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FORUM

The publications of J. Philippe Rushton on racial differences cansed a great stir in
the North-American media last year and remained not unnoticed in Europe. There-
fore a symposium was organized at the 10th International Congress of Human
Ethclogy in Edinburgh this year, with opponents and proponents expressing mheir
views. Since most people felt that the opportunity to discuss matters publicly and
openly with Dr. Rushton was limited, the forum discussion is continued in the
newsletter. References to Rushton’s primary publications can be found in the
reference lists following the various discussions.

The Editor.

Intellectual Freedom and Responsibility

by: 1. Eibl-Eibesfeldt, Forschungsstelle fir Humanethologie in der Max-Planck-
Gesellschaft, Von-der-Tann-Strasse 3-5, D-8138 Andechs, Fed. Rep. of Germany.

‘What do we mean when we speak of freedom? In fact we can mean quite different
things. Some see freedom in terms of the opposition between what is determined
and what is not determined. This is evidently nonsense, as has been thoroughly
discussed by Hassenstein (1979), amongst others. Suobjectively we feel free to
choose, butin fact choice takes place on the basis of experience, be it phylogenetic
or individual, and the values deriving from it. Without such values, there would be
no such things as responsibility.

But there alsg exists a freedom for which peaple fight — that is the freedom to
express one's opinion. This freedom is granted 1o us, if we ara lucky, by our society.
It is a social freedom and we aptly speak of liberty when we are free to express
ourselves. However, people who express themselves freely may do so by presenting
very dogmatic views, stemming from the experience of rigid ideplogical indoctrina-
tion, Such peaple have freedom of speech in as far as they are allowed to openly
express their thoughts. Their statements may, however, lack intellectual freadom,
as defined by the openness to consider the points of view of others and to be able ta
revise their own opinions accordingly.

Intellectual freedom cannot be granted by society. It is a freedom that everyone
has to struggle o obtain within themselves through self-discipline and training. In
order to achieve intellectual freedom, we must be able to detach our rational self
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from our emoticnal self, and it is our emotional self that is
normally riggered when we become aronsed by anger, love or
ideological values. Only when we succeed in detaching emotion
from thought, have we created a situation without tension that
allows us to reconsider and be flexible in our opinions.

Interestingly, our ability to detach thought and action from
emotion has roots in our mammalian heritage. I became aware
of this during my studies of the ontogeny of play behaviour. In
1949 I raised a baby badger. Once he was weaned, he lived
freely under my barrack in the Viennese forest. In the evening
he sought my company as a playmate. He would attack me and
then retreat in mock fight. If an object caught his attention, he
would catch and shake the object in mock hunting. He would
freely shift to and fro from fight, to flight to hunting behaviors.
Evidently he was not aroused by emotions of aggression or fear
during these play sessions. [t was then that I realized that higher
mammals are able to deconple their emotions from behaviour
patterns. They are thus able to experiment freely with their
motor abilities as well as their environment, allowing them to
explore, experiment and learn.

Ilaterread in Wolfgang Kéhler’s account of his chimpanzee
studies of how Sultan discovered how to put two sticks together
to get a banana lying outside his cage. When first confronted
with the task, he tried to use two short sticks, first one and then
the other, in rapid succession, but of course in vain. Finally he
threw a temper tantrum and turned his back on the scene. When
his temper had cooled, he began to play with the sticks and then
accidentally discovered how to put them together to form one
long stick. Once he had done this, he remembered his old
objective and got the banana that was now within reach of his
lenger stick.

Letus then stay cool when discussing subjects that are likely
o arouse us emotionally, for we are going to discuss the
hypothesis of racial differences in reproductive behaviour, I say
cool, but not unengaged.

