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Fig. 3.7, 8, 9, 10, 11 The Sanford Torus, 
Neanderthal scene, Hollywood poster, 

Avatar motif, evolutionary line...
Capitalism in outer space? The movie, Elysium, 
projects exploitation from a ‘ringworld’, while 
the movie Avatar stages a revolt of aliens against 
interplanetary corporate power. 
Outer space looks empty and barren, but the 
project of ‘free markets’ in outer space is likely 
to produce a surprise. If the ‘last men’ destroy 
a planet, they are unlikely to have any second 

chances.

Are we to suppose ringworlds will evolve by 
natural selection and stage free markets....?
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system will be hard to overtake, given the almost neanderthal mentality of 
capitalists mixed with cunning high intelligence, a novelty of history: in 
modern economies, high intelligence has confused itself. Our larger analysis 
uses a ‘stream and sequence’ metaphor, another way of stating the ‘micro/
macro’ distinction. The economic ‘stream’ is mostly a lower level up to the 
modern period. But, as we can see from the ‘divide’ point around 1800, the 
thunder of emergent capitalism and the Industrial Revolution almost creates 
a religion out of economic reasoning, swamping the complex balance of the 
overall transition. 

This reversal of values is dangerous, and yet seems to have an amplified 
momentum, a point obvious from our model. Not surprising that an 
emergency counterpoint emerges almost immediately in the chase plane 
parallel take-off of communist or meta-capitalist ideas. The sudden mass 
conversion of American civilization to Ayn Rand’s ‘farewell to alms’ shows 
the danger on the precipice of calamity. 

The rise of modernity shows the restoration of lost democracy (via macro 
induction?!), the final achievement of abolition, but the parallel emergence of 
capitalism creates a new challenge that evokes the response of communism 
proposed as a solution to the paradoxes of bourgeois revolution. The issue of 
‘macroinduction’ is a warning to leftists that the revolutionary spontaneity 
of the early modern will disappear and the future of revolution will require 
active premeditation and conscious intent, a mixed blessing. 

What happened to ‘historical materialism’? We have threatened a 
‘critique’ of this ‘ism’, and our data is a de facto near-falsification, but 
in reality we left this ‘classic’ alone. It is an event inside our system, 
matched with a spectrum of opposites. Our tactic is not so much to 
critique as to step back and look at the source spectrum from which it 
emerges, taking that ‘compact dialectic’ as the starting point, and not 
the splitting downstream fragments in parallel. This puts us in the high 
Enlightenment period around the end of the eighteenth century. We 
have called this period the ‘great divide’ and it is one of the strangest 
periods in world history, and our model suggests the reason why. It is 
at this point that the idea of communism emerges in relation to the 
Industrial Revolution and its capitalist ideology. The idea of communism 
is clearly the ‘envoi’ or coda to the modern transition. It is surely the 
proper meaning of the ‘end of history’ ideology which, in any case, 
crystallizes later. The whole point of the Marxist critique was that 
Hegel’s thinking, already brilliantly aware of the work of Adam Smith, 
was too immersed in its moment, and needed a further completion as 
the transition passed. Marx and Engels are almost spookily well-timed 
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at the exact exit point from the modern transition with an idea for a 
future mideonic response to capitalism. Simple, logical, and eerie in 
the usual mystery of the macro effect. 

Why stop there: we can embrace the modern transition and conceive 
revolutionary communism as an integrated realization of modernity, 
done right. We expand out viewpoint to a larger superset of parallel 
classics, as a dialectical companion to the surge of idealism in the phase 
of German classical philosophy. The triple phasing of materialism, 
transcendental idealism, and absolute idealism can’t be resolved with 
an ideological choice toward ‘materialism’. Over and over the left 
rediscovers this connection, and then stops short, often in a descant on 
Hegel. The issue of teleology makes this hard to avoid. We did not set 
out to refute materialism. Instead we exposed the failure of all historical 
theories of the deterministic type. We can easily recast historical 
materialism as the empirical study of economic ‘determinations’ (a 
looser category than causality) of historical given economic systems, 
from the Neolithic onward. 

We don’t want to replace the acerbic ‘materialist’ realism of Marx/Engels 
with sentimental religiosity, but the ideology of capitalism is a dangerous 
tonic that will soon turn a hoard of Ayn Rand fanatics into a race of Klingons, 
last men indeed. 

Our model implies that the macro phase goes into shutdown in the 
period after the Enlightenment/French Revolution up to the period ca. 
1848, the onset of a new era, graced with a ‘prophecy’ in the parallel ‘chase 
plane’ emergence of a potential downfield rescue vehicle. Already within 
two centuries the system is in trouble with degenerating democracy and 
runaway capitalism turning into the source of a global crisis. Nothing in the 
legacy of world history suggests that the entirety of economy, culture, and 
government should be handed over to a universal process of marketization. 
The transition to ‘postcapitalism’ is therefore tabled as a search for some 
viable realization of systems of the communist type. 

We have designed our interpretation of our pattern to be a series of 
factual statements in a periodization matrix, not laws of history about 
causal events applied to free agents, in imitation of physics. The tenor is 
that of these free agents making history, with a relative degree of freedom. 
The status of economies is thus that of the creations of free agents. The 
question of ‘capitalism’ is thus clear, and in Adam Smith the defining issues 
are proposed as ‘policies’ by free agents.  
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In a teleological system pulling away from its axis point, it is important 
to consider the drift of system action into free action, and compensate for 
the entry into a middle period. Communism seems destined to suffer this 
task of riding through chaotification on the way to a global oikoumene. It  
is analogous to the chase-plane formations emerging after the Axial Age 
as oikoumene integrators, and recovery vehicles for mideonic decline. It 
is therefore a cultural vehicle, far more than a commentary on economic 
civilization.  

We have created a cloud of historical issues around the idea of our model. 
but that can become a distraction and we should be setting that analysis in 
the background as we ‘reinvent’ historical materialism as the study of the 
economic systems emerging the epochs of our ‘grand narrative’.  

As our framework is set up a new set of studies is evoked of the history 
of economic systems, starting with the Neolithic. Inside the Neolithic 
Mind (Lewis-Williams & Pearce, 2005) proposes a ‘revolutionary 
Neolithic’ as a period rather than a ‘revolution’. Right up our alley! 
We distinguished already ‘revolutions’ inside a transition or ‘macro(r)
evolution’. We must suspect that our distinction of ‘revolution for the 
state’ and ‘revolution against the state’ shows the dual struggle creating 
social class systems for the first time. We lack the close data, so we 
must be careful. We can see in the modern transition that even century 
intervals are too coarse-grained. 

 Our model more than delivers Weber et al. from the dreaded 
‘disenchantment’ of the world of the world of the Iron Cage. But we have 
discovered something that is far too complex for confident theorizing. An 
enchanted woods indeed. Dynamical, design, and teleological properties 
are all perfectly fused in a unified systematics that often suggests a form 
of superadvanced technology. The term ‘evolution’ is nonetheless the right 
one, if only as an empirical category with no theory to match. 

What happened to the term ‘evolution’???  

It seems like the dog ate the paper here. The idea of evolution has been 
defined in terms of the formalism of a finite transition model. We 
suspect this approximation is a rough guide to evolution in action. 
One problem here is the display of unique events, defying mechanical 
interpretation. And it might seem the use of the term ‘evolution’ is 
wrong. That is because the Darwinian usage is wrong and misleads us. 
Our usage, please note, is not a reference to a theory, but an empirical 
map of a developmental sequence in the zones where we have data. The 
term is thus descriptive and refers to an integrated set of events over a 
temporal/geographical region. This is probably closer to the reality for 
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deep time because it refers to macro processes that operate on whole 
species, or subsets of species, the results being on a scale sufficient to 
redirect the whole. This non-theory usage is designed to accommodate 
inconsistent opposites. If our ‘evolution’ looks like ‘design’, then we can 
speak of designed evolution. History and evolution overlap.

Evolution : History = Macro : Micro = system action : free action         

Note that microevolution is not just natural selection, but the context 
of free action in the realization of a potential, the action of ‘free agents’. 

Deduction of the finite transition model: the transition from Evolution 
to History can’t be instantaneous and would show a transitional 
process: evolution: transition: history. But this might happen repeatedly: 
evolution: transition: evo/hist: transition: evo/hist: transition: history. 
Our historical model suggest the kind of macro series involved in 
transition to homo sapiens. 

What is the meaning of New Age talk of ‘spiritual evolution’? 

This formulation helps explain the confusion over ‘spiritual evolution’ 
in New Agers. 

The use of the term ‘evolution’ to describe practices of yoga or spiritual 
practice are surely incorrect, in our model, at least. Note however that 
‘emergent religions’ in the Axial Age are ‘evolution’ in our sense, so 
the issue is ambigous, and macro events realized in practice via the 
microevolution of individuals. The micro level, we would think, can’t 
generate the macro level or create a new species. 

The potential to ‘higher consciousness’ ‘evolved’ thousands of years ago 
at the dawn of man. The realization of that potential is not evolution, 
which is completed. /Evolution is ‘macro’, spiritual practice ‘micro’. The 
spiritual evolution of man to a new species of man is beyond the capacity 
of all current religions and sciences. We are left to wonder at Bennett’s 
thesis: is the evolution of man guided/induced by demiurgic powers? 

3.N3  Notes 
_____________________________________

We can summarize our exploration with some general observations in 
conclusion. 

•	  We have  given a theoretical foundation for a kind of ‘macrohistorical’ 
super-manifesto whose scale is that of entire civilizations. We can 
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proceed with a more practical idea of realizable communism at the 
level of achievable postcapitalism.

•	 Economic determinism has disappeared, and free agents are the 
creators of both history and economies. No reiteration of marxist 
boilerplate will get a second chance. The larger perspective of the 
macro model can take the place of classic historicism of the marxist 
seizure of the communist idea. 

•	 Our full model of history is exceedingly complex and is replaced in 
practice with a simple chronicle and a set of questions or hypotheses. 
You are ready to go immediately with this perspective on history. 
Study of its complexities can be adjourned.  

•	 But this model warns us against ‘flat history’ with strong evidence 
for non-random action, more explicitly directional processes. 

•	 And it gives an exit strategy to a materialist from the Darwinian 
ideology. Our study of world history suggests the reality of evolutionary 
dynamics, and that human speciation is still underway and the macro 
system idles, or stops, allowing human self-development to proceed.

•	 Evolution as speciation is not a competition of classes against each 
other. Man so far cannot imitate or control the macrosequence visible 
in historical evolution. Early speciation in man is an unknown.

•	 Macroevolution in our sense operates on aggregates, taken in 
differential time-slices, e.g. the intervals of the Axial period. 

•	 Our basic recipe for activist projects is that ‘emergent processes’ 
emanating from the modern transition have an historical backup 
factor, and this will help energize their realizations. As the transition 
ceases, after the divide, those processes are on their own. Communist 
emergentism appears in association with the democratic revolutions 
timed to the ‘great divide’ and in parallel to the crystallization 
of capitalism in the same period. The issues are tricky, and yet 
transparent. Communism emerges as a prophetic failsafe and chase 
plane rescue system in the explosive and uncontrolled bushfire of 
capitalist globalization. 

•	 However unrealistic a project for a ‘new communism’ might seem, 
the need to think in opposites can provide a genuine dialectic in 
a situation where the ideology of laissez-faire is leading toward 
destruction. The free ride for this ideology has gone on long enough. 
Time is short. 

•	 In this context the idea of the ‘end of history’ as a justification of 
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capitalism as a teleological absolute is a pernicious distortion starting 
to end in the lunacies of Ayn Rand libertarians. 

•	 The macro model is not a source of applied theory shackling action, 
but a rough outline of a system that is highly elusive and teleological.  
The model must move to the background to focus on the situational 
present. 

•	 The system of teleology shown in our model operates on differential 
subsets of civilization as integrated culture, not on individual factors 
such as economies. It honors the distinction of ‘system action’ and 
‘free action’ and is not deterministic. If the ‘telos’ is, viz. compose 
a novel, as system action produces an archetype, then free action 
must realize the project, by writing a novel. This is a unique and 
quite different form of goal directed action. Fukuyama cleverly 
tried to claim that capitalism was derived from the directionality 
of democracy. But we can see that that is propaganda.   

•	 The project of communism must produce a realization of modernity:  
instead the left became entangled in postmodern/anti-modern 
fixations. 

•	 At the same time its emergence at the conclusion to the modern 
transition indicates it potential role as a ‘mideonic’ rescue vehicle.

•	 The communist project is thus an analog to the emergent religious 
vehicles of the succession to the Axial Age. 

•	 The legacy of religion can’t be replaced with sterile scientism. The 
left must be able in principle to act at the level of ‘religion creation’, 
while foregoing the temptation of useless theocratic ideologies. 

•	 The secular project of modernity is neither for or against ‘religion’ 
but a transition beyond the religions of the Axial period.

•	 The resolution of religious issues lies in a post-Kantian realism about 
monotheistic metaphysics, and the idolatries of both religious and 
secular obsessions. 

•	 The distinction of system and free action points to the decline of 
early modern innovations and institutions, and the American system 
already shows signs of an eroding democracy. The left is conflicted by 
its antagonism to basic liberalism and the need to bring the system to 
a higher degree of freedom. So far, the judgment of history is severe: 
homo sapiens can neither truly initiate nor maintain democracies. 

•	 The communist project must be wary on this point and not 
anathematize liberalism only to create a new form of the tyrannical. 
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•	 Early modern revolutions have an elemental of spontaneity. Future 
projections of revolutionary intent require the more difficult option of 
directed intention applied to history, a source of potential surprises!

•	 The model of the American revolution (and the similar federation 
rubric of socialist republics) is appropriate, applied to a global system: 
a Federation of states, resulting from a colonial revolt, here against 
an incipient American imperialism.

•	 The revolution for the state and the revolution against the state are 
two contradictory impulses. The Russian example shows how the 
former overwhelmed the latter. 

•	 Capitalism is not a stage of history. The attempt to make it an absolute 
and a substitute for the state is deluded.

•	 The focus on the proletariat has not produced the result intended. 
What is required is a focus on a ‘universal class’ (with the working 
class as a possible center of gravity) that can integrated the class 
formations in place as a new unity.

•	 The economic focus of the earlier communism made it blind to the 
ecological factor. A robust hybrid of ecological economics must 
take its place

•	 The context of long term social action impinges on the category of 
evolution. Our historical framework allows a critique of the Social 
Darwinist ideology that overtook capitalist thinking, and then also 
that of the marxist left. 

•	 The question of evolution remains unsolved, especially that of human 
evolution. Our historical framework suggests a set of hints toward 
the reason for this failure, and a practical way to take ‘evolution’ as 
an empirical chronicle, here of world history. 

•	 A new communism must take up the issue of the ‘last and first men’ 
as a guardian against pseudo-evolutionary lunacy and eugenic 
massacre with a realistic sense of the real difficulty, so far beyond 
man, of evolutionary speciation at the hominid level. 

•	 As the example of the post-Axial period shows, the issue is not the 
future of economic systems, but the reckoning with the decline 
of civilizations. The project of communism must conceivably 
become a rescue vehicle for the onset of civilizational breakup and 
medievalization. 

