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A PHILOSOPHICAL ANALYSIS OF DARWINISM’S ROLE
IN THE VICTIMIZATION OF GENOCIDE VICTIMS
AND THE POLITICS OF “EUGENICS”

Relevance of the Problem. Traditional biological Darwinism provides an acceptable explanation
for the origin of species: complex “fit” species evolve, survive, and thrive, while less fit competitors
stagnate, die, and become extinct. Biological evolution, at least in its pure form, is purely descriptive.
Social Darwinism, by contrast, often has a very attributive component, as it concerns human behavior.
What is the actual connection between biological evolution and social Darwinism? These question
will undoubtedly occupy scholars for many years and may never be resolved. The aim of this article
is to critically examine the historical misuse of Darwinian evolutionary theory in justifying harmful
political ideologies and social policies, particularly in the contexts of Nazi Germany and Stalinist
Soviet Union. To explore how concepts such as “survival of the fittest” were distorted to rationalize
eugenics, racism, and totalitarianism, and to assess the lasting impact of these misapplications on
both the public perception of evolution and the broader ethical discourse surrounding scientific the-
ories. The research investigates how Darwinism was adapted to justify racism, genocide, eugenics,
and other forms of social violence. Objectives: To define the concept of “social Darwinism’ and dis-
tinguish it from biological Darwinism.To reveal the mechanisms of interpretation and transformation
of Darwinian ideas within various ideological systems.To examine historical cases of the application
of social Darwinism in the political practices of the 20th century.To assess the impact of these inter-
pretations on public perception of evolutionary theory.To analyze the moral and ethical consequences
of the ideological use of scientific concepts. Research methods. historical and logical approach,
comparisons and analogies, structural-functional method and dialectical principles of objectivity
of research a methodological basis that allows studying social Darwinism as a unique factor in
the formation of ideological slogans at different levels and identifying its dependence on the specifics
of the context — historical, social, ethnocultural. Results. The study found that despite the purely scien-
tific nature of Darwin s theory of natural selection, its principles were repeatedly instrumentalized for
ideological purposes. In Nazi Germany, evolutionary concepts were distorted to support racial theory,
eugenics, and genocide. In Stalinist USSR, ideas of social selection were used to justify mass repres-
sion and cultural annihilation. In the U.S. and Western Europe, social Darwinist ideas underpinned
forced sterilization programs. These findings demonstrate that social Darwinism functioned not as
a scientific doctrine but as a rhetorical tool for legitimizing preexisting political agendas. Conclusion.
Darwinism has consistently been tied to social and ideological agendas that have nothing to do with
the “origin of species”. The tragedy of Darwinism's history is that it has always looked much wider
than biology. And today, Christian opposition to evolution is based on the belief that Darwin's theory
undermines traditional values and opens the door to all sorts of evil.
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Introduction. Traditional biological Darwinism provides an acceptable explanation for the origin
of species: complex “fit” species evolve, survive, and thrive, while less fit competitors stagnate, die,
and become extinct. Biological evolution, at least in its pure form, is purely descriptive. Social Dar-
winism, by contrast, often has a very attributive component, as it concerns human behavior. Moral
judgments about behavior are made on the basis of how it fits into the overall Darwinian scheme.
Social Darwinism remains a controversial topic, with countless questions swirling around it. What
exactly does the term Social Darwinism mean? What did Darwin think of it as an extension of his ide-
as? What is the actual connection between biological evolution and social Darwinism? Are the moral
prescriptions of social Darwinism really supported by Darwin’s theory? To what extent has biological
Darwinism been used for propaganda purposes to support ideas unrelated to evolution? Was there, for
example, a real connection between evolution and Nazism, as some scholars have claimed? Or is it
simply a propaganda ploy to give evolution a bad name?