When pgathering scientsts from different branches of our
discipline, we might ask the question, “What do we as scientists
have in common?” For one thing, hopefully we have a concern
for other people. We must remember though that our loyalties
are graded. First come pur family and kin, then closer related
people of the same ethnic group and so on. Sociobiologists like
Van der Berghe have discussed the phenomenon of eth-
nocentrism in the light of evolutionary theory and now we
understand it at least in principle. Since it is genetic survival
through survival of offspring which counis in evolution, eth-
nocentrism was a means of promoting the survival of our own
genes. But from this it does not follow that we need to continue
the ruthless ethnocentrism that has tainted most of human
history up until now. We may not be able to love five billion
people who are unknown to us, but we have every reason to
foster a spirit of mutnal tolerance and understanding since, as
Hans Hass (1981) has expressed it: “Everything responsible for
our human existence is due to a anonymous multitude of others
who lived before us and whose achievements have been be-
stowed upon us as gifts.”

We have created a concept of mankind in an attempt to foster
a feeling of common heritage and thus to overcome the an-
tagonism that leads to war. And since, amongst many other
universaily found behaviours, we share affiliative emotions, we
are prepared to continue our struggle for survival in cooperative
efforts. We have, however, to find ways to achieve this by
respecting and appreciating cultural and racial diversity which
requires social contracts as precautions against domination. To

do this we need as full as possible an understanding of human
behaviour. So far, research in human ethology has concentrated
on elucidating behaviors that are universally found in man. The
result has been the discovery of an immense repertoirs of shared
behaviors. However, few human ethologists have looked for
biologically based differences. If no such differences are found
— fine -— that makes it easier to grasp a feeling of common
heritage. However, if differences do exist, only through an
understanding of these can we attain mutual respect and peace-
ful co-existence. Differences, after all, have provided the pool
of diversity essential to our evolution and, in humans, can either
be used as the basis for antagonism or complementarity.

r/K Theory and Buman Differences

by: Jay R. Feierman, Presbyterian Behavioral Medicine Center,
1325 Wyoming Blvd,, N.E,, Albuquerque, NM 87112, USA.

The issue that concerns me has little to do with the appropriate-
ness of /K theory to explain human differences, although I
believe it is presumptious to assume that the distribation of
highly context dependent behavioral variables necessarily
reflects the distribution of genotypes. ButI donot want to argue
that issue here. Rather, what concerns me most are the
sociopolitical implications of the questions. Where is this lead-
ing us? And who is “us”, white man?

If the question is simply the predictive potency of i/K theory,
I believe that the welfare of the individuals who are being hurt
by the supposed answers is more important than the question.
Science is not done in a sociopolitical vacuum.

"There is also an issue of “informed consent” in any human
research where there is potendal for harm to identified in-
dividuoals. it is fairly clear what group is being harmed and,
parenthetically, what group is benefitting by the press coverage
of this issue. Scientists are not immune from sociopolitical
responsibility.

The sociopolitical implications of an entire “race” of
humans being of “low intelligence,” “low altruism” and “low
law abidingness™ are so clear. I therefore believe that an or-
ganized scientific body needs to study the validity of the
evidence and then issue a statement or a report. Unfortunately,
academic debates in meetings and in newsletters don't get the
same type of international press coverage as “racially inflam-
matory staternents” by otherwise distinguished Professors.

The embers of another era are still smoldering. I suppose
that some of us are more sensitive to this issue than others.

Human Ethology: t/K selection and the -
“New Racism”

by: Karl Grammer and Maximiiian Sttckl, Forschungsstelle fiir
Humanethologie in der Max-Planck-Gesellschaft, D-§138 An-
dechs, FRG.

“Population differences exist in personality and sexual be-
haviour such that, in terms of restraint, Orientals>Whites>
Biacks.” Furthermore, “this ordering is predicted from an
evolutionary theory of r/K reproductive strategies in which a
tradeoff octirs between gamete production and parental care.”
These statements were made by J.F. Rushion in his article “Race
differences' in sexual behaviour: Testing an evolutionary
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hypothesis” (Rushton, 1987, p. 529), and they illustrate the
subject of a paper presented at the 10th International Congress
of Human Ethology. The evolution-based explanation for these
differences, according to Rushton, is the following one: Blacks
are adapted to an unpredictable tropical environment; whites
and orientals are adapted to a northern climate that is predictable
over the long term (Rushton, 1988); the adaption is supposed to
have cansed a variety of genetic differences among the races.