•	 Our analysis of transitions, revolutions, and macroevolution, beside 
our epigraph from Engels, leaves the suggestion that homo sapiens, 
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so-called, at the exit point from the macrosequence has completed 
a second stage of his speciation, the remaining self-evolution of 
man requiring more than another cousin of the dismal cousin in 
primitive Darwinism: man must learn to truly create civilization for 
himself, and rise to master the scale of evolution in the projection 
of civilization in time frames of tens of millennia. The fixation on 
Darwinism leaves little room for optimism about such a project. But 
the potential of the macrosequence, and of modernity, is not yet fully 
realized. So we must hope. Such a project is almost inconceivable 
at this stage, but the conception can lead to some humility as to 
the projects of revolution, thence transition, thence civilization 
construction visible in the classic snapshot of an evolutionary driver 
visible in world history. 

•	 A project for a new communism done right will be the appropriate 
receivership for the wreckage of global capitalism. We might conclude 
with an echo of the eloquent manifesto of Marx/Engels that we have 
nothing to lose at this point, and that realization of the true crisis 
will produce perhaps the correct desperation at the failure point for 
an entire evolutionary speciation. 

•	 This is only the beginning. Beyond our prime objective a vast new 
project of socialist construction looms as the task of crisis: 

•	 The New Communism must be founded in a new understanding of 
rights, able to create a truer democracy in the limitation of property 
rights. It needs a robust populism of economic rights to propel its  
leadership of a new Universal Class. This requires a rejection of the 
one party state, a new form of economy beyond State capitalism, 
and without false compromises of principle, and in general a way to 
challenge rather than foment the rising Leviathan of the totalitarian 
state controlled by covert agencies.

3.N4  End Notes:  The original ending to WHEE
_____________________________________

 1848: End of Macrosequence? 
We reach the end of our macrosequence, as our transition concludes and 

our system enters a new era, one that will soon move beyond its source area 
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(and the Eurocentric confusions of that) toward a global oikoumene. The 
rough year 1848 is useful, for we can see that this is the first point at which 
one could begin to clearly perceive the macro effect. And who do we find 
here but Marx and Engels generating a post-transitional ‘second opinion’ 
or course correction, an activity destined to swift failure. Our discrete 
freedom sequence seems to end up an indiscrete Whiggocracy and to have 
some unfinished business. Not surprising. Whenever there is a Leveller a 
True Leveller can’t be far behind.1

End of Macrosequence? We are left with a sense of wonder about the 
relation of modernity, and the macro effect as such, to evolution. Far 
more than purely genetic evolution the evidence we have uncovered 
shows that the fine-tuning of evolution stretches into the subtlest 
aspects of culture, from art to politics and the ideologies of culture. It 
is at first hard to accept this larger dimension of evolution just behind 
our historical present, but this approach is in reality far superior to the 
reductionist perspective.

Theory and Ideology But isn’t there a contradiction in the exploitation 
of theory as ideology in our portrait? The answer is that our system 
transcends the phenomenon of philosophy, as our realization of its 
highest abstractions comes into being a political philosophy and the 
tactics of action. We can see in the close relationship of the ideas of 
freedom and causality that the deeper level of System Action operates 
with a generalized mechanics that far transcends the realm of ideology or 
Free Action, and glimpses of which we begin to sense in the spectacular 
dynamics of both the macro sequence and its embedded ‘discrete 
freedom sequence’. 

As we conclude our portrait of the macro effect we see that we only 
observe it as exit from its action, and that as we distance ourselves from 
the modern transition the dilemma of our free potential to create history 
in the wake of the evolution of our own freedom becomes a paradox and 
a dilemma. We see the similar situation at the conclusion of the Axial Age 
resulted in chaotification, and decline, and the expectation of some kind 
of returning new age or ‘end time’. We must hope that this time we will 
become the masters of our own self-consciousness and withstand the tide 

1 Oscar Hammen, The Red ‘48ers (New York: Charles Scribner’s, 1969), Alan Gilbert, 
Marx’s Politics (New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 1981), Eric 
Hobsbawm, The Age of Revolution, 1789-1848 (New York: New American Library, 1962), 
Christopher Hill, The Experience of Defeat (New York: Viking, 1984), M. Hardt & A. 
Negri, Multitude (New York: Penguin, 2004).
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of mechanization that overcame the civilization of antiquity. We should 
imagine that in the modern instance we have completed a major evolutionary 
passage, an interval of man becoming man comparable to what we suspected 
was the ‘great explosion’ of the Paleolithic. Our evolution formalism and 
macro model are set up so that they switch off in our present and we only 
observe statements about dynamics in the past. System Action yields to Free 
Action and this prevents the kind of confusion with theories and action we 
demonstrated with the Oedipus Paradox. 

Although the year 1848 is no more than a rough marker chosen as a peg 
to hang a tale, and end a book, it neatly shows the point at which our pattern 
starts into its post-transition, and reversal from localization to globalization, 
unprotected by any factor of macro determination from imperialistic 
degenerations and the new economic systems, soon to be downshifted 
further by Darwinian ideology. Even a cursory glance at modern philosophy 
shows how the seminal era slumps out after the generation of Marx and 
Schopenhauer. Many other indicators make the point. This time, seeing 
the effect, we can take action to recover. We tend to be mesmerized by the 
ignited exponential processes (e.g. the demographic transition) beginning 
in the transition, but these are not the same. We must stick to the rules of 
our model, which suggests the intermittency of our transitions, which puts 
us outside of the macrosequence. That will at least enforce a discipline of 
teleological disarmament of all parties. 

1848: Teleological antinomies We can easily spot the crude division 
point predicted by the model at about the time of the French and 
Industrial Revolutions, at the outside by 1848, a truly spectacular 
generation in world history. This division is useful because it is about 
the exact ‘first point’ at which our ‘macro observer’ can start to see 
the macro effect, and also because its symbolic significance forces the 
issue of ideology. 

This choice of symbolic year is about the same as Hegel’s 1806, but 
more cogently directed to the issues, and merely a useful token for a 
rough ending to the transition. It is like the difference between ignition, 
liftoff and steady flight getting underway. But is it also the end of the 
macrosequence? We don’t know. But it is an unsettling thought, since 
‘revolutions as free action’ will move to take the place of transitional sequence. 

 Armed with the distinction of macro and micro-action we can 
see at a glance the overall dynamic at work, however we understand 
it, and it is unsettling. We think in terms of linear progress, and then 
are understandably baff led by the First World War, the Holocaust. 
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Whatever else is the case, these are well outside the macrosequence. 
These are clear cases where mideonic stupidity is starting up again. 
Nietzsche inf luenced by Darwin does not bode well for the future. 

Can we even maintain the modern transition, let alone advance it? In fact, 
we can, but we see in antiquity this dread effect as the classical transitions 
run out of octane fuel and lapse to a higher degree of mechanization, never 
to recover. That is less likely in this case, although we see the fall-off take 
effect as the transitional effect wanes. This is not Spenglerian decline but a 
one-time slump-down from a bursting episode of high performance, followed 
by a more stable process tending to a more contingent social drift, and then 
potentially, we can hope, new advance, but without macro determination, 
a new freedom beyond the macrosequence. This is the punctuation, then 
equilibrium, of the whole macro effect. But it is not really equilibrium, 
and the metaphor is not quite right. A whole series of take-offs have been 
ignited, and it is completely within the rules of the game to realize the 
dynamic and compensate. The fate of the Hellenistic need not be ours.

Although our model seems to be confounded by an ideological 
modernism or a Eurocentric focus now under challenge, we see that in fact 
it has a built-in device to reconcile these contradictions, and we leave our 
system just as it undergoes its convulsive reversal from local transition to 
global oikoumene creation. It is important to remember that in our model, 
the local and long-range future diverge, and no teleological claim on the 
latter is possible for the former. And our system aggressively reminds us 
of this as the sequence seems to stop in the wake of the revolutionary early 
modern. This explains the baffling puzzle arising in the instant bifurcation 
of our system at the very moment it is getting under way. And one issue is 
the teleological antinomy, latent in Kant’s Challenge, of the potential system 
and actual outcome, with its economic emergentism taken as the ‘final state 
of the system’. Chillingly apt that Marx (not alone!) proposes the abstract 
category ‘socialism’, which he refuses to define, as a next ‘transition’. This 
thinking merely reflects the antinomy, and it is important to remember that 
our model predicts nothing. It is right that it be that way and we can see that 
Marxism suffered the fiasco of a ‘local time teleological’ projection. Marx/
Engels as champions of democracy works quite nicely. 

Econostream != macrosequence We don’t need to indulge in leftist 
propaganda to see that our model distinguishes two things: the economic 
stream and the macrosequence diverge. If someone says that you must 
submit to economic ‘laws’ in the name of history, laws that make him 
rich and others poor, that man is pulling the wool over your ideas with 
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bogus theory, because we can see that economic processes pertain only 
to economies and don’t generate the long-range future (at least so far, 
looking backward), these points not to be taken dogmatically. Our 
model simply mirrors the debate, its proper task. 

How elegant yet somber to observe this system cross this divide 
into a new era in rise of liberalism, the turbulence of revolution, and 
the passage across the spectrum of the Left to the year 1848, about 
when our transition moves toward shutdown in the open field of a 
‘new age’. Although a basic liberal interpretation is well within the 
bounds of our model, a kind of default outcome, we should note that 
this construct cannot be safely used as a form of legitimation for that.

It is not hard to show that emergent liberalism was an imperfect outcome 
of the modern transition. The American system failed even to abolish slavery, 
proof that nothing deductive can be extracted from ‘macro determination’, 
in case propagandists aim at a legitimation of modernism via this model. 
The sudden chaotification resembles overshoot and undershoot in a control 
system, and the instability or equivocation is evident from the first in the 
twin figures of Luther an Münzer, then in Locke and the Levellers. As if a 
last minute course correction, suddenly turning into a demand for a different 
outcome, finds Marx and Engels challenging the whole transition as it were, 
on the verge of a disastrous attempt at course correction. Lest we forget, they 
took action at a desperate moment in a system that almost failed to accomplish 
abolition. We are left with an unnerving question, What else is missing?

An immense ideological veil protects the confusion of macrosequence 
versus econostream. The modern transition rapidly crystallized into the 
capitalist societies dominated by market ideology that are prone to the 
domination of a new type of elite. We can’t quite mediate that using our model, 
and the potential of this system so far outstrips systems of antiquity that leftist 
reactions tend to backfire. The world of our transition is nearly done before the 
Industrial Revolution, which rapidly generates a secondary post-transitional 
culture of the new capitalist society. Looking at the chaotic movements of 
world history we should think this development potentially almost benign 
by comparison, and the classic Marxist critiques, while altogether cogent and 
seminal, tended to misdiagnosis and false efforts to construct an undefined 
socialism whose record speaks for itself. We cannot legislate these issues 
with our model, which promptly reflects this dilemma without resolving it. 
We see the obvious lost opportunity: the founders of the American system 
could have created a socialist republic, but were too fixated on Roman history. 
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However, the whole point of our model is that it allows us to distinguish 
two levels, e.g. emergent democracy at its initialization, however obscure, and 
the subsequent realization, which may be flawed or fail. In a global context 
the dilemma of empire arises very quickly and we find the sad reaction to the 
American system rising to produce a challenge to its future. The rich potential 
of the macro starting point is soon forgotten in the mix of Darwinism, 
classical liberalism, economic ideology and scientism that assembles the new 
worldview. Locked in this box we fail to see the limits to our vision this induces. 
Challenged at once by the far left, the new economic society ambiguously 
enters its mideonic pilgrimage in experiments still young in the reckoning of 
five thousand years. The future of the reign of Capital is an ominous suspense. 

The new world of capitalism must be judged on its own terms, our job 
done. We have merely disengaged it from the macrosequence. But we must 
note that before classical liberalism stands the work of its creators, who never 
foresaw the results of their endorsement of economic freedom, that orphan 
of the discrete freedom sequence. The macro mainline can’t control the 
economic field, as core and periphery imbalance arises. But the difference 
between the two can be seen in the way the modern transformation lets loose 
a new round of slavery in the periphery, while the core, racing against time, 
generates abolition, and not a moment too soon. The American sidewinder 
system doesn’t make it, and we have the preposterous constitution of four-
fifths person at the outcome. Downfield course corrections beyond the 
divide point prove very costly, and are prone to fall into the hands of those 
who don’t know what they are doing. In the post-divide the gates of the 
penitentiary slam closed, and the inmates begin to make their own rules.

Like a great oak tree the macrosequence sprouts a new limb and this 
injects new life into the world system, even as the other limbs continue in 
their growth and separate existence, forced however to mediate the immense 
confusions of globalization. Needless to say we must evaluate dialectically 
the nature of the modern outcome by sifting the macro emergents defining 
our transition. There is no simple talisman or formula of success. Some 
more complex process has differentiated into a scattershot spectrum of 
results and we are inside that field of macro emergents, assessing their 
components as relative free action. We must beware of getting lost in 
fantasies of a ‘Western Civilization’, although that confusion will prove 
inevitable, at great cost to the slowing of globalization momentum.
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 Last and First Men 

 Our current time-frame, ca. the year 2000, now seems to be the 
geopolitical endgame of the Western system of nation states emerging 
after 1500. The five centuries since this watershed are visible as a unit of 
transformation, and one comparable in scope to the birth of civilization, and 
the passage of classical antiquity. On the scale of millennia its revolutionary 
breakthroughs of liberty, more even than its emergent new systems of 
economy, constitute an enigma of cultural evolution, a decisive movement 
against historical trend that is difficult to account for short of the macro model. 

The great, to many, unexpected, turning point of the times, at the end 
of this period, is the collapse of the Russian Communist world system, 
whose outcome was an ambiguous variant of this nationalism, casting 
the spell of a future internationalism it was unable to achieve. This 
monumental convulsion in the dynamics of global modernization as the 
ghost of Universal Empire declared itself the end state in the outcome 
of modern politics and industrialism, and was so denounced as crypto-
eschatological prophetic futurism, especially by those who prefer to claim 
the genre, and wish their own version of this Event. This juggernaut has 
now been replaced by resurgent fundamentalism, and the tide of Islam, 
and we can at least see the dilemma of globalization at work in the wake 
of a series of micro-transitions operating on a minimum principle.2

This cycle of revolution starts with the revolutions of 1848, the last and 
the new first in the tidal wave beginning with the American and the French 
Revolutions, and earlier. The liberal world gets its revolution, then the system 
freezes. It is the first fact of modernism that we constantly recycle this core 
period of leftist surging followed by royalist restoration, action and reaction, 
whose pivotal years lie between 1789, and ‘last’ gasp, 1848, the year of the 
Communist Manifesto This, we will see, is the point at which the world 

2  Stephane Courtois et al., The Black Book of Communism (Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 1999), Andrzej Walicki, Marxism and the Leap to the Kingdom of Freedom (Stanford: 
Stanford University Press, 1995), George Lichtheim, Marxism: An Historical and Critical 
Study (New York: Praeger, 1961), August Nimitz, Marx and Engels: Their Contribution to 
Democratic Emergence (Albany: State University of New York, 2000), Alan Gilbert, Marx’s 
Politics (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1981), Richard Hunt, The Political 
Ideas of Marx and Engels: Marxism and Totalitarian Democracy 1818-1850 (Pittsburgh: 
University of Pittsburgh Press, 1974), David Steele, From  Marx to Mises (La Salle, Ill.: 
Open Court, 1992).
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system crosses what we will call a Great Divide, and the realization of current 
modernism comes into being. The modern political transformation revolves 
around one simple issue, one only; will the trend toward liberty move to fulfill 
itself as equality? If it does, modernism succeeds. If it does not, modernism fails. 