Purpose and tasks. The aim of this article is to critically examine the historical misuse
of Darwinian evolutionary theory in justifying harmful political ideologies and social policies,
particularly in the contexts of Nazi Germany and Stalinist Soviet Union. The paper aims to ex-
plore how concepts such as “survival of the fittest” were distorted to rationalize eugenics, racism,
and totalitarianism, and to assess the lasting impact of these misapplications on both the public
perception of evolution and the broader ethical discourse surrounding scientific theories. The re-
search investigates how Darwinism was adapted to justify racism, genocide, eugenics, and other
forms of social violence.

Objectives.To define the concept of “social Darwinism” and distinguish it from biological Dar-
winism.To reveal the mechanisms of interpretation and transformation of Darwinian ideas within
various ideological systems.To examine historical cases of the application of social Darwinism in
the political practices of the 20th century.To assess the impact of these interpretations on public per-
ception of evolutionary theory.To analyze the moral and ethical consequences of the ideological use
of scientific concepts.

As «Andrew Carnegie» book wrote in 1989, “although the law may sometimes be hard on
the individual, it is best for the race, for it ensures the survival of the fittest in each department”.
Carnegie’s key phrase, “survival of the fittest”, which is almost universally attributed to Darwin,
actually comes from the influential British philosopher Herbert Spencer. [1] Spencer believed
that everything from the cosmos to society to Carnegie’s free market was constantly evolving.
Spencer’s ideas were in circulation before Darwin published On the Origin of Species, and he is
credited with popularizing social Darwinism, although there is some doubt as to how “Darwinian”
his ideas really were. [2,3].

Methods. The article uses a historical and comparative analytical method, tracing how Darwinian
thought was interpreted, adapted, and manipulated across different contexts. Drawing on thinkers
like Malthus and Spencer, and ideologues like Hitler and Stalin, the article outlines the ideological
transformations that led to policies like eugenics, genocide, and forced sterilization. By examining
both Western (Nazi Germany, the U.S.) and Soviet (Stalinist USSR) applications of evolutionary
rhetoric, the text shows how evolution was used as a flexible ideological tool rather than a strict
biological explanation. A scientifically established means of “progress”, why limit it to the origin
of species?

Results. The study found that despite the purely scientific nature of Darwin’s theory of natural se-
lection, its principles were repeatedly instrumentalized for ideological purposes. In Nazi Germany, evo-
lutionary concepts were distorted to support racial theory, eugenics, and genocide. In Stalinist USSR,
ideas of social selection were used to justify mass repression and cultural annihilation. In the U.S.
and Western Europe, social Darwinist ideas underpinned forced sterilization programs. These findings
demonstrate that social Darwinism functioned not as a scientific doctrine but as a rhetorical tool for le-
gitimizing preexisting political agendas. Capitalists, nationalists, and racists, of course, have promoted
self-interested agendas and appeal to whatever logical reasoning seems most useful. Few of them are
interested in any progress other than their own. And none of them were, inspired by Darwin, as they
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have been around for centuries. [4]Two millennia before Darwin, for example, Plato advocated selec-
tive breeding of humans as a way to increase the fitness of the race. His fellow Greek, Thrasymachus,
preached that “might makes right”, justifying the strong trampling on the weak as a way to achieve
the most powerful political structures. The ancient Jews, during their campaign against Amalekites,
in their fierce anti-Semitism, found it expedient to kill the men, women, children, infants, sheep,
camels, donkeys, and cattle of the Amalekites to prevent the contamination of their superior religion.
You cannot allow Jewish cows to mate with pagan bulls.[5] Eugenics took a sinister turn in Europe,
especially Germany, and eventually fell into disuse to the point of becoming a concept that politically
savvy people fled from. In 1924, for example, the U.S. Congress passed laws restricting immigration
from countries and ethnic groups deemed inferior

The ideological inspiration for eugenic ideas was, in particular, the works of Malthus.

“The power of population”, he wrote, “so surpasses the power of the earth to produce a subsistence
for man, that premature death must in some form or other visit the human race”.

