Olson, 2002, p. 13). The implication of this was that these groups belonged to a different species, that was more highly developed than the others (Olson, 2002, p. 13). Like other theories discussed here this was used to support racist ideologies, in this case, it was that the Bushmen are non-human; an example of this is in the late nineteenth century a tally from German South-West Africa shows a list of animals that were shot by settlers (Olson, 2002, p. 13). At the top of the list under mammals is female Bushmen 400 (Olson, 2002, p. 13). By saying that each human race evolved from a different primate they justified these deaths as they would hunting. 
Weidenreich concluded that the long periods of isolation between the different continental forms of the erectus hominid groups would have led to an increase in speciation (Alland, 2002, p. 61). He further suggested that the parallel development that happened within the hominids towards modern homo sapiens was guaranteed by the constant gene flow during all points of evolution (Alland, 2002, p. 61). It is important to note that his view was not racist, as he did not believe that some races evolved more than others, Coon was the one with this assumption. On the other hand, some people did look at the continental forms and put a racial spin on it. These scholars believed that white people were more intelligent due to the harsh and cold climate that they evolved in, compared to ‘black people’ who evolved in the “benign tropics where even the lazy and stupid could survive and reproduce” (Darlington, 1960). They ignore the fact that each person adapts to exploit the environment that they live in, they also ignore the counter examples such as, Native people in the Americas where some had similar environments to the white people (Bhatia & Shields, 2009).  
In Coon’s book, he has five categories that he divides race into, these are, white-Caucasoid, black-congoid, yellow-mongoloid, red-Amerindian, and native Australians-Australoid (Alland, 2002, p. 42). According to coon each evolved at different times (Alland, 2002, p. 63). He believed that it was a specific adaptation, which is linked to local environmental conditions, that caused this differentiation of points of evolution (Alland, 2002, p. 63). When looking at the erectus stage of evolution Coon theorised that it happened, early for mongoloids and Caucasians, late in Congoids, and the latest in Australoids (Alland, 2002, p. 63). 
One issue with this racist outlook is the grouping itself, who decides that certain trait and how many traits count as ample evidence for separating humans into groups (Zack, 1997, p. 85). In fact, the number of races found can depend on what parts of the body are being used (Vora, 1981). This theory ignores certain facts and it is extremely unlikely that they all had different lines of evolution with different times, yet all still ended in the same place despite the varying environmental factors at play (Alland, 2002, p. 64).
Darwin’s book Decent of Man tries to answer the question about how different human groups are formed (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). Darwin did recognise that all humans were similar despite what race they are, but he still held onto the belief that others, like Coon did, that Europeans had superiority (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). 
Nicholas wade attempts to broach the subject of race in his book A Troublesome Inheritance: Genes, Race and Human History,  written in 2014, this book faced heavy criticism for the parts that are not considered ‘politically correct’ (Murphy, 2015). However, he does state that no race is superior to another (Murphy, 2015). Wade believes that the difference in races and cultures around the world goes beyond what can be seen on the outside (Murphy, 2015). He believes that each person has a gene that makes them act and behave in a certain way, though no such gene has yet been found (Murphy, 2015). 
When looking at the terminology used within different time periods that the human evolution theory was written. Not only can it be seen how theories develop but it is also possible to see how society affects a person’s theory. An example of such terminology is the word ‘savage’ (Sinclair, 1977, p. 2). The term savage can mean different things, to some, it is used to describe those living in a “primitive condition in the backwoods or the wilderness as distinct from the literate man in a settled community” (Sinclair, 1977, p. 2). This difference represents our hunter-gatherer nomadic ancestors and the modernised world of today (Sinclair, 1977, p. 2). 
Edward Burnett Taylor published multiple books between 1871-1881 (Sinclair, 1977, p. 93). He separated mankind into 3 stages of civilisation: the savage, those who live on wild plants and animals; barbarian, reached when farming came about; and finally civilised, reached with writing (Sinclair, 1977, p. 93). Based on this way of thinking many hunter-gatherer groups today would be called ‘savage’ (Sinclair, 1977, p. 21). Thankfully this use of the term ‘savage’ has mostly dissipated within modern literature today (Sinclair, 1977, p. 21). 