The ambiguous mood of 1848, and its gloom of leftist disappointment, 
fills the air even now in one and the same sense of shock at revolutionary 
failure. Once again, the failure of capitalism to fail results in a take off 
in a long Boom like that which followed this earlier period of failed 
revolution. Beyond this, the grand historical questions remain of the 
place of revolution in the dynamics of history, its rarity before the rise 
of the modern world. Its place is clear and yet mysterious. Between early 
antiquity, and the modern transformation after 1500, freedom in its liberal 
meanings disappeared, after a first birth, and certainly did not reappear as 
a result of incremental social evolution. After 1848, the revolutionary tide 
was ebbing even short of the abolition of slavery, as Leftist ideas expanded 
into a fragmented sociology of permanent revolution. This recycling 
of the ‘old slogans’, ‘pieces of eighteen forty-eight’, is an appropriate 
starting point, or ending, in the consideration of historical discontinuity.3 

In all its considerations of historical materialism, leftist ideology has 
failed to do justice to what it rightly sees as the ‘bourgeois revolution’. But 
behind this surface lies the real key to Marx’s own theory. Marx is really a 
frustrated transcendental idealist attempting to bring the idea of freedom 
into the surface world of economic determinism. We have seen a better 
way to deal with that. It is not chance that democracy suddenly reappears 
in modern times, and as we will see near the ‘Great Divide’? The problem 
is that the system begins to jackknife against itself as the left becomes 
ambivalent about the hybrid system of democratic freedom and capitalism. 

What constitutes democracy remains a critical question, but even 
approximations will work fine with our argument. We are closing in on Kant’s 
Challenge, and a simple resolution of Marx’s difficulties on theory as the term 
‘democracy’ floated into ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’, in the losing battle 
for the word’s definition, whose crisis is clearly evident in the thinking of 
Rousseau. If we reach further backwards we see, or so some have claimed, 
3  Melvin Krantzberg (ed.), 1848: A Turning Point?, (Boston: D. C. Heath, 1959). L. B. 
Namier calls the year a ‘seed-plot of history’, one that survived its own failure and the 
moral revulsion of revolutionary disorder, Trevelyan calls 1848 “the turning point at 
which modern history failed to turn”, In the Beginning: The Advent of the Modern Age 
(New York: Macmillan, 1994) by Jerome Blum. Peter Stearns, 1848: The Revolutionary 
Tide in Europe (New York: Norton, 1974). 
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the first, before the first, birth in the first nexus of Sumerian city-states. 4 
First and Last Whigs We seem to be committing the ‘great blunder’ of 
Whiggery, quite unrepentantly. But we are doing something completely 
different. The discrete freedom sequence does not ‘evolve’ from the 
medieval period, in the notions of liberty said to be latent in the 
episode of the Magna Carta. Our directional thesis refers to a far larger 
scale, system return in the macrosequence. Herbert Butterfield in his 
The Whig Interpretation of History, chides the Whig historians of the 
nineteenth century who saw history as a process fulfilling their political 
preferences. But suddenly, we are left with a question, perhaps there is a 
Whig Interpretation of History: but it seems to involve outsmarting the 
Whigs, Tom Paine style, liberalism becoming democratic liberalism. 
Will we be promoting the ‘telos’ of democracy in theory? We should 
first define the term, and determine whether a teleological system would 
produce what Marx thought the wrong result. The answer is a cautious 
‘yes’, we see a clear directionality suggesting a teleological component. 
In any case, in the macro version we discover the Whigs, sometimes 
known as the ‘Glorious Whigs’, to have made a mess of the question, 
if the outcome of the English Civil War was hardly democracy. What 
of the Levellers? But the Whigs were onto something, the first great 
breakthrough of the modern liberal world. The issue, in any case, has 
nothing to do with fancies about the Magna Carta. Not slow evolution 
but a dreadful historical discontinuity seems responsible.5

The criticism of teleology, although essential, fails to explain why the 
impostor Freedom ever made a comeback after its ancient defeat, and did so 
when it did. The correlation of emergent democracy and our macro pattern, 
at first seemingly random, will be found to be one of our ‘macro effects’. 

 We can see already, most ironically, that emergent democracy is more 
fruitfully bound up in a question of directionality, and that, if anything, the 
Marxist initiative simply derailed from this directionality. Thus Popper’s 
important plea for the open society attempted to deny the existence of 

4  W. G. Forrest, The Emergence of Greek Democracy: 800-400 B.C. (New York: Macgraw-
Hill, 1966), H.W.F. Saggs, Civilization Before Greece and Rome (New Haven: Yale 
University Press Univ Press, 1989), p. 34, a consideration of the issue of ‘democracy’ in the 
early period of the Sumerian city-states before the rise of kingship after the first creative 
period of the beginning of civilization. The original suggestion springs from Theodore 
Jacobsen’s “Primitive Democracy in Ancient Mesopotamia”, pp. 167-70 in W. L. Moran 
(ed.), Towards the Image of Tammuz (1970). Cf. also Jennifer Roberts, Athens on Trial 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994). 
5 Herbert Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation of History (New York: Scribner, 1951). 
Craig Thomas, There to Here: John Locke and His Influence on 300 Years of Political Theory 
(New York: HarperPerennial, 1991).
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historical forces on the grounds of their inherent totalitarian nature, in 
prophecies or predictions of historical laws, in the exclusive emphasis on the 
power of rationality to create the future piecemeal. But unfortunately these 
‘historical forces’ are very real, however difficult it might be to define them. 
The simplest way to consider this reality of historical forces would be to look 
at the discontinuity of modernism as a whole relative to greater antiquity. 
And ask why society ‘opened’ at all, and so briefly, in the age of Solon, and 
then waited so long for the renewed fulfillment of this ancient dream.6

The philosopher Hegel grappled with a sense of the directionality 
perceivable in the history of freedom, keeping in mind the ambiguity of 
‘direction’ in rival linear, or cyclical, interpretations. The acuteness of his 
thinking is veiled in the philosopher as a metaphysical Sphinx all too liable 
to misinterpretations, and some earnest questions in the face of his reticence 
near Prussian censorship. The accusations of defending the reaction forget the 
brief period of the progressive Prussia. Even as he is defended from the charge 
of ideologist, he appears to be doing remarkably well in this role for post-
Communism as the historical grand finale wished for in a new Restoration 
of classical liberals. Suffice it to say he, or some phantom by that name, seems 
to confirm Marx’s warnings, as the current bald eagle for the ‘end of history’. 
This concept of the ‘end of history’ has been so abused as to seem worthless. 

End of macrosequence? Our model produces a parallel, though 
quite different, idea of the ‘end of the macrosequence’. This makes no 
definite statement about the social form of the period after the last 
transition, save that the self-evolution of freedom must replace that of 
the macrosequence. The ominous possibility of the next ‘revolution’ 
(as man-made micro-action or pseudo-transition) to reach the ‘end 
of history’, or the end of the ‘end of history’, lurks beyond bourgeois 
propaganda in the mideonic wasteland of political systems deviating 
from the classic period of the divide. 

Hegel’s metaphysics apart, his commentary on liberal modernity is classic. 
Hegel was an acute critic of the limits of civil society. As S. Avineri notes,

Hegel accepts Smith’s view that behind the senseless and conflicting 

6  Hal Draper, ‘Dictatorship of the Proletariat’ from Marx to Lenin (New York: Monthly 
Review Press, 1987), Michael Harrington’s Socialism (New York: Saturday Review Press, 
1972). That the virulence of the Communist Left sprang in part from the virulence of 
the Tsarist reactionary right and the disastrous conservatism of the Russian nineteenth 
century is brought home in The Shadow of the Winter Place: Moscow’s Drift to Revolution, 
1825-1917 (New York: Viking, 1976). For an account of the Decembrists, cf. Adam Ulam, 
The Bolsheviks (New York: Macmillan, 1965). 
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clash of interests in civil society lies a hidden assumption which implies 
that everyone in society is thus being well taken care of. Poverty, which 
for Smith is always marginal to his model, assumes another dimension 
in Hegel. For the latter, pauperization and the subsequent alienation 
from society are not incidental to the system but endemic to it…the 
only problem which remains unresolved according to Hegel’s own 
admission is the problem of poverty.7

Before the leftist tide caused social conservatives to close ranks around 
Adam Smith, the flaws in the emerging capitalist system were obvious to 
many, one of them Hegel. But should we man the barricades for Hegel’s 
political suggestions? His critique of the stark contradiction at the root of the 
emerging capitalist order makes him the direct inspiration for his well-known 
and less compliant successor. Hegel hesitates, Marx cuts the Gordian knot. 
Hegel’s seminal study of the English political economists nonetheless distorts 
his ‘cunning of reason’ idea, and for all his daring with teleological thinking 
gets it mixed with the ‘invisible hand’ thinking of the capitalist ideologists.8

In The End of History and the Last Man, Francis Fukuyama steps 
without hesitation into this Hegelian vein, anxious to sneak the kludges of 
teleological idealism into the barren mechanics of sociology, and finds in 
liberal democracy the “end point of mankind’s ideological evolution” and the 
“final form of human government”. This was the Hegel of the philosopher 
Kojeve. The basis of the ‘end of history’ idea is open to challenge, and the idea 
is not present in Hegel in the fashion now imagined. A far more interesting 
approach might be our macro model, with a question, to be developed, 
‘Have we reached the end of the macrosequence?’ With the macro model, 
we know at once what Hegel is driving at, but can’t quite put his finger on.9

7  Shlomo Avineri, Hegel’s Theory of the Modern State (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1972), “Poverty and the limits of Civil Society”, p. 147. Steven Smith, Hegel’s Critique 
of Liberalism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989).
8  Harold Mah, The End of Philosophy, the Origin of ‘Ideology’ (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1987). James White, Karl Marx and the Intellectual Origins of Dialectical 
Materialism (New York: St. Martin’s, 1996). Steven Marcus, Engels, Manchester and the 
Working Class (New York: Norton, 1974), Martin Jay, Marxism and Totality (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1984), M. Steger & T. Carver, Engels After Marx (University 
Park, Pennsylvania: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1999).
9  Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last Man (New York: The Free Press, 
1992). Jon Stewart, The Hegel Myths and Legends (Evanston, Il.: Northwestern University 
Press, 1996). Fukuyama’s interpretation is influenced by the works of the philosopher 
Alexander Kojeve, Introduction to the Reading of Hegel (1969). Cf. also, Shadia Drury, 
Alexander Kojeve, The Roots of Postmodern Politics (New York: St. Martin’s, 1994). Cf. 



Last and First Men 186

The course of the idea of the Hegelian ‘end of history’, the idea that 
history had ended in 1806 after the Battle of Jena, i.e., the principles of liberty 
and equality had become the ‘limits of convergence’ of the global system of 
Universal History, fails as linear directionality, and changes its meaning with 
context and is bound in the equivocation created by ambiguity between the 
‘end of history’ and the ‘end of antiquity’, and Hegel himself a harbinger of 
a New Age, yet haunted by the memory of the Great Terror, and the wish to 
justify the passage to new and different futures in the collisions of that era. 

But the New Age is secure, and grants no further proofs of justice, as liberal 
systems emerge in temporal form guaranteed no Whiggish certainty by the 
arguments of Hegel. Anyone who uses this nearly hopeless terminology ends 
up mesmerized. In any case, the rise of pragmatism with its ‘naturalized 
Hegelianism’ makes us forget that ‘geist’ is the fuel for the motor, and a theory 
of evolution, de facto, and its status as a design argument is like all the rest. 
The lesson suggested by our discrete freedom sequence is well suggested 
by the founders of the American system, ‘Democracy, if you can keep it’.10 

Meaningful summons of Hegel requires the use of his ‘dialectic of 
stages’, which fell, however, into an unfortunate Eurocentrism. Freedom 
does not proceed from East to West, but along the mainline of the 
macrosequence. And this ‘dialectic’ cannot be tacked onto a sociological 
argument about the influence of economics or technology on history, for 
it is a challenge to the very foundation of normal logic, to say nothing 
of physical causality. The ‘end of history’ argument in its current form 
proceeds from the philosopher Kojeve, in a hybrid of Hegel, Nietzche, 

also After History? Francis Fukuyama and his Critics, Timothy Burns (ed), (Lanham, 
Md.: Rowman & Littlefield, 1994). Cf. “The Tower of Babel Rebuilt”, Peter Fenves traces 
the Kantian origins of the ‘end of history’ idea and the reservations of Kant in his “An 
Old Question Asked Anew”. George Kelly, Idealism, Politics, and History (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1969). For a discussion of Kojeve on Kant and Hegel, cf. 
Patrick Riley, Kant’s Political Philosophy (Totowa, New Jersey: Rowman and Allanheld, 
1983), Bhikhu Parekh, Marx’s Theory of Ideology (Baltimore: The John Hopkins University 
Press, 1982).
10  For all the efforts to debrief Hegel by the Left Hegelians, none can seem to match 
the acutely ‘demystified’ Schopenhauer. But Hegel, in ponderous magnificence, leaves a 
philosophic daguerrotype, ‘cliché’ with idealist flash, much better than Hollywood, of the 
surging moment of Napoleon riding through Jena. It is never noticed, that the ahistorical 
Schopenhauer has a potentially superior inverted philosophy of history hidden behind 
his rejection of progress and a science of history. Note quietly the hidden resemblance 
of ‘will’ and ‘geist’, then the many (inferior) involutionary triadisms of ‘will’, and their 
concocted divinities. 
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Marx, and Heidegger. In the end one might do better to backtrack to the 
buried Kant whence ‘ideas for a universal history’ have sprung, to find 
there a more realistic sense that a teleological view of history would do 
better to adopt a stark realism about the future, in the progression toward 
the perfect civil constitution, even given the great achievements of the Age 
of Freedom beautifully reflected the critique of the Dialectic of Illusion. 

Fukuyama thus falls back on standard historical theory, and asks, 
“Do all or most societies evolve in a certain uniform direction, or do 
their histories follow either a cyclical or simply random path?” Fukuyama 
proposes to find the historical mechanism in relation to various candidate 
factors, e.g. the development of scientific knowledge, as a cumulative force 
whose development can ‘clock’ the ‘irreversibility’ of progressive time and 
asks, “But if history is never to repeat itself, there must be a constant and 
uniform Mechanism or set of historical first causes that dictates evolution 
in a single direction, and that somehow preserves the memory of earlier 
periods into the present.” 

This states the problem of historical causality quite directly indeed, and 
in a fashion that makes the linear or uniform and the cyclical mutually 
exclusive. But here is the exact difficulty, for the mechanism that Fukuyama 
might wish could show a cyclical character beyond the modern rise of science 
and technology that seems to hold sway only after 1500, and as much a series 
of effects as drivers of the motion. And what is the relevance of Hegel here? 
Hegel’s argument is not causal. The ‘mechanism’ of the ‘end of history’ 
is the dialectic of stages in the emergence of Freedom. Normal causality 
fails as a candidate for the Grand Mechanism. All such efforts amount to 
variants of macroeconomic models of growth, and they don’t work. Sneak 
in Hegel draped in the. American flag. We will soon look at the case of the 
missing centuries, in relation to science, to discover that science, at least 
so far, could not be the candidate for this generation of uniform direction, 
bound up itself in the dynamic history.

The great historical Mechanism that Fukuyama describes must pass 
muster throughout Universal History, in the record of civilization. It is 
not sufficient to begin with the rise of modernity and find therein the 
resolution of Universal History in its effects, rather than its causes. Thus, 
we cannot assume the implied conclusion of his ‘if ’. What if history does 
repeat itself? Such arguments assume, perhaps, the Judeo-Christian 
‘mythistorical’ discovery of linear progressive time as a fait accompli. 