In fact, this is a simple and appealing working hypothesis,
but it is not a theory. It is a simple, testable, explanatory model,
which, Rushton thinks, explains a wide variety of quite different
variables: physical features, reproductive behaviowr, sexual
behaviour, criminal behaviour, and differences in intelligence
and personality,

This hypothesis, or, more accurately, the data that have been
cited to support it, has garnered considerahle scientific and
popular attention. Not because of the reported genetic differen-
ces among the races, however—there surely are such differsn-
ces. The reason for the attention is that rank ordering the data
the way Rushton does implies to the average person that dif-
ferences in quality exist among the three populations. Rank
ordering taces places Rushton near Gobineau,! who suggested
in his Essai sur I'inégalité des races humaines (originally
published in 1853, first German transiation 1898, next edition
1934, last edition 1940; Stuttgart: FrFrommanns) that there are
genetically determined “traits of saperiority” between races.
Thus, the implied qualitative differences among the races tike
on a political dimension, because it is possible to use such
differences as justification for nearly every type of racial dis-
crimination. This political potential inherent in Rushton's ideas
makes necessary the discussing of these ideas from two dif-
ferent perspectives: the scientific one and the political one.
Rushton himselfl seems to be well aware of this problem when
he writes: “However, fearfulness about injustice resulting from
the overgeneralization of differences in group means to par-
ticular individuals should not keep us from vigorous research,
The exploration of genetic variance within the human species,
and the analysis of the causes of this variance, are of crucial
importance to understanding man” (Rushton, 1988, p. 1021).

This letter is not guided by fearfulness. Its main concern is
“vigorous research” and possibie implications resulting from
this research,

From a scientific perspective, Rushton’s attempt to prove
his hypothesis suffers from numerous methodological faws.
Although each point Rushton makes (see, forinstance, Rushton,
1988) is elaborated in great detail, no actual data on variation
are presented, except for penis length and penis diameter (in-
deed it is difficult to understand why penis length, brain size,
and intelligence should be related to differences in reproductive
strategies}. In addition, all data that are presented come from
other authors. Thus, Rushton's argumentation relies on
hypotheses on means — and thus becomes a metahypothesis:
it's a hypothesis about hypotheses on racial variations.

When we have a closer look at the evidence thatis provided,
we see that the argument becomes even weaker. As soon as the
argurmentation leaves the arena of physical anthropology and

moves on o psychology and sociology, possible intervening
variables are almost completely neglected. Again Rushton tries
to solve this problem by citing other authors, without presenting
his own data: “Some of the observations can be explained in
purely environmental terms. Chinese and Japanese, for ex-
ample, rypically come from traditional backgrounds where
there are strong socializing pressures to conform, and restraint
is generally valued. . . . Black males apparently learn early
that assertive sexuality and sexual prowess are means of gain-
ing status . ..."” (Rushton, 1987, p. 543) or “As we have implied,
personality, sexuality, and culture are likely to interact in
profound ways" (p. 546).

Instead of discussing these arguments thoroughly, Roshton,
in his 1988 article, presents an impressive mass of
counterevidence, This type of evidence then leads him to the
conclusion-“That across populations brain size negatively cor-
relates [ouremphasis] with gamete production, and both covary
with a suite of other attributes, pravides compelling support for
the riK perspective” (Rushton, 1988, p. 545). Sorry, but we
missed the correlation coefficient. This type of argumentation
would imply empirical relations, which have not been shown.
Doesn’t Rushton know about the highly significant positive
correlation between the disappearance of the white stork
(which, in some fairy tales, is said to bring German babies) and
the decrease of the birth rate in Germany? Correlations (al-
though empirically demonstrated) do not necessarily reflect
causal relationships.

Many of the racial differences that are evident through
Rushion’s literature review also could be explained in relation
to differences in socioeconomic siatus (SES) or differences in
culturally transmitted values of the populations. Remember
that, with a few exceptions, imost of the data come from one
society {mainly the United States), where the populations that
are being) considered live under completely different
socioeconomic conditions from cne another, The almost com-
plete neglect of possible intervening variables in Rushton's
presentation of the literature is a serious mistake. In fact, we
suggest the hypothesis that a similarity in socioeconomic con-
ditions reduces (in most of the evidence presented) more statis-
tical variance than a similarity in race does. Again, Rushton
knows this: "We do know that considerable variability exists
within each major group, as well as within munerous sub-
divisions" (p. 547). If variance exists, it should be presented.