“Fortunately, death had many conscripts — extermination, seasons of disease, epidemics, ... de-
feats and plagues”, but if these front-line soldiers proved unable to keep overpopulation at bay, “the
gigantic inevitable stalks of famine will stalk in the rear, and with one mighty blow will equalize
the population with the food of the world. ““ [6] Such laws had a glossy scientific veneer, and rac-
ist politicians took comfort in the sophistication and wisdom of policies based on the best science
of the day. More sober moments in Germany led to a national program of extermination of groups
considered inferior. Hitler and his Third Reich considered Jews, Gypsies, Poles, and homosexuals
inferior. [7]|Stung by the humiliation of their defeat in World War I, the Germans wanted nothing
more than to reclaim their past glory. If eliminating defective elements within their borders could
achieve that, then they were on board. And all the better for the project, since there was a scientific
basis for it. The connection between Darwinism and movements like Nazism is not causal, argues
Karl W. Giberson, author of Saving Darwin: How to Be a Christian and Believe in Evolution. [§]
And while this example emphasizes the victimization of Jews, almost identical arguments have been
applied to blacks, Native Americans, and almost any group outside of Caucasian Europeans. Sim-
ilar, deeply political messages emerged in places like Mein Kampf, where Hitler eloquently spoke
of the triumph of the strong, calling it the “iron law of necessity”, justified as “the right of the fittest
to win”.[9] Note the value judgment under the word “fittest”. “He who will not fight in this world
of eternal struggle”, Hitler wrote, in language eerily reminiscent of Darwin’s explanation of natural
selection, “does not deserve to live. It is a tragic chapter in German history that scholars are still strug-
gling to understand. But one thing is abundantly clear: The Holocaust would have happened with or
without Charles Darwin. However, there can be no doubt that the Nazi campaign against the Jews was
fueled by rhetoric and rationalization with the arguments of social Darwinism. Karl Marx, the “father
of communism”, was an ardent supporter of Darwin, and combined his social and economic ideas
with the principles of evolutionism. He wrote that Darwin’s book contained “the natural-historical
basis of our views”. His disciple Lenin, having seized power, staged a bloody terror, and Lenin, in
turn, raised Stalin on identical views. One of the most terrible mass murderers in the history of man-
kind studied at the Tiflis Theological Seminary. At the age of nineteen, he (Stalin) was expelled from
the seminary for revolutionary activities. Having transferred the provisions of the theory of evolution
to the social dimension, he decided that genocide was the most effective tool for achieving his com-
munist goals. Just as Hitler considered Jews, Poles, and Gypsies inferior, Stalin stigmatized inferi-
ority complex of “rebellious” Ukrainians: As long as Ukraine retains its national unity, as long as its
people continue to think of themselves as Ukrainians and strive for independence, it poses a serious
threat to the very essence of Sovietism. The communist leaders attached the greatest importance to
the Russification of this independently thinking member of their “union of republics” and decided to
remake it, adapting it to their model of a single Russian nation. For the Ukrainian is not and never
was a Russian. His culture, his temperament, his language, his religion — they are different. De-
spite his dependence on Moscow, he refused to collectivize, preferring deportation and even death.
Therefore, it was especially important to bring the Ukrainian to the Procrustean model of the ideal
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Soviet person.As is known, the author of the term “genocide” was the Polish lawyer of Jewish origin
Raphael Lemkin, who studied and lived in Ukrainian Lviv. He had been thinking about the need to
give a legal definition to mass extermination of the population even before the start of World War II.
He argued: The first blow is aimed at the intelligentsia — the brain of the nation — in order to paralyze
the rest of the organism. In 1920, 1926, and again in 1930-33, teachers, writers, artists, thinkers,
and political figures were killed, imprisoned, or deported. [10] According to the Ukrainian Quarterly
magazine for the fall of 1948, in 1931 alone, 51,713 intellectuals were exiled to Siberia. The same
fate befell at least 114 prominent poets, writers, and artists — the nation’s most prominent cultural
leaders. According to rough estimates, at least 75% of Ukrainian intellectuals and professionals in
Western Ukraine, Transcarpathia, and Bukovina were brutally exterminated by the Russians (ibid.,
summer 1949).