It is significant to consider the appearance of modern forms of Freedom 
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(and equalization), and the Communist explosion, in its proper context, 
of 5000 years, the entirety of what we call ‘civilization’, unable to establish 
a practical equality of economic justice, except for one brief period near 
-600. The modern world of Freedom was the child of revolution. This led to 
the rise of the notion of the ‘permanent revolution’, when, in fact, a flawed 
system was simply becoming stable. This stability is guarded by reasonable 
compromises, and the unique experience of American economic and political 
success. But the issue remains, for the gains of freedom are never secure. 
The discrete veiling of this fact by those who wish to brand ‘revolution’ as 
a pathological aberration or the will to power is a token of the brevity of 
historical memory. Our memories are short if we forget the birth of a left that 
sprang into existence before the abolition of slavery.11 But the original sense, 
and the real heart of Fukuyama’s argument, is the preservation of the gains 
made at the ‘end of modernism’, and an attempt to insist the technological 
gains of modernization should be accompanied by the gains of liberty, even 
as desperado traditionalist cultures wish the fruits of technology while 
calling liberal modernization ‘ethnocentric’. We are forced to consider this 
thesis to be Hegelian propaganda. Let us, however, take the thesis seriously 
to this degree: we might reach the ‘end of history’ if we are successful in 
achieving true democracy for the first time! 

Could humanity regress completely, find itself reviving slavery, theocracy, 
aristocratic society? Unfortunately it could, because it has, the more so as its 
experimental ‘communist’ fail-safe itself deviated and proved an abysmal 
failure, precisely on this score. Armed with Darwinism regression is already 
underway! What then is the source of freedom? Part of our confusion is 
the assumption of pure linear advance, and the viewpoint this creates, that 
particular forms, cultural states, or periods are islands of random rationality 
adrift in time. Our study might attempt to give a better meaning to the term 
‘end of history’, as the passage of a divide, and, more basically, a phenomenon 
related to what we will call macro transition. And our study might highlight, 
and possibly reconcile, the contradiction in these linear views of progress 
into which the cyclical factor would threaten to return, and in the process 
make us less sanguine about the inevitability of any simple form of short-
term political directedness.

11  Cf. The Problem of Slavery in Western Culture (New York: Oxford, 1966), Slavery and 
Human Progress (1984), David Brion Davis. 
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Theory and Ideology: Out of Revolution 
It is ironic that we only begin to observe the macro effect as we exit its 

period of action, and as we pull away from the modern transition we are left 
to wonder if we are at the end of a major evolutionary interval, or whether 
once again we will fall into the confusions of the post-Axial period with 
its decline from creativity and advance. It seems that our observation of 
the phenomenon signals the end of its returns and that we are left to the 
realization of our evolved freedom in a future of our own creation. 

We are left with a sense of wonder, and the realization of the operation 
of a larger dynamic, even as we witness a rebirth of freedom in its wake. This 
double birth of democracy in an exact timing is eerie in its strange precision 
in the silence of the ages, and a clue to the reality of directional evolution. 
And, having evolved toward freedom, we must wonder if we will witness 
once again the cycles of decline and fall, as if in a recurrence of Roman 
libertas proceeding to Roman imperium. In fact, the ironic aspect of our 
macro pattern is that we become aware of it only as its action concludes, 
and we enter a new future where our evolving freedom passes into our own 
potential, and we are left with the esistential sense of our aloneness as we 
grapple with a mystery that is incompletely known to us. 

As we contemplate the future of our own freedom we are left with the 
paradoxes of slow and fast evolution, and of revolutionary action, whose 
basic question is, how do we bring about historical change. This is a moment 
worthy of the comment of Engels, stripped of its capitalist versus socialist 
trappings:

The objective, external forces which have hitherto dominated history 
will then pass under control of men themselves. It is only from this point 
that men, with full consciousness, will fashion their own history; it is 
only at this point that the social causes set in motion by men will have, 
predominantly and in constantly increasing measure, the effects willed by 
men. It is humanity’s leap from the realm of necessity to the realm of freedom.

 Engels’ language on paper is perfect, in light of our thesis, but the reality 
that we observe in the progression of civilizations is something vastly more 
complex than historical materialism can explain. And the attempt by Marx 
to create a theory of revolutions after the example of the French Revolution 
and Hegelian dialectic is unsound. The importance of their commentary 
lies in the way they pointed out the contraction of meaning in the idea of 
freedom around economic freedom, in the sense of the elite manipulation 
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of economies. It is remarkable this ‘second opinion’ rushed into the fray, 
but unfortunately the critique was flawed. 

The ambiguity of ‘revolution’ We can see that as we exit the 
macrosequence we will be driven to either go into decline or conceive 
some substitute for the macro transitions visible behind us. The 
concoctions of spurious revolutionary theory in Marx and Engels are 
the perfect example. With a better sense of the vastness of the macro 
dynamic we can remain less naïve about the transformation of whole 
civilization. The macro effect shows us ‘revolutions’ done right! 

We can see that it is almost science fiction to expect that human free will 
could as yet control processes of evolution operating over tens of millennia! 
And this realization shows us the problematical character of the revolutions 
of the left attempting to recreate society. That is not an argument against 
revolutions: the rise of modern shows that revolutions are the key to that 
rise. The left adopted an ideology of revolution, and we can see that, in 
light of the macro effect, a Burkean faith in the slow evolution of society is 
misplaced, and yet at the same time we can see why simple gestures of political 
revolution have so often proved to be illusions. We can see that ‘revolution’ 
is correlated with our macrosequence, but it does not follow that the model 
of a revolution corresponds to what we call a ‘transition’. The sober reality 
is that the liberal revolutions gestating in the early modern, and climaxing 
in the period of the French Revolution stand in a direct association with 
our macro systematics, while the anti-liberalism of the nineteenth century 
left that arose from Marxism seems to have misunderstood the dynamics 
of historical motion. By making socialism a negation of a liberalism Marx’s 
theories produced nothing but confusion. Since socialism is an idea that came 
into being in the context of democratic revolution, it is a mystery why such 
poor leadership vitiated the idea at the dawn of democratic republicanism. 

 Our macro portrait, closing on the present, moves between the ur-
liberalism of the seventeenth century in the wake of the Thirty Years War 
and the far left of the nineteenth century, which is just as well, and leaves 
the reader either in a large library or on the barricades. But a leftist of our 
own times must ask himself why the initiatives of the nineteenth century 
far left were unreasonably off the mark and ended in such catastrophe. 

We can see how all the effort in our transition works toward one result, 
basic liberalism, while the effort, post-transition, to modify this outcome 
is too thin a soup to start from scratch after the main event, and doomed 
to jackknife against the momentum of renewal created. We should also 
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note how the implicit prediction of this lurks in Kant’s Challenge, as an 
‘antinomy of teleological judgment’ haunts the false sense of an end state. 

It’s not the end of history but the dawn of a New Age, and if the starting 
point has a problem we should be ready for ‘mideonic course corrections’. 
We have consistently critiqued Marx’s theories, but he keeps sneaking back 
into the picture. It can’t be otherwise, because basic contradictions lurk in 
the capitalist assembly of atomized individuals seeking to maximize utility. 
All the refutations of Marx forget a simple fact: atomized individuals at 
the wrong end of the market game may seek to maximize utility via class 
struggle and revolution. 

Since by the structure of the argument we have invoked Kant and 
given classic liberalism a one-lap advantage this is hardly bias, but a 
recommendation to embrace the entire spectrum of dialectic from Luther 
to Marx in the year 1848. This year also sees Schopenhauer offering his 
opera glasses to a soldier in the revolutionary broils. Despite his ahistorical 
Buddhist strain, he stumbled backwards into another resolution of universal 
histories. There also we find Wagner, a cultural derelict of this period, about 
to proceed from the left to his reactionary views chasing the phantom of 
the aesthetic state., an idea destined to shipwreck at the hands of Hitler. 
By this point the classic German philosophy has bifurcated into separate 
streams as the chaotification of ideologies proceeds. And the concealed 
Platonic authoritarianism, Kant only exempt, and often charged against 
the metaphysical tradition pitted against the Lockes, resurfaces with a 
vengeance to befuddle the left. 

The situation is not complex. Our system is injecting a trend toward 
equalization, Solon, now Rousseau, both perfectly timed in the mechanization 
of equalization, and undergoes a convulsion. Our divide era has passed yet 
even the abolition of slavery is incomplete. What are the rights of one class 
against another in the woes of world history? It is worth reading Hegel 
at this point. The credentials of a conservative noting in some alarm the 
incomplete and contradictory result of the liberal systems is unsettling. It 
is no use speaking of the glories of the market if King Leopold destroys ten 
million Africans and there exists no system to challenge that on a global 
basis. We see the resulting anger of Lenin at a critical moment and the 
even worse futility of the attempted correction. Marx’s theories are poorly 
constructed, but his basic insight has proven all too prophetic. We need 
not agree with Marx to see the cogency of his critique of Hegel on ‘Right’, 
the starting point of his and Engels’ strange career. But Stalin’s reading of 
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this should remind us that nature in its wisdom shows an emergentism of 
renewed natural law theory in our core transition, the tool to get the job 
done, prior to philosophical tinkering. But we seem to lost this option. 
Nature is waiting for man to produce a system of free and equal men. Five 
thousand years is enough. The climax of the modern transformation falls 
into place around this dilemma of equality 

We end therefore in the year 1848, whose ambiguities of incomplete 
transformation beggar easy hopes of the ‘end of history’ conception, and 
should serve as a reminder of the principle liability warned of by these seminal 
times, the manufacture of social identity as ideology in the emergence of a 
new economic order. Our system is not ending, but new-aging. Humanity 
cannot afford again after two promptings of nature to slide back into a 
baboonery of lords and ladies.

We are left with Engels’ hope that man can learn to transcend the 
mechanization of forces of history to recast his evolutionary free action 
as genuine freedom in an intelligent global ‘commune’ of true men, able 
to apply direction to econostream without exploitation, and realize the 
potential of techno-sequence without Faustian hubris, as the tide of human 
self-consciousness rises to meet and surpass the social forms appearing in 
phase in a new sequence of his own making that might be called Civilization 
for the first time.

 



	 		
		  		
	

           

4. APPENDIX 1    
History...permits us to hope that if we attend 
to the play of freedom of the human will in 
the large, we may be able to discern a regular 
movement in it... 
Kant, Idea For A Universal History

4.1 History and Evolution: The Non-random
The question of evolutionary theory haunts the efforts to create a science 

of the historical. No such science of history exists: there the issue of human 
nature defies easy analysis with man inside the problem. But we can suspect 
such a science in the evidence of the non-random. 

The term ‘non-random’ is the safest way to refer to a perceived dynamic we 
don’t understand fully. Crusoe who sees a footprint in the sand shows an 
example. But ripples in the sand would also quality. The first case ‘designed’ 
the second causal, and maringally ‘non-random. World history combines 
both and we see ‘ripples’ or cycles that carry interior cultural ‘designs’. 

The question of this ‘pattern’ arises in the context suggested in a famous 
essay on history by Kant to find a pattern of universal history. Although 

1 This chapter will show the occasional usage of the older term ‘eonic effect’ for the ‘macro 
effect’. This can serve as a bridge to WHEE.	
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fuzzy, with a dynamics that is ambiguous, our pattern fits the bill, and 
there are probably no other solutions to ‘Kant’s Challenge’ than the one 
we uncover using a frequency analysis, over the range of world history 
for which we have data at the level of centuries, or less. That’s it: pattern 
shown. But what does it mean? 

The ‘non-random’ is any evidence of a patterned process or dynamic. This 
could be causal, meta-causal or teleological or even designed. The evidence of 
world history contains a surprise: non-random patterning that exposes a ‘macro’ 
effect and provides a way beyond the dilemma, with a special kind of model. 
We see a rough solution to both questions: history and evolution (human) are 
Janus-faced. Our study will work with a model of this phenomenon and is 
like a passage through an enchanted woods. 

The basic strategy is to look at the Axial Age,
to ask if the pattern is unique
go in search of a larger pattern 
find one in the similarity of modernity to the Axial period
suggest we find another in the  early period of Egypt, Sumer
generalize the pattern to a sequence of axis points
review the modern transition in this perspective, 
consider the question of evolution
arrive back at our ‘short history of the world’
This strategy is not fully successful as the data thins as we move 

backward, but uncovers a part of what must be a larger pattern. We  have 
clearly stumbled on a hidden treasure in the correlations of the data, the Axial 
Age effect being out in the open. 

But it leaves a complex mystery that we must approach with care. Consider 
the phenomenon of the Axial Age: the data suggests the meta-causal, that is, 
some kind of semi-causal process that operates on some different level, acting 
on history rather than in history. The distinctions of causal event, machine 
and engine evokes something similar. Or perhaps the meta-causal process is 
really a teleological one, that gives evidence of directionality in the form of a 
cyclical process.  This in turn hints at a distinction of the Kantian noumenal 
or phenomenal. This is the reason we limit ourselves to a broad set of outlines. 
The full model remains somewhat ambiguous. 

Our idea of a ‘model’ is that of a periodization sequence that is an empirical 
chronicle. The periodization sequence may itself be evidence for a possible 
dynamic, as a conjecture. The value of this approach is that we don’t 
propose a ‘theory’, i.e. a universal generalization against an infinite interval 
of time. In fact our model is designed to start anywhere using ‘relative 
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As we study world history in the light of the discovery of a ‘non-
random’ process we see that historical materialism is essentially 
falsified by the striking appearance of complex emergent entities 
on all levels: culture, religion, art, philosophy, and politics.   
Reductionist scientism just doesn’t work here. That said, design 
arguments can lead us astray. The emergence of a religion of 
beggars, with begging bowls, in Axial Age buddhism isn’t in the 
vein of historical materialism, yet has a most ironic economic 
sub-melody.  The issue in science is the discovery of mechanisms. 
But this has led biologists astray, in that evolution is something 
more complex. The data we have, is closer to ‘creative evolution’, 
and shows the sudden appearance of unexpected novelties. Many 
will demand such complexity requires a design argument. But in 
the midst of this complexity a strangely mechanical action is at 
work: a cyclical or recurrent driver forcing us to think in terms of 
a system in a frequency pattern. We cannot make the claim that a 
designer would operate in such a pattern. Our approach is that of a 
model and this in turn is simplified to a basic outline or chronicle 
of history. We should then take up the ideas of the model on the 
side. This model isn’t complex, but does invoke some unfamiliar 
ideas. We should simply list some of the basic concepts, and then 
return to our outline approach. The basic framework is

1. a finite transition model, based on the idea of a macrosequence 
in a frequency pattern, initiated by triggering transitions. This 
sequence is designed around relative transformations, and does not 
require an absolute beginning. These transitions can also appear 
in parallel, as in the Axial period. 

2. a new ‘fundamental unit of analysis’: the transition, instead of 
the civilization. These transitions seed oikoumenes in their wake. 

3. the macrosequence generates globalization via a subset mainline 
following an acorn property or frontier effect. 

4. a distinction of ‘macro’ and ‘micro’ can divide the analysis into 
two levels. 

5. We must distinguish the action of a system, and the free action 
inside it. And this connects with the transition of transitions, i.e. 
the macrosequence: the transition from evolution to history, in the 
emergence of active men/hominids (free action) from passive ‘to 
bed men’. This generates the deduction of a transition model, very 
elegant, but quite mysterious..
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beginnings’ Theories fail. A non-random pattern is very hard to dissipate. 