Based on the evidence above to say that the human evolution story is inherently racists would be false as it is not the story itself that is racist but the people telling the story. Coon is a good example of how people interpret evidence to fit their views, in his case he used the available evidence from the time to support his belief about blacks being inferior to whites in intelligence (Alland, 2002, p. 57). He used both the fossil and living evidence to support his claims, but he often did not include all of the data available and only chose aspects that fit with his views (Alland, 2002, p. 57). There is no evidence that could suggest that some ‘races’ evolved quicker than others (Alland, 2002, p. 65).
[image: ]  When looking at how the human evolution story is sexist the first thing that some might notice is the title of books. Darwin wrote a book Descent of Man no mention of women in the title clearly stating the focus on men instead of women. When people discuss human evolution they often discuss it as the ascent of man or mankind out of primates (Reed, 1975, p. 43). Even illustration of human evolution depicts hominids walking and turning into the modern man as the last stage, as can be seen in figure 1 (Olson, 2002, p. 19). Figure 1 Human evolution, from chimpanzee to modern (Google images 2018)

There are were two main accounts that lead thinking on the historical relationship between feminism and evolutionary biology (Richardson, 2014). These are, the nineteenth century Darwinists who stated many sexist views on women; and feminism and evolutionary biology as two separate movements that do not go together (Richardson, 2014). 
Authors such as Darwin and others from near his time are likely to be more sexist than an author writing in the 21st century due to the social and cultural surroundings. Darwin lived in a time where women were seen as intellectually inferior, morally weaker and were guided by emotion, unlike men who are guided by logic (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). In his theories of evolution, he believed that sexual selection has a large role to play for these differences, two particular processes, male-male competition and female choice (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). 
He looked at plants and their males and female sex organs in order to compare them to humans; he stated that male part of a plant moves towards a stationary female, this can be seen in humans with male-male competition and females just choosing without having to compete (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). It is because of this that males transfer strength and passion to their male offspring, not female (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). When looking at apes and monkeys the males canine teeth are usually large and the lower canine tends to pass in front of the upper canine, this is considered an adaptation that is efficient for fighting, females do not have this (Reed, 1975). This is a sexist way of looking at our evolution because it is suggesting that women are weaker than men.
It was believed that men are superior to women because they have strength and women are “handicapped…by the physiological burdens of pregnancy and nursing” (Hays-Gilpin & Whitley, 1998, pp. 173-174). When you ask women if they consider pregnancy as a burden the majority will say that it was not and that it did not stop them working. Based on this it is clear that this view is a male perspective and fails to mention the tasks, and that this is a task that only women can do (Reed, 1975, p. 43). Seeing childbearing as a disability does not appear to be done within primate societies or animal groups (Reed, 1975, p. 44).
Darwin had other theories as to why females were inferior, one of these theories was the developmental status (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). This idea is that males have more inventive genes than women because it takes them longer to develop (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). He saw that females across multiple species mature quicker than males, and it is because of this that they lack this inventive gene (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). He recognised that male and female children are very similar, but when they age into adulthood females are considered the intermediate between children and males (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). This idea is saying that females are less than men but more than children (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). Others use this idea of female early maturity as a way of saying that females are incomplete (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). 
Another theory of Darwin’s that proves male superiority is the theory that males have more variability (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). When looking at the bell curve that has been used to test IQ in schools, it can be seen that more males range from the bottom of the curve or at the top, the top being genius, whereas females tend to fall in the middle (Bhatia & Shields, 2009). This is just one example of variability within males being more than females. However, it is important to note that this can be for a number of reasons and not necessarily linked with males being more superior or intelligent because of it.