Along with this blow to the intelligentsia, there was an attack on the Churches, priests, and higher
clergy—the “soul” of Ukraine. Between 1926 and 1932, the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church,
its metropolitan (Lypkivskyi), and 10,000 priests were liquidated. [11]

During 1932 and 1933, 5 million Ukrainians died of starvation. This cruelty was condemned as
inhuman by the 73rd Congress on May 28, 1934.

It is worth noting that while Europe and the United States were concerned with physiological
and mental indicators, eliminating those members of society who were below the bar they had set,
the Soviet government was exterminating the Ukrainian elite, the intellectual and spiritual flower
of the nation. Inspired by a single source — the theory of evolution ideologically adapted to dicta-
torial needs, the ideologists of communism and fascism deformed it each in their own way in order
to achieve their bloody goals.The connection between biological and social Darwinism is complex
and disturbing and, perhaps, even suspicious, but it cannot be denied that it has always existed, even
before the theory of evolution became known as “Darwinism”.

Conclusions. The study concludes that social Darwinism is not an extension of biological evolu-
tionary theory but rather an ideological interpretation that provides pseudo-scientific justification for
political doctrines. Evolutionary theory, as a scientific explanation of biological processes, contains
no moral imperatives and cannot be directly applied to social structures. However, historical examples
reveal the profound moral and political vulnerability of scientific theories when misapplied beyond
their intended scope. The misuse of evolutionary rhetoric has significantly distorted public perception
of Darwinism and contributed to the spread of anti-scientific sentiment.
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(I)IJIO(ZO(I)CI)KI/II?I AHAJII3 POJII JAPBIHI3MY
Y BIKTUMIZALII )KEPTB TEHOLUAY TA NOJITHULI «€EBI'EHIKN»