The model in question is a finite transition type, with epochs or cycles 
initiated by a macro induction phase or transition. Like a locomotive the 
system goes through cycles or ‘transitions’ with an initial driving phase 
that applies fresh energy at the start of the cycle. However, conventional 
dynamics doesn’t apply here in the emergence of values from facts. 

The prime feature of the model is the distinction of system action/free 
action. The early modern shows revolutions system generated (and carried 
out by free action) while the situation after the divide must be due to free 
action. In the wake of the modern transition, we must consider carefully 
what we mean by revolution. 

We can see that historical materialism probably won’t work as a 
philosophy of history. We could just as well apply Schopenhauer’s idea 
of ‘will in nature’ to  reinvent design arguments. It should be noted 
that part of the problem is the ideology of ‘economic materialism’: 
the core insight of Marx into the economic determinations of 
consciousness and ideology is better recast in a new model with a 
revision of terminology. We need to rescue Marx’s core insights from 
‘histo-mat’. Economies are really conglomerates of ‘free agents’, who 
design economic situations. The routine habit of economists to use 
differential equations here is a form of fiction. But the economic 
factor is not the driver of the overall history of civilization. And men 
inside these economies are free at any time to recreate them, at least 
in principle. We can easily restate the issues of class and ideology 
in this different context. We can see why we are driven in retreat 
to ‘general outlines’ with commentaries on dynamics on the side. 
We cannot easily resolve foundational issues. It is a toss-up between 
historical materialism, transcendental and/or absolute idealism. 
That is, the whole field explored by German classical philosophy. 
That this field is theoretical bedlam can be seen if we propose an 
hypothesis of Hegelian FrankenGeist: a gaseous vertebrate that can 
act everywhere all at once. The Axial Age requires something like 
that, perhaps. This would put us close to the ancient Israelites, who 
intuited a frankengeist in their tribal history, and made a tribal 
religion out of it. But the data seems to resemble the distinction of 
phenomenon and ‘thing in itself ’. A good Kantian warning about 
teleology is needed.
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The strategy in our model is to examine the Axial Age and ask if 
this period is unique. As we examine the preceding and successive 
eras we suddenly suspect we are dealing with sequence of axis 
points. But the data is insufficient to extend the model to the 
Neolithic or before. Even the first transition in Egypt, Sumer is 
thin on data, but as we examine this era, which shows all the signs 
of a relative beginning and an Axial Age-type parallel effect, we 
suspect it is the succesor to an earlier suspected transition, ca. 
5400 BCE, the real beginning of civilization, after the onset of the 
Neolithic around 8000 BCE (and before with a similar ambiguity 
of starting point). The model resolves so many problems it must 
be onto something, but some of its effects seem strange at first.  
A good example is the parallel appearance of Egypt, Sumer in a 
mini ‘axial age’. Two relative transformations in parallel is very 
strange, but the model is able to deal with this effect. 

We may be unsure of the full scale of our model, but we have 
enough to never again think history a random emergence 
phenomenon. It seems more like a very elaborate and driven 
process operating elegantly in a series of transitions. We don’t have 
to complete the model to take the warning that natural selection 
is inadequate for any account of human evolution, organismic or 
cultural. It is confusing because it shows directionality, but this 
can split into parallel lines. And then in the modern period the 
parallels reunite in one line. Again confusing.

We cannot use this model without reading a large number of 
books on each section, all of them complex specialties. But we 
can follow the rough progression of epochs,  in the last three 
transitions, giving

1. the era after 3000 BCE: the parallel world of Sumer, Egypt.  

2. the era after the Axial Age: we now why its succession goes nto 
such decline. Our model clarifies this mystery of sudden advance 
followed by decline. 

 3. the rise of the modern: here we must specify the transition, 
as the interval from 1500 to 1800, and a divide, or end of the 
transition at that point (roughly). 

We can see the significance of the year 1848 as the dawn of a new 
era, in the wake of a new transition. We suspect this is the end of 
the macrosequence, also, in the conclusion to ‘resumed evolution’ 
starting in the Neolithic. The relative beginning property is useful 
here. We start in medias res.
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Our confusion recalls an essay on history by Kant, and even 
as we construct a macro model we should also attempt to consider an 
‘idea for a universal history’, a phrase from the philosopher Kant who 
wrote a short essay, Idea For A Universal History, with this title. In this 
essay he proposes a challenge, which we can call Kant’s Challenge: 

Whatever concept one may hold, from a metaphysical point of view, 
concerning the freedom of the will, certainly its appearances, which 
are human actions, like every other natural event, are determined by 
universal laws. However obscure their causes, history, which is concerned 
with narrating these appearances, permits us to hope that if we attend 
to the play of freedom of the human will in the large, we may be able 
to discern a regular movement in it, and that what seems complex and 
chaotic in the single individual may be seen from the standpoint of 
the human race as a whole to be a steady and progressive though slow 
evolution of its original endowment.2

Note the elegance of the idea here and the way we can ‘deduce’ a cyclical 
process. It is as with a computer mouse: the ‘play of freedom’, mouse clicks, 
must show regular alternation with the deterministic system, the computer 
The regular movement in the play of freedom is close to home, and yet seems 
to apply to universal history in the large, which is quite stupendous. 

A deterministic system of laws demands unique outcomes of all events in 
a causal chain. The finite transition model shows that cascades of potential 
events emerge in a set of transitions. Inducing change in a geographical 
region over three centuries is a form of ‘soft causality’ that eludes our 
understanding. 

We have already stumbled on an instance, in the discussion of the ‘end 
of history’, and the ‘discrete freedom sequence’, of the causality of freedom 
in the way the ‘births’ of democracy show progressive recurrence. There is 
something meta-causal about emergent freedom, as Hegel quite noticed, the 
reason Fukuyama picked up the fumbled football of the ‘end of history’ and 
ran with it. We have the solution, then, but it eludes us the moment we try to 
carry out the calculations of the ‘causality of freedom’. The details would be 
hopelessly non-linear. We can put Kant’s formulation on the wall as inspiration 
and proceed with the outlines of a history of free agents, relatively free, with 
a question about free will. Historical materialists cannot allow free will, and 
it barely enters the formulation of Schopenhauer. But the distinctions of 
phenomenon and thing-in-itself allow a solution to the riddle.

A recent innovation in historiography is that of so-called Big History, history 

2 Hans Reiss, Kant’s Political Writings (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1971), p. 41.
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Neolithic Sources
As we examine the Axial Age, we suspect it is a step in a sequence, 

and if we apply a simple frequency hypothesis in intervals of about 2400 
years a revealing pattern stands out. The result would be: 

Transition 1  ?-10400, as an arbitrary start
Transition 2  ?Proximate start of Neolithic  ca. -8000
Transition 3  ?The Middle Neolithic interval  ca. -5500
Transition 4:  The birth of state civilization, interval before -3000
Transition 5:  The ‘Axial’ period, interval before -600 
Transition 6:  The early modern, interval before 1800

All at once we see what’s going on. The rise of Sumer and Egypt, like 
the cases in the Axial Age, is not the absolute start. There is a long  prelude, 
with a series of stages along the Fertile Crescent, now being discovered. 
The fit is too good to be chance, but the picture is still incomplete. 

 We need to be wary of this suggestion, because the data also suggests 
periods of parallel emergence as the streams split into synchronous lines

We see the beginnings of civilization in the Middle East with the first 
splitting stream with Dynastic Egypt and Sumer, then the Axial Age with 
its multiple tracks....

We suspect the period epoch from -5500 in northern Iraq to be the 
key to the later era of Sumer and Dynastic Egypt. 

We take this as serious guesswork, not even yet an hypothesis. But 
it is a warning that we can’t understand the dynamics without closely 
tracked data at the level of centuries. This is the real significance of 
the Old Testament: for the first time a people undergoing a transition 
documented the process. 
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since the Big Bang. This often seems like an extension of historical materialism 
or scientific reductionism to the whole of deep time. A useful notion we should 
take care to challenge with our ‘idea for a Universal History’. As we examine 
deep time we should acknowledge the labors of evolutionary Darwinists, but 
remain skeptical of the flat causal plane of reductionist explanation. All the 
prime heresies resurface to plague the account: the history of planetary life 
looks a lot like a progression of stages, and the emergence of life, and then 
mind, are not easily explained by anything in the Darwinian tool box. The 
suspicous ambiguity of the evidence suggests the ‘meta-causal’, directionality.

Big Histories, Universal Histories Our account proceeds from causal 
Big History to Universal History, the evolution of freedom, and we can 
set up the starting point of ‘Big History’ as a backdrop to our search for 
a ‘Universal History’. The idea of Big History, history since the Big Bang, 
is developed, for example, by David Christian in his Maps Of Time, and 
this is also appropriate for our tale. Ironically this absolute beginning may 
in fact turn out to be another relative start, since Big Bang theories may 
or may not establish absolute starting points, and in any case this forces 
on us the question of evolution in its most general cosmic context. The 
connection between the two, self-evident in the eonic effect, is indicated 
by Christian de Duve in his Vital Dust, where the emergence or evolution 
of the human will in relation to values becomes a challenge to purely 
reductionist views. Reductionist science simply disregards the demand 
for any account of this aspect of evolution.  

We are not condemned to scientific heresies not to be found in physics 
itself. Thus, Paul Davies in The Goldilocks Enigma asks, Why does the 
universe seem so well-suited to life? Physics may have stumbled on the 
rationale for the completely unexpected discovery of the ‘macro effect’, the 
‘meta-causal’ something that leaves its signature in history. Do we mean 
history, or evolution? We can see that the two are related. Free agents seem 
to emerge from ‘evolution’ and then proceed to create history. But we must 
suspect the two overlap. Evolution shows many signs of free agency with the 
dawn of the primates, which means it is probably present in potential from 
the beginning, in the ‘animal’ and its locomotion. And, we now suspect, 
history shows many signs of evolution in the relative passivity of the free 
agents as they undergo large-scale ‘meta-causal’ events such as the Axial 
Age. But we cannot eliminate that free agency: the meta-causal is like the 
invention of a ‘genre’, the outcome as semi-free agency is the result of the 
agent creating an example of that genre. We cannot avoid this double aspect. 
In fact, this distinction of ‘genre’ and ‘exemplar’ pervades the Axial Age, 
and is literally the case in the sudden emergence, to take a clear example, 
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 Beyond Natural Selection 

From the onset the real issue of the Darwin debate has always 
been the status of the theory of natural selection. Many of the 
first reviewers of Darwin’s Origin accepted the evidence of 
evolution, but had difficulty with his claims for the mechanism 
behind it. The strength of the evolutionary hypothesis tends 
to mask the weakness of the claims for natural selection. It 
is simply not true that Darwin provided voluminous and 
convincing evidence for his theory of natural selection. Frequent 
reference under challenge to the evidence of bacterial samples, 
where Darwinian thinking seems confirmed, does not give us 
grounds for the universal generalization of natural selection. 
It is a confusing circumstance in so far as the visible aspect 
nature shows the struggle for existence, the teeming ecologies 
of competing lifeforms. Natural selection is the bottom line, 
the test of survival. But does it generate ‘evolution’? Verifying 
that it does so, and does so in all cases without exception, is 
immensely difficult, perhaps impossible, leaving the claims of 
theory, and the ambitions of social ideologists, in limbo. Darwin 
observed these innumerable cases of natural selection, through 
Malthusian lenses, but none of these conclusively established 
a true theory of evolution. The theory of natural selection was 
also the linchpin for the claims of non-random evolution, and 
denials of directionality or progress in evolution.   

It should have been possible, even before Darwin came around to it, 
to criticize the whole imagery of natural selection and the survival of the 
fittest. But if we except Samuel Butler and one or two other unheeded critics, 
everybody preferred “Nature red in tooth and claw”, and either regretted 
or rejoiced that it was the only means of making improvements in species. 
Some obviously feared that if natural selection were discarded evolution 
would be endangered. They thought the two theories inseparable and 
foresaw a rebirth of superstition. But dropping natural selection leaves the 
evidence for evolution untouched. It was not even a question of dropping 
natural selection, for natural selection is an observed fact. It was a question 
of seeing—as Darwin came to see—that selection occurs after the useful 
change has come into being: therefore natural selection can cause nothing 
but the elimination of the unfit, not the production of the fit...

Jacques Barzun (1941), Darwin, Marx, Wagner: Critique of a Heritage 
(Doubleday Anchor, 1958), p. 62
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of the ‘genre’ of Greek tragedy and the exmplars created by the tragedians 
of the Axial Age. Sure enough, as the Axial Age closes, the genre sputters 
and disappears, then reappears in the early modern. 

System  action, free action We suddenly see that the issue of history 
must be a hybrid of meta-causal ‘events’ or fields, and creative 
realizations inside them. Semi-causal situations, and the semi-free 
realizations inside them express a kind of dual action or dialectic of 
determinism and creativity. We cannot fully resolve the one against 
the other. 

Think of a ship and its passengers: the action of the system, the ship, and 
the action of the passengers on board is a hybrid system of mechanics 
and free will, or free agency, free will or not. This distinction of system 
and agents might seem confusing, but we already know all this: the 
simplest example of the many we encounter every day might be the 
‘system action’ of a car, and the ‘free action’ of the driver. We need a 
looser version of the duality of causality and freedom: system action 
and free action. Free agency is not always ‘free will’. And you can be 
a free agent in an earthquake, but not free to do much of anything 
while it happens!

This distinction impinges on the ‘end of history’ question. The end 
of history can’t have a temporal ‘endpoint’. At the end of a transition 
the macro factor disappears, leaving the long term to ‘free action’ and 
probable decline! How long will democracy last, is the basic question.

The implications of system action and free action can be seen from two 
examples: 

1. A child’s training bike might contain a third mini-well to set the 
balance. In the emergence of freedom macro induction (‘make free’) is less 
free (but often better realized) with a temporary lowered degree of freedom 
(i.e. not free to fall over). As the training wheel is removed a higher degree 
of freedom (freedom to fall over) emerges as unguided freedom, perhaps 
less well realized. 

2. The generation of a ‘genre’ is abstract and leads to a realization by an 
individual. This distinction is literally the case with many examples from 
the Axial Age, e.g. the emergence of the genre of Greek tragedy. 

‘System action’ is never observed directly and resembles the noumenon. 
These distinctions can help to clarify the hopeless confusion in the 
emergence of Israelite monotheism in Israel/Judah. We must suspect some 
‘macro induction’ but this is realized as the free action of the Canaanites 
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The fundamental unit of analysis

The study of history tends to deal with ‘civilizations’ as the 
fundamental unit of analysis. But it won’t really work. The key 
is our set of transitions, and then the oikoumenes they create by 
diffusion. The Axial Age followed by the rise of the modern is 
completely confusing until we apply the logic of globalization: 
in a primitive era a splitting mainline makes sense: cover the 
whole in parallel. The results are too far apart to collide. The next 
phase will be forced to work in a collapsed parallel system now a 
single mainline: a parallel effect will no longer work. This single 
transition zone in the ‘West’ of Eurasia is thus completely logical, 
and shows multiple emergent aspects that will easily generalize 
beyond cultures: the economics of capitalism is thus part of an 
easily understood language that will easily be transcultural. 
This economic process must yield to a larger transculturalism 
in the common global oikoumene. The rise of the modern in 
the ‘West’ follows the exact logic of the frontier effect: a zone 
with no prior transitions, and outside of the Eurasian center 
of gravity, the frontier effct. At the exact boundary of the old 
Roman Empire. All the Eurocentric talk of ‘Western civilization’ 
is nonsense in light of this more complex process. This strategy 
of globalization from the time of Sumer onward is spectacular, 
exact, and very elegant. 