Griet Vandermassen (2011) attempted to analyse the links between evolution theory and rape (Vandermassen, 2011). She looks at the idea that rape is caused by differences in female and male evolved sexuality (Vandermassen, 2011). One of these differences being that it is an adaptation that males have, as it was favoured by selection due to the fact that it increased male reproductive success (Vandermassen, 2011). Many use Roberts Trivers idea of parental investment theory, in order to support this (Vandermassen, 2011). His theory is that males are broader when it comes to sexual partners because unlike females they do not have to care for the offspring they produce, because of this they result to using force with meticulous females (Vandermassen, 2011).  This idea is sexist towards women as it is saying that we made males evolve across many species to be forceful because females are less broad when it comes to mating. 
A large portion of the human evolution story is centred on the idea of ‘man the hunter’ (Miller, 1993, p. 33). It is said to be an exclusively male activity and that it is only men who can control the food like a leader, it is men who decide what to share (Miller, 1993, p. 33). In some cultures when women hunted small game it was considered gathering and not hunting even though they were doing the same job as the men (Reed, 1975, p. 93). Another issue with putting more thought into ‘man the hunter’ than the role of women is that the amount of plant food that hunter-gatherer societies consume is ignored, it is proven that these societies eat more plant-based food than they do meat (Miller, 1993, p. 33). There is little supporting evidence for this division of labour and it is an interpretation of the scholars at the time who created this idea (Miller, 1993, p. 34). 
Men are also assumed to be the ones who make tools, however, there is no evidence for this (Reed, 1975). When tools such as grinding pestles are found in female graves they are assumed to be representative of them grinding and processing food, these are considered activities of women (Hays-Gilpin & Whitley, 1998, p. 20). When the same tool is found in male graves it is considered that the men made them possibly for the women or that they used them as hammerstones, an activity for men (Hays-Gilpin & Whitley, 1998, p. 20). This is evidence of how something can be understood based on the views of a culture if something is considered a mans task then those portraying the available data will likely interpret it in this way even if there is no supporting evidence (Hays-Gilpin & Whitley, 1998, p. 20)
By looking at the author of books and articles on human evolution over the years, it is telling what sort of story to expect. Female authors of such articles did not start to appear until the rise of feminist archaeology during the 20th century (Metcalfe, 2010). It is also a majority of females that tend to broach the subject of sexism in past accounts of human evolution. Using this information, it can be said that the evolution story is only sexist due to who is telling the story, so Darwin’s account was sexist as he was a product of his time, giving only the male narrative (Hays-Gilpin & Whitley, 1998, p. 14). 
Females that did argue against Darwin’s ideas about sexual selection, did not get published in mainstream journals until the 1960’s (Fuselier, et al., 2016). Even then it was not until recently that these views have been fully accepted into the scientific community (Fuselier, et al., 2016). It can be argued that it was not the application of theories of evolution to humans that created the sexist biases, but the theories that founded the study were androcentric and led to prejudiced conclusions about any species (Fuselier, et al., 2016).
Another factor that relates to the researcher when it comes to anthropology is that female subjects are less likely to answer questions about their day if the questions come from a Male (Hays-Gilpin & Whitley, 1998, p. 22). The women in the !Kung people, for example, have proven to give a more detailed account when the anthropologist they are communicating with is female (Hays-Gilpin & Whitley, 1998, p. 22). This fact can create a distorted view of a culture as males might not be able to gather all of the available information.
In conclusion, the evolution story is only racist and sexist because of the people that tell the story and their sociocultural upbringing tells them that they are correct. The majority of people who tell the story of Evolution do not attempt to discuss the evolution of races, and any that have attempted to do so in modern times have been careful to stay politically correct and not claim any form of superiority. Modern examples of the evolution story are likely not going to be as racist as those from the past. When it comes to sexism, unfortunately, the field of human evolution still shows some accounts of sexism even in modern times. However, it is not as bad and modern accounts have also been told by females, therefore discounting some of the claims that are interpreted as sexist.
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