Another astonishing point is that only large sample sizes are
presented. Astonishment turns into surprise when we find only
positive evidence — all evidence that is presented appears to be
unquestioned “*scientific fact.” For the average reader, who may
not be familiar with the primary sources, it is impossible to
evaluate the vast amount of indirect evidence Rushton presents.
An average reader (even with a scientific background) is not
able to distinguish between facts and factoids.? This is the major
problem. Rushton himself acknowledges: “While many studies
finding an absence of differences have necessarily been omitted,
Temunaware of any major study demonstrating results opposite
to those reported here” (Rushton, 1988, p. 1017). So, another
question arises: What are “major studies”?

1 Gobineau in his theories mainly used arguments on a cultural and historical level, but he hypothesized that “blood” might
play a role. In the beginning of the 20th century, his pupils introduced modern biclogical and genetic arguments into the

theory.

13

Mailer [1973]: Marilyn, Grosset & Dunlap, New York.)

Norman Mailer created the term “factoids” for “facts” that exist only through their appearance in printed media. (N.
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The causal interpretation of a nonexistent correlation coef-
ficient is a venial mistake — together with the combining of
data for “litter size" and for physical, psychological, and
sociological traits taken from different sources, it is a serious
error. This proof proves practically nothing. Scientific standards
nowadays demand that the same individuals have to show all
differences at the same Hme.

The only way to get around these methodological problems
is by the rigorous presentation of data, where the source of the
data, the sample sizes, and the variances all are presented in
tabular form. Only in this way can the reader get an impression
of the weight of the arguments.

There is only one way (and enly onme) to prove the
hypothesis: by the presenting of empirical data. Such a presen-
tation means a comparison of mongoloid, caucaseid, and
negroid populations who live under different environmental
conditions but who have the same socioeconomic background.
This is a simple 3 races by 3 environmental conditions design,
controlled for sociceconomic status. This proof, of course, is
the responsibility of Rushton.

From the perspective of science, the /K theory applied to
human races would be much sounder if it were reformulated
back to its point of origin: humans, although genedcally dif-
ferent, all have the potential of reacting to different environ-
ments (climatic, SES, or whatever) with different reproductive
strategies. By using the r/K theory taken from behavioural
ecology to explain the data Rushton presents, we might be able
to explain the evolutionary success of the species Homo sapiens
without prematurely concluding the mechanisms. '

Despite the above issues Rushton's critics wonld have been
much more moderate if the staiements had not carried such
serious political implications. H.P. Eysenck, in his talk at the
10th International Congress of Human Ethology, drew parallels
between Rushton, Einstein, and Galileo Galilet, Eysenck stated
that everybody, including Galileo and Rushion, should have the
right to express his or her scientific ideas. This notion is basi-
cally correct. On the other hand, Eysenck assumes that Einstein
did not know how his findings would be used for the construe-
tion of the atomic bomb and believes that Einstein was, there-
fore, not responsible for the “misuse” of his ideas and that this
premise also applies to Rushton. This notion is basically wrong.
A scientist indeed is responsible for what he says or publishes,
like anybody else in our society. The misuse of scientific ideas
does not remain “potential,” More than 50 years ago,
Gobineau’s ideas led to a human disaster in Europe. Racial laws
and discrimination were neither new nor unique to the Germany
of this period; even in 1913, Géza von Hoffman reviewed in his
book Die Rassenhygiene in den Vereinigien Staaten von
Amerika (Miinchen: Lehmann) the racial laws of various states
of the United States, laws that followed ideas comparable to
Gobineau's.