Note the way this model scotchs Eurocentrism. The modern 
transition is not a phenomenon of Western Civilization, but of 
Eurasia, a time-slice in a transitional sequence that has jumped 
to a new unused Eurasian location at the fringe of the old Roman 
Empire, on schedule in a phase of 2400 years. The ‘locations’ of 
the time-slice are a crescent around Northern Italy: Germany, 
Holland, England, France and Spain. Our model is the only one 
that can explain this phenomenon. The American case is not 
really included, and appears like Rome to Greece as a sidewinder, 
but tails the transition and thus really a part of the English 
modernity. The American case is one of the first successes of 
the oikoumene globalization of the modern transition, but is 
also a convenient staging zone for a rebirth of democracy. The 
Russian case, after the Great Divide, please note, is another late 
sidewinder, and becomes the staging zone for a communist 
experiment. Note the strangeness of this formulation, but it 
works. The global oikoumene is already in existence in the first 
stage of a new world culture, and capitalism being transcultural 
has helped that process, as Marx/Engels quite obviously foresaw. 
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of that time and place. This raises the preposterous possibilities that design 
arguments may be about cover stories of invented designers! We may use 
these concepts to ‘debrief ’ the unsettling legacies of hopeless theological 
confusion that attempted to explain historical action as theistic myth and 
free action in that context. 

The work of Kant was highly relevant to the rise of science, and staged 
a counterpoint to the assumptions of causality. And Kant still clearly 
distinguished physics from biology, and warned that the two were different 
subjects. The question of human evolution remains problematical: thus one 
aspect of that totality is the mystery of free agency, and thence the question 
of the ‘evolution of freedom’. Such issues became the focus of a critique of 
scientific reductionism that began in the wake of the triumph of the New 
Physics. We have pointed to an ‘in principle’ formulation using an idea from 
Kant, involving the powerful suggestion running through German classical 
philosophy of a ‘science of freedom’, but that is hard to carry out in detail. 

Our solution, tacitly adopted for the most part by historians, simply 
takes for granted the reality of ‘free agency’ in the creation of history. 
History becomes a story or chronicle overlaid on a causal substrate. This 
kind of system distinguishes two things: the action of a system, and the 
free action inside it. Think of a car, the driver as a single system: there is 
no simple law of motion here: you have a causal system and free agency in 
a hybrid context. This is a variant of the basic strategy of the philosophy 
of history, and it assumes that a ‘science of freedom’ exists (“something 
causes freedom”) that can embed the ‘scenes and stories’ of free will. And 
it need not be ‘free will’ but only ‘will of some kind’, a decision matrix in 
an organism. In fact, reductionist science fails at this point, and this is also 
reflected in the evolutionary interpretations of history. 

As we explore our model the spectre of Kant’s third critique haunts 
our analysis, and the match of aesthetic phenomena to the dynamic 
suspected forces us to consider the way teleological issues are connected 
to aesthetic judgment. This remains terra incognita still at about the 
point Kant left it. Teleology as constitutive or regulative generates 
uncertainty. In fact, we suspect that teleology is in fact constitutive of 
our historical data. But teleology and directionality as ‘thing in itself ’ 
and ‘representation’ warns us to wary of the stampede to do away with 
Kantian transcendental idealism. 

The problem is clear: if we reject design arguments, then we must find 
a mechanism that can induce/delineate art forms, and their quality. 
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One of the ideas of the model is the distinction of ‘stream and 
sequence’. The temporal stream, or the flow of continuous 
history in a culture of civilization, is overlaid with a 
discontinuous ‘sequence’ that expresses the transitions in 
the ‘macrosequence’. Consider this in relation to the modern 
transition: it is not the same as the stream history flowing 
from the Middle Ages, but echoes the larger stepping stone 
sequence of the larger evolutionary pattern. Note the way 
‘evolution’ applies now to disconnected regions in a larger 
system. 

Larmarck’s idea of two levels finds a remarkable realization 
in this analysis. 

The third Critique does not develop a teleological 
metaphysics. On the contrary, it shows that teleological 
principles are not constitutive of the empirical world, 
but can only be regulative for our reflection upon the 
empirical world. While the first Critique justifies the 
mechanistic method on the basis of a mechanistic 
metaphysic, the third Critique justifies the teleological 
method in spite of the impossibility of a teleological 
metaphysic. This impossibility is insisted upon time 
and again. Kant admits only a metaphysic of nature 
and a metaphysic of morals. There is no metaphysic of 
purpose, but only a Critique of Teleological Judgement. 
He shows that there is no conflict between the maxims 
of mechanistic and teleological method. There can 
be no conflict between mechanistic and teleological 
metaphysics because, according to the critical 
philosophy there can be no teleological metaphysics.

Stefan Korner, Kant, Chapter 9

The ‘stream and sequence’  concept is evidently a form of teleology in disguise. We 
should caution against too easy thinking on teleology, and the quote below shows the 
strict Kantian view of the matter. Yet it seems hard to claim that teleology is a purely 
regulative ideal. And yet we sense Kant’s point: the stream shows no teleology, yet the 
sequence, overlaid on the stream, generates directionality, and thence teleology. And 
this seems to follow a phenomenal/noumenal distinction: the representation of teleology 
seems to be cyclical process. The elusive connection to ‘aesthetic judgments’ is as yet 
unclear, although our trtansitions overflow with aesthetic phenomena.
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One reason we are wary of theories is the nearly insoluble issue of 
teleology, from Kant to Hegel to materialistic reductionism, a very 
large ground to straddle. The suggestion that ‘teleology’ is expressed 
by cyclical directionality allows us a practical way to proceed without 
solving the full problem. 

The transcendental idealism of Schopenhauer could be a tool to solve 
many of the problems of historical analysis but suffers the paradoxes of  
the distant past coming into estence in the act of representation. This 
will argue against any use of the formalism, but its value for resolving 
the paradoxes of psychology makes it a strong contender on the sidelines 
next to the hopeless confusion of reductionist thought. 

The ‘something causes freedom’ idea, or short-circuit, must arise at the 
core of any account that depicts the evolution of a free agent. Note that we 
say ‘free agent’, not necessarily a ‘creature with free will’.  Free agency can 
be subject to multiple causal influences, but that agency is relatively free, 
and shows choice, forking outcomes in the causal stream. The resolution 
of the question requires, therefore, an axiom on the ‘evolution of freedom’, 
and this requires something that current Darwinism can’t provide. That is 
slightly unfair: noone at all has any closely tracked data as to the emergence 
of early man. It looks as though there was a ‘great explosion’, a period of 
rapid transition, from which modern man emerges.  

The data, although still confusing, points to this in the period after 
about 200K BCE. The creature that emerges thence is a creator, with a 
complex instrument of consciousness, something he calls a ‘soul’, and of 
course a complex linguistic capacity, beside which lies an inchoate but 
definite canon of moral instinct, subject, to be sure, to cultural contexts. 
This moral potential, like language, is beyond the capacity of science to 
even describe, as yet. There is an irony here. Of all the issues that should 
animate ‘intelligent design’ proponents, it should be here on the issue of 
man that their challenge should arise. But, because the Biblical texts cannot 
themselves understand the issues, there is nothing there that can form the 
basis for a religious argument. The tale of Adam and Eve, despite its deep 
philosophical overtones, fails as a theory of evolution, quite obviously, despite 
a haunting ‘story’ of great aptness about the ‘queer consciousness’ of that 
creature man. It almost seems to sense the transition from homo erectus 
(but we may underestimate that hominid) to a ‘willful’ beast of reason that 
can also be a part-time evildoer. 

The dynamics of human evolution may well be something different from  
that of earlier evolution. It is the one case where a ‘design’ challenge to the 
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System Action, Free Action:  
Determinism vs Creativity 

Related to the issue of Kant’s Challenge is the issue of creative 
history, and we need to set a distinction, before embarking 
in the next chapter on a study of world history. The data of 
history is confusing unless we distinguish a causal factor from 
free agency, AND be sure to keep the two together, in tandem. 
We have evoked Kant’s Challenge, and we must distinguish 
historical dynamics from free will, since both are operating, 
and we can call this the distinction of a system and the free 
agents inside it. Think of a ship and its passengers: the action 
of the system, the ship, and the action of the passengers on 
board is a hybrid system of mechanics and free will. It is 
important to see that history is not determined: it shows 
many hybrid situations where behavior is partly determined 
and partly free in the creative action of individuals. This 
distinction of system and agents might seem confusing, but 
we already know all this: the simplest example of the many we 
encounter every day might be the ‘system action’ of a car, and 
the ‘free action’ of the driver. The point is that ‘history’ has a 
mind of its own, so to speak, and we are inside it operating 
with our agendas. But the two intersect. We need a looser 
version of the duality of causality and freedom: system action 
and free action. Free agency is not always ‘free will’. You can 
be a free agent in an earthquake, but not free to do much of 
anything while it happens!

Some analogs The simplest example here is that of a driver 
in a vehicle. The situation shows the tandem action of a 
causal machine and a free agent, with our without free will, 
in control of that machine. Another example is that of an 
ocean liner and its passengers. Still another is a computer 
with a mouse, a clear tandem situation of ‘system’ (computer) 
and ‘free agent’, user with mouse.  DMR
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idea of mechanical evolution might succeed, if creationist thinking did not 
always end up in a muddle. The dawn of ‘mind’ seems to touch on a new 
dimension of ‘evolution’, in the same way that the ‘dawn of life’ initiated a 
new cosmic era. One reason design arguments persist is that complexity is 
beyond the regime of natural selection, and on man the Darwinian account 
is implausible. Perhaps it is the fault of the Darwinists here in feeding 
creationism with the unrealistic mythology of natural selection. There is 
every possibility of a naturalistic, but non-Darwinian account of evolution, 
early evolution. But the question of man is a stubborn exception to the very 
idea of evolution, not our idea of it, but that of reductionists. The whole 
thing shows an uncanny resemblance to a software upgrade. Our idea of 
‘evolution’, however, has become unmoored from the false definition of 
Darwinians. And it is no longer a theory, but a chronicle, one that might 
describe a dynamic, but without a theory of such. So the idea of evolution 
for us has become a descriptive narrative, one that shows development in 
time. It shows more we suspect, a sequence of transitions  in a progression 
of evolutionary ‘punctuations’. History and evolution are thus braided: 
macroevolution ‘evolves’ man/culture in a series of finite stages. This high level 
process influences the free agent’s action, his realization of evolution which 
becomes history in the making. The free agent during this transition has a 
slightly lower degree of freedom, since the macro is inducing it, but highly 
creative in the process, while in the wake of the transitions, the free agent 
has a higher degree of freedom, but lose the creative self-consciousness that 
cam e with the evolutionary macro stage. This is the kind of strangeness that 
the ‘causality of freedom’ must evoke. But it helps to see why, say, the Greek 
Axial Age is so overflowing with creative genius. This creative moment is as 
sudden in its appearance as in its waning, and we can all at once see what 
is going onwith the progression of creative moments and the long periods 
of decline in between them. 

One reason for this uncertainty about man, as Alfred Wallace made 
clear, is that man has a potential, and this is hard to manifest. Yet it is real, 
and takes the form of a ‘superconsciousness’, to use a term that is a bit 
‘new agey’, but usefully vague. The problem with potential is that is never 
interacts with the environment: it is latent. How could a latent potential 
evolve as a result of environmental interaction and adaptation? And this is 
related to this creature’s stubborn conviction he has a soul. And the related 
beliefs in soul migration are endemic in man, that superstitious being who 
may in fact ignore the coming of scientism and persist in his ‘hominid 2.0’ 
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beliefs. This creature is hapless and disheveled buddha, chasing phantoms 
and seeing ghosts. This shambler seems not to be an evolutionary advance, 
but the appearance must be misleading.   

The complexity of the human mind will drive many to suggest 
design arguments. The point here is that there is a distinction of forms 
of consciousness, with a cosmic connection: such a transformation is not 
within, but beyond, animal consciousness. That could never have evolved, 
as such, since it is not a property of man. We can swim in the sea, but the 
ocean is not ours. Thus the dimension of consciousness is supra-organismic. 
And always there is the equivocation over consciousness/self-consciousness: 
‘yes it is consciousness, no it is not consciousness’. The reversal of terms is  
characteristic, mechanical consciousness is often called ‘unconscious’, or a 
lack of consciousness. 

The answer can be seen in terms of the classic distinctions as to the 
instrument of human consciousness, which plays on the states of sleep 
and dreaming, waking consciousness, so-called ‘self-consciousness’, and a 
fourth beyond that, the mystery of mysteries. We cannot produce a theory 
of this unless we have explored it, and as Buddhists will tell you, fully 
exploring this potential results in a cessation of life-cycles, which is an odd 
restraint on the hopes of science. We need to suspect that the transition to 
homo sapiens involves a transformation of consciousness, one that we can 
hardly scientize, since we are ‘deep welled’ short of realizing what it is that 
‘evolved’: it is potential in us. It is no wonder that we can’t produce theories 
of human mental evolution. 

Here the study of world history can provide another clue: we can see 
how a directed evolutionary process, suspected of teleology, can operate in 
history over many millennia. Once we see how a Gaian meta-evolution can 
upgrade a species, we will be less prone to the Just So Stories of Darwinists. 
Although the evolution of civilization seems different from the evolution of 
organisms, a rising suspicion suggests that this distinction is false, that the 
human evolution of the organism in a micro-culture of transitional apes is 
just as good candidate for the ‘civil-ization’ category, just a bit elemental. 
The point, we suspect, is that organism and proto-culture evolve together. 
How could it be otherwise? if speciation is a variant of culture formation, 
sort of, then there is no paradox at all. The macro effect in world history 
will show us how a global systematics can work, and leave a hint as to 
what must have been a ‘species level’ operation on a field of apes, or, rather, 
homines erecti, creatures already the ‘first men’, despite the limits of their 
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consciousness, we suspect. 
The directionality of history, in a totality of divergent cultural zones and 

areas or civilizations, is very hard to detect, and yet it is right in front of us. 
Our model shows how a mainline is generated from a diverse whole, via a 
chain of meta-causal transitions, that leapfrog and connect in a transitional 
sequence that is transcultural. We can follow this sequence, which can split 
into parallels, from its genesis in the Middle East, then via Sumer, to the 
Axial Age, thence to modernity. It is very strange, and needs long study, but 
it does show how a directional process is being realized in world history. 

The study of the macro effect shows how the question of economic 
development takes its place very naturally as a module of civilizational 
development. In this context we can examine the relationship of economies 
to the larger scenery of world history. We can see that economies are genies in 
a bottle: passive entities relative to the dynamics of macro-civilization, until 
they are let out of the bottle, and begin to overwhelm the whole. An early 
case of this happened was with the disease of slavery, let out of the bottle. 
Extreme capitalism is emerging as another ‘out of the bottle’ case rising to 
overwhelm the whole. The question of capitalism is not easy to analyze, for 
it is, as Marx well new, a mixed blessing, good and evil. 