Axmyanvricms npoonemu. Tpaouyitinuii 6iono2iunull 0apeiHizM NPONOHYE NPUUHSIMHE NOSCHEHHS
NOX0O0JCEeHHS BUOIB: CKAAOHI «NPUOAMHI» €BONIOYIOHYIOMb, BUNCUBAIOMb | NPOYBIMAoms, mooi
AK MeHW NPpUCmMoCco6aHri KOHKYPEeHmMuU CMmazHyromy, SUHYmo i eumupaioms. bionociuna eeonoyis,
NPUHALMHI 8 Yyucmomy euenaodi, € cymo onucosoro. Coyianonuti 0apeinizm, Ha6NAaKu, Yacmo mae
o0yoice ampuOYmMueHUll KOMNOHEHM, CAPAMOBAHUL HA NOPYUIeHHs N00CbKOI nosedinku. Axkuil
Gdaxkmuunuil 368’130k Midc 0I0102IYHOI esoNtoYiclo ma coyiarbHum oapeinizmom? L]i numanns,
Oe3cyMHIBHO, OYOYymb 3aUHAMI NPOMAOM 0A2amvboX POKI8 [ HIKOIU He MOXCYMb Oymu eupiuieni
Mema yici cmammi — Kpumu4uHo 0OCIIOUMU ICMOPUYHEe HeNpasuibHe GUKOPUCMAHHS 0aPBIHIBCLKOT
eBONIOYILHOI meopii 01 BUNPABOAHHS WKIOIUBUX NOLIMUYHUX 10€e0N02il ma COYialbHOI NONIMUKU,
30Kpema 6 kKonmexkcmi Hayucmcokoi Himeuwuunu ma cmanincokoeo Paodsancvkozo Corosyro, oocnioumu,
SAK MAKi KOHYenyii, K «BUNCUBAHHS HAUNPUCIOCOBAHIUUXY, OVIU CHOMBOPEHI O payioHanizayii
€62EHIKU, PACUZMY MA MOMANTMAPUIMY, A MAKOIC OYIHUMU MPUBATUL BNIIUE YUX HENPABUTbHUX
3aCMOCY8anb AK HA CYCNibHe CAPULIHAMMS e80NI0Yil, MaK i HA WUPWULL emuyHUll OUCKYPC HABKOO
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HAYKOBUX meopitl. 3acysamu, K 0apeiHizm 0y68 adanmosanutl 0Jisi BUNPABOAHHS PACUZMY, 2eHOYUOY),
€82eHiKU ma iHwux ghopm coyianvHoeo Hacurbemea. Lini. /lamu susnavenus noHammio « coyianvbHuil
0apsiHizM» ma 8UpPI3HUMU 11020 8i0 0I0N02TUHO20 Oapeinizmy. Poskpumu mexanizmu inmepnpemayii
ma mpaucgopmayii 0apsiniscbKux ioell y pizHux ioeonoivnux cucmemax. Posensnymu icmopuuni
BUNAOKU 3ACMOCYBAHHS COYIANbHO20 0ap8iHizMy 6 nonimuyHiu npakmuyi 20-eo cmonimms. Oyinumu
8NAUG YUX [HMepnpemayit Ha CyCnilbHe CnputiHammsi egonoyitinoi meopii. llpoananizyeamu
MOPANbHO-eMUYHI HACAIOKU [0€0102I4H020 GUKOPUCMAHHA HAYKO8UX KoHyenyiu. Memoou
00CNIONCEHHA. ICMOPUKO-TIO2TYHULL NIOXI0, NOPIBHAHHS MA AHANO2IT, CIPYKMYPHO-QYHKYIOHATbHULL
Memoo ma OialeKmuyHi NPUHYUNU 00 €EKMUBHOCE QOCTIONCEHHS, MeMmOoOON02IUHA OCHO8A, WO
00360.15€ PO36UBAMU COYIANbHUL OAPBIHI3M K YHIKATbHUL hakmop (opmysanHs i0eono2iuHux 2acen
HA PI3HUX PIBHAX MA GUAGIAMU 1020 3AJIEHCHICMb 80 KOHKPEMHO20 KOHMEKCY — iCIOpUYHO2o,
coyianvbHo2o, emuoKyibmyprozo. Pesynemamu. Pe3ynomamu 0ocniodcents 3aciouunu, wo, nonpu
CYMO HAYKO8ULL Xapakmep O0apsiHiBCbKoi meopii npupooHo2o 0060py, il NoLoNICeHH HEOOHOPA3080
IHCMPYMEeHmMAanizy8anucs 6 ioeonociunux yinax. Y nayucmceokit Himeyuuni esonroyitini ioei 6ynu
nepexkpyyeti 051 00IPYHMY8AHHA pACOBOT Meopii, €62eHIKU Ma NONIMUKU 2eHOYUAY. YV CmaniHCbKoMY
CPCP xonyenyii coyianbno2o 0060py Oyiu 6UKOPUCMAHI Ol BUNPABOAHHS MACOBUX Penpecill
i kynomyproeo 3uuujenus. ¥ CILIA i 3axioniu €8poni idei coyianbhoco 0ap8inizmMy aseliu 8 OCHOBY
Npakmuku npumycoeoi cmepunizayii. Lle 0o600ums, wo coyianbHuii 0apeinizm 6y8 He HAYKOBUM
HANpsmMom, a pumopuyHuM 3acooom se2imumizayii gdice iCHYIOYUX NOTIMUYHUX NPOSPAM.

Knwuosi cnosa: coyianvruil 0apsinizm, e8onoyis, Hayu3m, , NPOcpama €82eHiKu, 2eHoyuo,
XPUCTMUAHCMEBO.