In conirast to the discovery of nuclear fission, which was
campletely new, history has shown with painful consequences
ta humankind how ideas about rank orders of races can be used
for the political justification of injustice. Those physical
anthropologists in the Third Reich who used the ideas of the
inequality of races, and thus laid the groundwork for racial
discrimination and the holocaust in this period, rightfully have
been held morally responsible for their influence. In addition,
anybody who thinks that in a democratic society potential
ideological explosives will be defused by democratic processes
is wrong, because the comparison between three races could be
only the begianing. Ethologists like Eibl-Eibesfeldt (1989)

have shown how demagogic processes use humankind’s ten-
dency for the justification of ostracism. Given this background,
the Rushton statements have great demagogic potential. In
addition, these statements and the metheds employed to prove
them can be used to vindicate nearly every ethnic conflict and
(feminists, watch out) even gender differences (Oren-
als>Anglo-Saxon [males>females}>Italians>Arabs>Blacks).
These problems are known to Rushton: “Fortunately a more
enlightened research climate for the study of racial variation
may be occwrring, at least as indicated by the increasing
popular interest . . . and the willingness of front rank journais
to consider their differences™ (Rushton, 1988a, p. 1038). Public
interest and articles in front rank journals indeed may create
the factoids mentioned above. Because Rushton maoves on
highly sensitive ground, we wish he would see his responsibility
more clearly and adjust his scientific methods and argumenta-
tion. It is a pity that Rushton’s work in the area of r/K selection
has these shortcomings, for his work on genetic similarity
theory is sound and promising (Rushton et al., 1984).

Last, but not least, from the political perspective there are
severe implications for human ethology (at least in continental
Europe). Human ethology should never play the role that physi-
cal anthropology played in the past, namely, delivering (even
involuntarily) arguments for fascist ideclogy. Thus, it is the
responsibility of every human ethologist to prevent the misuse
of the ideas he or she produces, .
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Comment on J.P. Rushton’s Work on r/K
Differences in Man

by: Sean Neill, University of Warwick, Covenoy CV4 7AL,
England.

Given the fundamental importance of the /K distinction to
Rushton’s work, there is singularly little on how the environ-
ments of the various races might have differed and the function-
al effects of these differences, though altemative explanations
are sometimes discussed (e.g. Rushion & Bogaert 198R). For
example, if the theory is correct, physical and ecological dif-
ferences within groups, for example between the Dinka and the
Pygmies, might be expeciad to be accompanied by behavioural
and psychological differences similar to those between groups.
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At present such within-group differences, if they exist, produce
variance which could be masking the true extent of any differen-
ces between groups.

In conversation with Rushton, it is clear that he feels that the
quality of evidence available, or likely to be available, about the
ecological conditions of the various races is too poor to justify
expenditure of research time on it, as an alternative to collecting
other types of data. While this argument has considerable force,
it does imply that the whoie edifice of the theory could be built
on foundations of sand. The differences between groups could
instead, as I. Silverman suggested at the Edinburgh conference,
be related to differences in male-male competition. If African
peoples were better able to rely on plant food than Caucasian
or Oriental peoples in colder climates, male involvement in
feeding a family might have been less vital. As inrecent African
hunter-gatherers, femaie gathering would have been the main
foundation of the diet. The limited responsibilities cf the male
hunters would have allowed them much more freedom of action
to spend their time competing for women than hunters in colder
climates whose families were dependent on their efforts. Equal-
ly if a northern hunter was killed or injured in a guarrel over
waomen, his existing children might starve, while the children
of a disabled tropical hunter might survive on what Lheir mother
could gather.

This explaration seems to me as convincing, and as uncon-
tamninated by evidence, as that advanced by Rushton.

Reference:

Rushton, I.P. & Bogaert, A.F. (1988). Race versus social class
differences in sexual behaviour: a follow-up test of the
/K dimension. Journal of Research in Personality, 22;
259-272.

Race: Differences, Concepts and Politics

by: Ian Vine, Interdisciplinary Human Studies, University of
Bradford, Bradford DB7 1DP, England.