Here it is useful, especially in a period when the libertarian perspective 
starts to pit capitalism against the state, to recount the emergence of the 
‘state’ in the context of civilization. The state is not the monster libertarians 
think it to be: it is the key step in the rise of civilization. We can also see here 
the birth of class struggle. And, as Hegel noted, and we can state it in our 
own words, there is a countermovement (a dialectic if you wish) to the state, 
inside the state, a revolution against the state, as state formation is upgraded. 
In any case, this new perspective is useful, because it passes seamlessly from 
hunter gatherer bands, to states, and ‘metastates’. The point is that economies 
are almost always set in a ‘general mercantilist’ framework. The suggestion 
of Adam Smith to loosen up a bit, resulted in a rogue ideology of unlimited 
laissez-faire, the point at which obsession takes over.

Throughout the process of globalization continues, and has done so 
since the first bands of homo erectus left Africa for their global future. In this 
context, the emergence of democracy in the phases of the ‘dialectic’ of states 
is, to our stunned surprise, a macroevolutionary process. A step beyond this, 
we see the inherent potential, and dilemma, of arising communism, arising 
in the context of democratic revolution, and yet of state formation. The 
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The Limits of Observation

The debate over natural selection has been persistent. Where 
did Darwin go wrong? Darwin’s theory is a provocative 
generalization applied to immense vistas of time that are 
unobserved. Those unobserved intervals in deep time can fool 
us badly. We can exit the chronic debate by simply demanding 
proper evidence. The demand for evidence of the fact of 
evolution is far less stringent than that for natural selection. 
Demonstration that the latter is the key to all forms of higher 
complex structure has never been demonstrated scientifically. 
The task is exceedingly difficult, for starters. The difficulty 
may preempt easy hopes for a theory of evolution. One way 
to see the problem with claims for natural selection is to look 
at history, and we will proceed to an examination of non-
random evolution in the dynamics of historical emergence. 

The Hurricane Argument Consider a hurricane, a very brief 
event by comparison, as a global ‘system evolution’ on the 
surface of a planet. We know a hurricane when we see one, 
but its dynamics, mechanism, and full progression require 
incremental ‘closing’ on degrees of evidence and observation, 
a task not fully accomplished until the advent of satellites able 
to map global coordinates. In the same way we know evolution 
when we see it, roughly speaking, given the fossil evidence, 
but its dynamics, mechanism and full progression require 
incremental ‘closing’ on degrees of evidence and observation, a 
task not fully accomplished. Note the analogy suggests global 
positioning satellites over the entire planet over millions of 
years, to observe drifting species and their changes. Suppose 
an observer in outer space only had loosely sampled data on 
pre-Neolithic man, and post-twentieth century man, and then 
conjectured that some mutation caused this dramatic change.

This analogy shows at once where Darwinism departs from 
scientific practice. Historians routinely assume they must 
close on the facts in such an analysis, yet Darwinists wish 
to claim exemption. We have no fully observed datasets in 
Darwinian deep time. It is an insidious trap.

WHEE
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dilemma is one that haunts the revolutions of 1848, at once the stepchildren 
of the democratic revolution, and yet also the premonition, prophecy, of 
higher state formation, one that can be the ‘metastate’ to economic systems. 

 Thus, as we examine world history the evidence is clear for a powerful 
macro effect. This can be seen in many ways, but the simplest approach is to 
simply look at the evidence of the non-random in the historical record. It is 
a puzzling pattern to deal with. The clue is that the successive stages jump to 
a new civilization to generate a time-slice.  It is a little odd, like hopscotch. 
It is odd that we make assumptions about deep time, and then apply that to 
history, when it should all be the other way around: what history shows us 
ought to be a clue to earlier times. The reason is simple: we have no records 
at all of a continuous chronicle in ‘real time’, none, except world history of 
the last five thousand years, and then only just barely. The issue therefore 
is not theoretical, but empirical. 

And here the question of economies can be put in perspective. And 
there is a powerful version of a Marxist praxis based on the question of 
macroevolutionary history, one that can extract the key insight of historical 
materialism from its context of reductionism, and nineteenth century 
positivism. We will see that ‘communism’ appears as an analogue to the 
generation of ‘oikoumene generators’ that emerge in the wake of the Axial 
Age. Such integrators can be religious or secular, and this is a powerful 
suggestion of the latent energy behind the idea (which transcends its ‘taxi ride’ 
via Marxist theory). Communism emerges in the wake of the Reformation, 
and has its own prophets, and prophecies. The idea of communism appears 
at the dawn of modernity in Thomas Munzer. And is suppressed. It appears 
again in the English Civil War, and is suppressed. We can see why Marx and 
Engels got suspicious. It almost seems like real modernity never happened. 
The revolutions were all bourgeois revolutions, and the main event never 
got off the ground! That’s trifle partisan, but the point is important: the 
‘end of history’ is taken to legitimize capitalist finality. Surely the evidence 
points to the opposite: All these bourgeois revolutions must be concluded 
by a last one, the end in the beginning, just as the early socialists suspected. 

The obsessive hold of economic ideology can be moderated by an 
expansion of scale to the level of world history as a whole, and this larger 
perspective soon impinges on the question of evolution. Economic factors 
are not the prime movers. The ambivalence of Marx on the issue of Darwin 
lies in the way he saw a natural relationship between his view of historical 
materialism and the discovery of the reality, the fact, of evolution. But he 
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Consciousness, and the Evolution of Ethics 

There is nothing mysterious about the limitations of 
Darwinian explanation: value-free science must eliminate 
questions of the value domain. But is this legitimate for 
the question of evolution? Related to this is the attempt 
to produce purely causal explanations of ethical behavior 
and its evolution. The positivist methodology of scientific 
reductionism, by declaring the rigid separation of facts and 
values, leaves us to wonder if nature itself truly respects this 
division in all its processes, especially those of evolutionary 
emergence. Sometimes the naturalistic fallacy is cited here. 
But how do we know that evolution doesn’t process values 
amidst facts, this in a naturalistic fashion? Darwin and 
his successors, making natural selection the fundamental 
axiom of explanation, have attempted considerable ad hoc 
extensions of great ingenuity to make selfishness the source 
of morality. This dramatic play of opposites has produced 
some exotic attempts to ‘save the paradigm’ in the theories 
of group and kin selection. These theories are essentially 
logical phantoms attempting to puzzle through the paradox 
of making selfishness the basis for its opposite. But none of 
this answers to the real issue, which is to explicate, and show 
evidence for, the emergence of an ‘ethical’ agent.

The issue of ethics is really one of the freedom or potential 
freedom to act according to an ‘ought’, and it is almost by 
definition not going to be explained by the mechanization 
of valuation via natural selection. This issue gives us a hint 
that Darwinian style explanation is wrong in principle 
and wildly off the mark in practice. We must see if we can 
find any actual data that will give us a hint as to what the 
evolution of ethics might be like. We don’t have far to look. 
In general, a theory of ethical behavior must explicate the 
consciousness of an ethical agent, and produce a model of 
choice-based behavior. But theories of evolution cannot yet 
account for consciousness. To make ethical consciousness 
an epiphenomenon of natural selection, and to propose that 
it arises as an adaptation in the game of survival beggars 
the nature of the phenomenon itself. What’s more, this 
approach creates a de facto standard of ethics based on the 
evolutionary ‘value’ of pure selfishness.
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soon saw the problem with the theory of Darwin. And the irony is that a 
similar difficulty seems to haunt the Marxist view of history. The onset of 
positivism is problematical for both of these theories, and the result is the 
‘kidnapped’ theory of Marx, one that contains a deep insight, but one that by 
being cast in the mode of scientism, becomes a reductionist theory that is too 
one dimensional.  The modern world, from the Elizabethan laws on sturdy 
beggars, to Malthus and his ‘better they starve’, to the advocacy of social 
darwinists like Spencer, bemoaning welfare, has suffered this combination 
of evolutionary and economic hybrids, the one and same wretched ideology, 
that was exposed by the early studies of ideology, as those of Marx, of the 
use of false theories to justify class warfare. 

The study of macro-history can create a better context for the study 
of economies than historical materialism, which tends to overplay their 
importance. However, we have just shown how historical materialism, as an 
idea rather than a theory, scored an early success in exposing this corruption 
of capitalist and economic thinking. Economies dominate because they 
are massive, with a logic of market motives, but a long-range view, as with 
the evidence of the Axial Age, shows that historical materialism is too 
reductionist to produce a theory of civilization. The question of modern 
capitalism has produced a distortion of our understandings of culture and 
the solution in the form of a postcapitalist world system finds support from 
this larger perspective. The mythology of markets, taken to the extreme 
of indifference to all forms of environmental destruction, is countered by 
seeing them as ‘brush fires’ induced by man himself, and this situation has 
no basis in natural law. 

The subject of history is the core of the human evolutionary question 
mark. And, beside the question of the place of value there in the field of 
fact, lies the suspicion that the historical doubly confirms our suspicions 
about Darwinism by showing us the play of non-random processes in the 
large. It is one of the basic tenets of Darwinism and reductionist science 
that purely random processes are at work, and that nature shows nothing to 
contradict this. But we have a rising suspicion that world history contradicts 
this dogma and is able to show us the falsification of a basic Darwinian tenet. 
The achievements of archaeology in a revolution of discoveries more or less 
in parallel with those of other fields of science in the same time frame, have 
transformed our sense of world history to give us a unique record: the first, 
and only, chronicle in real time of an evolutionary progression. And this 
discovery is related to our discussion of both modernity and the so-called 
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 The rise of molecular biology shows a complexity of structure that 
cannot easily survive statistical challenges to claims of random 
emergence. The new genetics and the emergence of developmental 
biology have exposed the limits of Darwin’s original theory, in 
the remarkable findings of complex biochemical systems and 
evo-devo. 

Evo-devo Although the findings of developmental biology have 
already been grafted onto the mythology of natural selection, 
they raise the question of a particular kind of teleological 
interpretation of evolution. As we examine world history a 
developmental sequence unconnected with genetics emerges 
with a demonstration of evolutionary directionality visible 
as macroevolution over five millennia. The representation of 
teleology as intermittent directionality suddenly gives meaning 
to the idea of ‘punctuated equilibrium’. World history has its 
own ‘evo-devo’, with no connection to genetics.

Epigenetics The recent discoveries in the realm of epigenetic 
inheritance point to a major new perspective for the Neo-
Darwinian Synthesis. DNA sequences remain invariant during 
development, but cells can acquire information they can pass 
on to their progeny, creating a new avenue for evolution beyond 
genetics.

Sean Carroll et al., From DNA to Diversity (New York: Blackwell, 
2001), Rudolf Raff, The Shape of Life (Chicago: University of 
Chicago, 1996), J. Gerhart & M. Kirschner, Cells, Embryos, and 
Evolution (New York: Blackwell, 1997), Jeffrey Schwarz, Sudden 
Origins (New York: Wiley, 1999), G. Miller & S. Newman, 
Origination of Organismic Form (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2002).

Jablonka, Eva, et al. Evolution in Four Dimensions: Genetic, 
Epigenetic, Behavioral, and Symbolic Variation in the History of 
Life (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2006), Chapter 4, “The Epigenetic 
Inheritance Systems”.     WHEE
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Axial Age. 
The question of evolution in the Darwinian take is really about ‘random 

evolution’. And the evidence of world history offers us a surprise. The 
solution to the evolution question can be found in world history itself. And 
this discovery ironically echoes the insights of the first theorist of evolution, 
Lamarck. 

The connection here lies in the way that a solution to the evolution 
mystery requires a two-level theory, a connection to directionality, and 
the questions of adaptation, and environmental interaction, relegated to a 
second level. This exposes the core problem with Darwinism, soon found in 
the theory of natural selection. Once we adopt the two-level approach, the 
problems with evolutionary theories tend to dissipate, to be replaced with a 
sense of the mystery in the higher level, with its teleological overtones. World 
history shows us a powerful, and slightly different example, and once we 
see that, the one-dimensionality of Darwinism stands out. We will start by 
looking at the Axial Age to see how this strange situation can come about, 
and the evidence makes no sense unless we can see a two-level developmental 
logic at work. That developmental logic really demands the term ‘evolution’, 
and a question about the relevance of this thinking to the earlier stages of 
human evolution. There is a strong suspicion that this is the case, and there 
is no really satisfying account of human evolution along Darwinian lines. 

4.2 Debriefing Darwinism
The discovery of evolution occurs during the high tide of the 

Enlightenment in the eighteenth century, one of the most revolutionary 
and innovative periods in human history, one, as we will also see, correlated 
directly with our macrohistorical timing. The theory of Darwinism is quite 
different and comes a generation later. The crux of evolution appears directly 
in Lamarck who saw that evolution is operating on two levels, a drive toward 
complexity, and an interaction with the environment. 

Darwinism collapses those distinctions of levels. The question of history 
been transformed by the discovery of evolution. And this connection has 
produced for the first time the right context for the study of history. But this 
has also produced confusions of its own, and the issue of Darwinism has 
generated the errors of Social Darwinism, and has been braided with the 
economic ideology of Adam Smith, as if evolution was somehow a variant 
of laissez-faire. 

The connection with radical thought has persisted from the start. But 
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A Timeline for ‘Big History’

In the first second from Planck time to the separation of the 
fundamental forces to the drama of cosmic inflation and the appearance 
of quarks and antiquarks the spectacular first sequence proceeds in 
the first minutes to the appearance of hydrogen and helium nuclei. The 
first three hundred thousand years show the beginning appearance 
of atoms and the new universe is on its way toward the formation of 
galactic then stellar formations. By the period of four billion years ago 
the beginnings of life will initiate the planetary scale of Earth evolution. 

The Big Bang, 13.7 billion years ago
10-43 seconds: the universe is smaller than the Planck length. 
10-43 to 10-33: onset of cosmic inflation 
10-10: separation of fundamental forces, quarks, anti-quarks
3 minutes: nuclei of hydrogen and helium
300,000 years: atoms form, galaxy, then stellar, formation begins
5.6 billion years ago: Our sun appears from debris of a supernova 
3.9 to 1.8 billion years ago: emergence of life as bacteria
550 million years ago: The Cambrian era
55-60 million years ago: first primates
3-5 million years ago: Australopithecus, emergence of hominids
50, 000 years ago: homo sapiens
10,000 years ago: onset of Neolithic
5,000 years ago: rise of advanced civilization in Egypt, Sumer
2500 years ago: the era of the so-called Axial Age
1500 C.E.: the explosion of modernity
													             WHEE
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the radical populism of the idea was shifted into a conservative ideology 
in the generation of Darwin. Of interest is the fact that Alfred Wallace, the 
probable real discoverer of the Darwinian theory had socialist beliefs, and 
was an outsider next to Whiggish Darwin and the crystallizing science 
establishment. Darwin’s theory, seeping into the private and unspoken 
thinking of a powerful fringe public, and mixed with the tonic of Spencer 
and the fulminations of Nietzsche, was to become a powerful shadow 
ideology behind its outer manifestations, severe enough, in the phases of 
Social Darwinisn in the Gilded Age, and the eugenics movement.   

 The implications of the newly discovered world of fossils precipitated 
a crisis in world views, and the first beginnings of attempted science are 
visible in such figures as Erasmus Darwin, and the key figure, Lamarck, 
who essentially wrote down the first real theory of evolution. His efforts, 
occurring in the period of revolutionary action in the crescendo of the 
French Revolution, were seen as a radical thesis challenging the settled view 
of society, in time, that spoke to a conservatism of political reactionaries. It 
was to be the conservatizing action of Darwin’s theoretical rendering of the 
idea of ‘evolution’ that was triumph in the public’s mind, and in the minds 
of those who sought a professional science of biology.