Jean-Philippe Rushton has provoked hot and antagonistic politi-
cal controversy with his theory of racial differences in peoples’
genetic selectedness along the 17K reproductive strategy con-
tinuum (Rushton, 1988a, 1988b, 1988c¢). In claiming consistent
superiority, amongst several dimensions of behavioural
*advances’, in the increasing order: Negroid, Caucasoid, Mon-
goloid populations, Rushton has been charged with giving
unintended or even deliberate ammunition for ideologues of
racial supremacy, Media dissemination of his theory will cer-
tainly have caused perceived insult and distress to many black
people.

As T have argued against sociobiology’s political critics —
like Rose, Kamin & Lewontin (1984) — (Vine, 1985), in fact
most of its offences are in the distorting eye of the beholder
when hypotheses of genetic differences are advanced. Censor-
ing dangerous ideas in science is a serious compromise of the
unfettered search for truth — and evolution’s value-neutrality
is precisely what cannot preciude uncovering morally uricom-
fortable facts about our natures.

Yet truth is arguably not the pre-eminent human value in
every case and context. At times the prevention of human
misery is both closer to reproduction-related values which
nawral selection does promote, and more in accord with our

Fitness-transcending, self-conscious, moral choices. There is at
least an extra-scientific political case for particular caution in
promoting ideas which siress only one, potentially divisive side
of our evolution by highlighting genetic compettion and dif-
ferences (e.g. Bateson, 1986; Kitcher, 1985). Vine (in.prep.)
examines the nature and limits of our political, moral, and
scientific responsibility as ethological theorists and researchers,
proposing ethical guidelines which would set some constraints
on the publicizing of contentious claims about race differences
— but would in no way obstruct the scientific discovery process
itself.

My main concern with Rushton’s ideas is, however, at that
morally evaloative level closest to the scientific issues themsel-
ves. I make no attempt here to address other more technical
empirical issues on which Rushton may deserve to be squarely
challenged (e.g. Zuckerman & Brody, 1988; and 1.5 H.E, 1989
conference papers by Feierman and by Silverman — cf. Ethpl-
ogy & Sociobiclogy, 10(5), 1989). But what I do wish to
challenge is the intrusicn of socially evaluative concepts, where
the theory should deal rigorously with more value-newiral ones,
if it is not to be unnecessarily and offensively more amenable
to abuse by racists than is acceptable,

Differing cultural traditions will put social value upon a
variety of human attributes even if dominant human cultures
regrettably strive to impose theirs on all dimensions of social
comparison and judgmental preference. Thus hypotheses of
Rushton's racial ordering for maturation rates, birthrates, lon-
gevity, sexdrive, and even temperament variables happen to be
relatively free of cross-cultural uniformity as to what is judged
most desirable. Blacks may feel proud of being attributed a
higher level of sexual activity, for example — whereas puriteni-
cal Caucasvids from Christian and Musltim moral traditions
value its reduction.

This does not hold for intelligence, which is valued ubigui-
tously in some form or other, nor for Rushton's ‘social
organization’ cluster of variables, which encompasses marital
stability, mental resilience, law-abidingness, and altruism. The
issue of racial variation in intelligence is one arpund which
controversy still abounds strongly (cf. Flynn, 1988 on Mon-
goloid IQ scores). But here debates have been potentially con-
structive in exposing how readily the “heritability’ concept
misleads us about how crucial favorable environments are for
realizing performance manifestations of genetic ‘potential’.
This may also prove true through further investigation of
Rushton’s social variables k but meanwhile genetic differences
are being held to underlie racially differentiated attributes for
which the consensual norms relate high scores to maoral worth.

Clearly the measures underlying this part of Rushton’s
research can be challenged as to how culture-fair they are — as
is the case for another measure of moral maturity, namely that
used by Kohlberg in his pursuit of scores for moral reasoning
abont justice and rights (Vine, 1986). The difference is that
while Kohlberg pursnes the safe, liberal hypothesis of haman
equality in moral potentizl, Rushton argues for ethnic varia-
tions. The Jatter claim is at least as analytically problematic in
terms of disconfounding moral “advances™ from co-variations
in sociopolitical context, the legacy of imperiglist domination,
the contentof normative codes and their relation to conduct, and
— in cases like crime within multi-ethnic societies — the
influence of prejudice itself. (For example, a recent British
survey has-revealed police selectivity in apprehending and
charging blacks, while legal discrimination makes them mas-



Page 6

sively more likely to be imprisoned for a given crime than
whiles.)