The period of the birth of modern biology is synchronous with the onset 
of evolutionary speculation, and that birth retained a qualitative challenge 
to the emerging reductionism suggested by the Newtonian canon of physics. 
The sheer splendor of its success tended to promote the impulse of imitation 
in the creation of successor sciences. This one aspect of the obsessive belief in 
natural selection, as if a mechanical ‘law’ of evolution could place biological 
evolution safely within science.   

Metaphysics of Evolution The need for a ‘science of metaphysics’ is 
the first step to a ‘science of history and/or evolution’. But it is just 
this requirement that proves the stumbling block. In his famous first 
critique Kant isolated the three great issues of the metaphysical tradition 
destined to get into trouble on the way to a ‘science of metaphysics’: 
that of divinity, followed by those of soul and free will. To these we 
should add the question of teleology, and note the way Kant considered 
teleology within the bounds of methodological naturalism, albeit 
ambiguously. The questions of divinity, soul, and free will demand 
proofs of existence, and Kant exposed the way that the road to these 
three proofs is beset with contradictions. They are metaphysical because 
they stand beyond the empirical.

But there were objections to this rising scientism from the start, as with 
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Non-genetic Evolution

The Axial Age is a clear and devastating challenge to ideas of 
natural selection and of genetic evolution. Darwin is more or 
less on record as assuming that natural selection is at work in 
the destruction of primitive races and that the achievements of 
the Greek classical period are the result of differential natural 
selection, a most doubtful viewpoint. Why was there a Greek 
flowering of culture? Because, by natural selection, the Greeks 
were smarter or some superior race? What about the Hittites? 
These were essentially the same tribal and linguistic stock. 
Yet they shew very little creative culture. They weren’t in the 
macro mainline. What about the Romans? They are almost 
a variant tribe, yet already look backwards to an established 
tradition. One is just before, the other just after. In parallel we 
find the post-Vedic mimic in concert the Greeks in music of 
different key. This has to be a problem of periodization. The 
foundations of the Greek classical achievement appeared at 
almost record speed from -900 to -600 for reasons, we can 
strongly suggest, that were conditioned by zone and period, 
in a master sequence. It is a question of macro determination. 
This remarkable interval, echoed in the raw structure of the 
Old Testament, has no other account than as a ‘fast interrupt’. 
Even if we thought they had special talents or intelligence as a 
culture, this other explanation would hold good. For we will 
move to see the full counter-experiments in all combinations, 
the comparable Hittites, and (Greek) Mycenaeans before, the 
Romans just after. In general, evolutionary theory assumes 
that selection for intelligence is a foregone conclusion in the 
evolution of the brain. Even the small snapshot we have of 
human history shows the ‘survivors’ too often to be a very 
restricted range of men. Uphill selection requires unique 
conditions for success.                                         WHEE    
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the figure of Kant, and his successors in German Classical philosophy, along 
with the Romantic movement, which produced a clear set of challenges to 
the mechanization of nature. To banish teleology from physics was a great 
advance, but it has mislead biologists. The realm of physics shows us causal 
fields, but in biology we see an immense range of ‘devices’, machines with 
a purpose. The biochemical field is little else. And this situation is in part 
the reason for the assult of design arguments at all stages, including the 
generation of Newton, where Thomas Ray, an member of the royal society, 
advanced design arguments. 

The issue of design arguments haunts biology for the simple reason that 
mechanism cannot seem to provide universal explanations in the ascent 
of life from matter. The mind then tends to ‘flip’ into the false duality of 
‘mechanism, designer’. The term ‘design’ is ambiguous, and could refer to 
processes of nature. And the stubborn reality of an unseen dimension of the 
‘spiritual in nature’, cannot be resolved by reductionist dogmatism. Extremely 
complex phenomena, such as the spectrum of human consciousness, the 
nature of the ‘will’ and its potential freedom (as ‘free will’), violate mechanical 
assumptions from the start. 

The reality then is a genuine case of ‘dialectic’, albeit deadlocked, and 
critics of reductionism should consider this dialectic of mechanism: propose 
mechanical hypotheses until they fail. And it would seem that ‘natural 
selection’ has thus failed. But its antithesis, as a design argument, should 
also fail, leaving the resolution of that dialectic to a new, still unknown range 
of processes. Our study of history show at once the way in which a larger 
perspective is needed. However, the design argument retains its powerful 
allure for religious critics of evolution, who may simply be right in many of 
their challenges to scientism. 

In Kant’s wake, beside the seminal work of the embryologists, still not 
‘evolutionaries’, studying the process of development, there came a school 
of so-called ‘teleomechanists’ who sought to reconcile the mechanistic and 
teleological aspects clearly visible in the biological field. This seminal field 
did not long survive the demands for ‘science’ which had so prospered in 
the banishment of teleology from physics. But clearly the field of biology 
was not going to yield so easily to this regime of reducing all phenomena 
to the kind of laws that proved so fruitful in the mechanics of Newton and 
Leibnitz. 

The question of evolution has been one of the great successes of the rise 
of modern science, but its discovery as a set of facts about the chronicle of 
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The Teleomechanists

As biological science in the Newtonian legacy emerges in the 
era of positivism the denaturing of teleological components 
leaves Darwinists stranded with no definition of an ‘organism’. 
This situation was virtually prophesied by Kant whose work 
suggests issues of natural teleology. The data of our macro 
effect, proceeding empirically, gives us an actual example: a 
intermittent oscillator that expresses directionality, i.e. a hybrid 
of mechanical and teleological components, both and neither. 
But this phenomenon has a ‘noumenal’/’phenomenal’ Janus-face.

As Timothy Lenoir notes in The Strategy of Life, “Teleological 
thinking has been steadfastly resisted by modern biology. And 
yet, in nearly every area of research biologists are hard pressed 
to find language that does not impute purposiveness to living 
forms. The life of the individual organism—if not life itself, seems 
to make use of a variety of stratagems in achieving its purposes. 
But in an age when physical models dominate our imagination 
and when physics itself has become accustomed to uncertainty 
relations and complementarity, biologists have learned to live 
with a kind of schizophrenic language, employing terms like 
‘selfish genes’ and ‘survival machines’ to describe the behavior 
of organisms as if they were somehow purposive yet all the while 
intending that they are highly complicated mechanisms. The 
present study treats a period in the history of the life sciences 
when the imputation of purposiveness to biological organization 
was not regarded as an embarrassment but rather an accepted 
fact, and when the principal goal was to reap the benefits of 
mechanistic explanations by finding a means of incorporating 
them within the guidelines of a teleological framework. Whereas 
the history of German biology in the early nineteenth century 
is usually dismissed as an unfortunate era dominated by arid 
speculation, the present study aims to reverse that judgment by 
showing that a consistent, workable program of research was 
elaborated by a well-connected group of German biologists and 
that it was based squarely on the unification of teleological and 
mechanistic models of explanation.” DMR
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fossils has not been matched by an equal success of theory, or so we must 
suspect from the prolonged and intractable controversy set in motion by 
Darwin’s theory, that of natural selection. This controversy has persisted 
throughout the entire history of the subject, expanding to incite the nearly 
implacable opposition of religious groups, from the fundamentalists of the 
American Bible Belt, to the sophisticated ‘second opinions’ of the proponents 
of so-called ‘intelligent design’. 

Tornado in a Junkyard: the statistics of natural selection induces a 
frenzy in creationists given a free gift of the falsification of the basic 
theory... The metaphor is from Fred Hoyle’s well-known critique of the 
standard Darwinian theory.3

It is important to consider the way in which Darwin’s theory, which we 
suspect was in reality that of Alfred Wallace, broke the deadlock of stalled 
thinking on evolution. The irony was that the placeholder, a mechanism of 
evolution, was needed to assist in visualizing the way in which species might 
diverge from one another. That natural selection was simply a placeholder for 
this larger perceptual breakthrough is lost on a later generation that cannot 
remember the problem the pre-evolutionary generations had in getting a 
grip on the unfamiliar reality of development in time.

It is interesting that Wallace, the declared co-discoverer of the theory, 
soon saw that it was an oversimplification, certainly as to the evolution of 
man, and recanted his earlier allegiance. Thus, if it is true that he led Darwin 
into the woods here, it true that he left him there, and the reign of the theory 
of natural selection, like a ‘get rich quick’ scheme, became the tenaciously 
held article of faith for many who soon took it as the foundation for a secular 
world view. The theory rapidly became a metaphysical guardian of views 
about modernity, in turn driving much critique of Darwinism into the 
camp of conservative anti-modernism, soon to be postmodern high hopes 
of dispensing of the modern world, and its anti-religion. 

One problem here is that ‘secularism’, which is the direct achievement 
of the Protestant Reformation, is not in any inherent sense ‘anti-religion’, 
since its principal action, if anything, by setting religion in motion, seems 
more akin to religious re-creation as a field of ‘unchurched’ spirituality in 
free fall. The secular period is thus the object of a wished-for takeover of 
the place held by religion in society. This is a ‘mistake’ that is more than 
understandable, if we examine the clear trend of the modern transition from 

3 James Perloff, Tornado in a Junkyard: The Relentless Myth of Darwinism (Refuge Books, 
1999).
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the era of religious domination to the open social space aspired to by the 
challengers of tradition. The problem remained that the substitute candidates 
for religion tended to be dominated by the rising scientism of misplaced 
science, generating a series of reactions to a new fallacy of omniscience.

The question of evolution was not really clarified by the collision of 
science and religion that arose from the controversies of Darwinism. The 
errors seem to have doubled, without clarification. Beside the creationists 
who, alone, tended to deny the reality of evolution, the vast majority, religious 
and scientific, accepted the ‘fact’ of evolution, focusing the debate of the 
‘theory’ of natural selection. As we have noted its status as a placeholder 
for a mechanism, complete with a metaphor of the ‘animal breeder’ in an 
echo of design arguments, belied its implausibility if taken to represent the 
whole process itself. Here the contracting mentality of scientism (which 
we might define as ‘physics’ applied to all phenomena) found a myth to its 
liking, as a prop for a new kind of superstition: the all-powerful magic of 
the disguised creator-designer, Natural Selection.4

Simple arguments of statistics, pointed to by first-rate scientists, like 
Fred Hoyle, cast severe doubt on the possibility of any of this being so, 
if the complexities of biochemical structure were to be manipulated by 
chance alterations. But the idee fixe soon became impossible to dislodge, 
and the feeling that the action of natural selection was the godsend ‘law of 
evolution’ to match the elegant simplicity of the Newtonian brand took over 
the thinking of even the specialists of detail, who were prone to confuse the 
hard science of the substrate processes of the organism with the process of 
evolution itself. 

The theory of evolution by natural selection of randomly occurring 
variations is presupposed to be true because it is logical and simple. 
For this very reason, however, it should be regarded with suspicion: 
this inscrutable universe does not lend itself to facile explanations. 
A mechanistic approach to evolution oversimplifies thinking on an 
immense subject of the greatest intrinsic complexity. The hope of 
many biologists to base their discipline on physics, the model science 
is delusive...5 

One of the hidden notorieties of the thesis of natural selection is the way 

4 Soren Lovtrup, Darwinism: Refutation of a Myth (1987), Robert Reid, Evolutionary 
Theory, The Unfinished Synthesis (1985), Robert Wesson, Beyond Natural Selection (1991), 
Michael Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (1985).
5 Robert Wesson, Beyond Natural Selection (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1994), p. 22.
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that it is proposed as science, only to proceed in a medium of disregard for 
the realities of scientific observation. The claims that all the processes that are 
revealed in the fossil record are the result or random evolutionary processes 
is almost extravagant as a conclusion in advance of the codification of fact. 
The most obvious objection, in a decided resemblance to hitting against 
a stone wall, is that the details of correct observation of the proliferation 
of species is simply impossible to track in real time. And the result would 
require observations over the entire interval of differentiation, which 
might comprise millions of years, and dispersal over a global environment 
hard to track. The core fact here is that, strictly speaking, this detail of 
observation is impossible from the first step. Thence the evident temptation 
or wishfulfilment to propose a simple explanation like natural selection. 
That or nothing. 

The issue of improper observation connects with the related issue of the 
frequent absence of fossil forms in a given sequence of species differentiation. 
What must exist in theory if Darwin’s formulation is correct confronts the 
reality that the intermediate stages are absent in the record. That this is the 
result of incomplete research, and that these ‘gaps’ in the fossil record will 
with time be filled is confirmed in many, but by no means all cases. And this 
situation has been seized on by creationists to insist that the issue of ‘gaps’ 
is one of theology, of the ‘will to create’ present in the stages of evolutionary 
emergence. In fact, the whole issue of ‘common descent’ begins to sound 
doubtful in the reckoning of those intent on seeing a designer in his garden, 
plying the forms of the ‘evolutionary music’ in a kind theistic improvisation. 

But the issue of gaps tends to be an exploitation of the debate, rather 
than a clarification. It is not that the record of common descent might be 
contradicted by the action of miracles, but, once again, that the action of 
natural selection is not adequate to the task of explaining the differentiation 
of species. In fact, the whole notion of species is at risk here, if used as the 
universal category of analysis: the ‘evolution’ of bacteria, that of insects, 
then of animals, and finally of man, is only by assumption a common 
process. One of the confusions in the history of biological research is the 
way that its first theorists, such as Wallace and Darwin, began their work in 
‘jungle canopies’ where the teeming differentiation of creatures, especially 
the insects, produced the illusion that species divergence was as simple 
as it seemed to the gaze taking in the struggle for survival. In reality the 
question of the emergence of species must be several subjects of discourse, 
with the ‘descent of man’ remaining tabled as a mystery quite other than 
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Timeline for the Rise of Civilization

The factor of ‘ten thousand year explosions’ is clearly at work in the 
emergence (‘evolution’) of civilization. 

From 50,000 years ago: dawn of human culture
20,000 to 15,000 years ago: the Last Glacial Maximum, transition to 

interglacial 
15,000 to 12,500 years ago: Bølling-Allerød Interstadial, warming
12,500 years ago: Younger Dryas, 1300 years of renewed cold
11,500 years ago: onset of Holocene 
Then around 9-10,000 BCE we see the first beginnings of the 

agricultural revolution with the Natufians in Western Asia. Then a new 
‘Great Explosion’ takes place.:

The period of the Neolithic beginning ca. 8000 BCE in the Fertile 
Crescent is still too coarse-grained to detect the ‘hidden transitions’ we 
suspect, but we can plot the basic outline very easily: 

-8000 to -5500 BCE is the first phase,
-5500 to -3000 BCE is the second phase,
leading to the take-off period of ‘higher’ civilization
ca. -3300 we see Sumer and Dynastic Egypt crystallize
A great field of civilizations and histories arise in the diffusion fields 

of these two great starts, but the basic framework is in place until the 
Axial period: 

-900 to-600 BCE: we see a synchronous parallel emergence field 
across Eurasia, with ambiguous data for Africa and the New World. This 
massive convulsion of transformed culture sets the stage for the first stage 
of globalization. 

1500 to 1800, another rapid transition to a new age period. The lack of 
synchrony here in the single focus of Europe is totally misunderstood. Our 
analysis suggests the obvious reason: parallel transitions would collide. 

 This almost miraculous pattern of data, alternating between fast 
advance and ‘medieval’ middles is a dead-ringer for the term ‘punctuated 
equilibrium’, and shows a clear frequency pattern of about 2400 years, as 
hard as that can be to accept. But this kind of action, totally unexpected, 
fulfills our requirements for an ‘evolutionary’ driver. Almost all the great 
advances of civilization occur within these ‘axial’ intervals. DMR
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