Too much of Rushton's “socio crganization™ or morality-re-
lated data hinges upon highly ambignous questionnaire
measures, susceptible to systematic cultural difference in the
significance of items — which may advantage Mongeloids and
disadvantage Negroids. In fact, even in Britain, his altruism
measure failed to predict readiness for donations to the charity
Oxfam (Plant, in prep.). Whether altruism is considered in Lhe
service of in-group members or racially alien strangers, by an
informant, must be sensitively and intensively explored. Scores
on this variable, and related ores like empathy, nurturance,
apgression and even assertiveness may mean little — in terms
of behavioural differences in basic prosocial dispositions be-
tween ethnic groupings — without careful monitoring of the
content of moral codes, and the extent to which maoral self-ex-
tension is universalised beyond one’s in-group (Vine, 1986,
1987).

The problem of comparisons is highlighted further in
measures of law-abidingness. A pgroup that is culturally
dominated by a surrounding and often oppressive majority from
another ethnic background, may assimilate the latter’s norms,
orreject them in favour of a differing in-group morality coupled
to out-group hostility. This undoubtedly plays a part in the
higher crimerates for blacks of Negroid origin in North America
and Europe, in contrast io the lower rates for Mongoloids,
Caucasoid minorities dominated by other groups in the latier’s
indigenous sccieties are rare, thanks to the continuation of
covert imperialism and the fact that Western liberal values have
had such impact upon some of the most powerful Mongoloid
societies’ nomms. . .

In research involving ethnic differences, valid science can-
not avoid taking account of how power-politics impacts upen
minorities within multi-cultural societies. Any simple measures
of moral maturity may measure little more than readiness to
conform to the dominant cuiture’s normative prescriptions. This
may bear no simple relation to the in-group conformity which
would have been often critical for reproductive suceess in our
ancestral environments. And ease of assimilation to a dominant
culture will depend upon overlaps in normative content, and 3
readiness to extend in-group boundaries, that will hinge upon
the groups’ diverging historical traditions and inter-group rela-
tions.

My first conclusicn is that Rushten should re-conceptualize
his moral and prosociality variables in line with what his
measures are likely to signify at the level of psycho-social
realities. Preparedness for ready assimilation of cultural norms,
and for their situational adjustment, is the kind of variable which
— while being more psychologically "basic’ than culturally-
shaped normative content of rules — seems more likely to differ
between populations with differing ecological histories (cf.
Hinde, 1987). And it has the appropriaie level of value-
neutralily to make it less easily susceptibie 10 supremacist
interpretations, [t also reduces the temptation to infer that
Negroids are somehow less morally good on principles —
which is bound to cause deep offence and resistance.

In fact Kohlbergian data place most people, even in socio-
educationally advantaged Eurc- American societies, at the inter-
mediate ‘conventional’ moral level of his stages 3 and 4.
Morality is compliance with authority, or conformity to eth-
nocentric and collectively approved normative rules. (In con-
trast with the rarity of fully *principled’ morality in the sense of
universalized conceptions of human moral equality) If the

predominant motives for respecting moral precepis are linked
to social compliance, then the content of the norms should be
most predictive of how most people act — but remain heavily
shaped by cultural history.

Rushton has every right to hypothesize that an r/K gene-
selection framework predicts his racial ordering of what I have
identified as conformity and assimilation-readiness variables.
But formulating the hypothesis this way helps o expose how
fragile a genetic differences claim may be. For one thing, we
may argue thatr-selected groups should score higher rather than
lower — in that effectiveness as an opportunistic procreator
requires greater skill in making oneself acceptable 1o strangers
by mimicry of their value-systems. If Negroid moral conduct
reflected r-biased genotypes, this ethnic groups might — be
more predisposed for assimilating alien norms than K-biased
races. In fzct the complex, largely cultural nature of conformity
and related phenomena seems evident. Muslim Asians in
Britain were exceptionally law-abiding until the Salman Rush-
die controversy exposed fundamental moral differences in com-
mitment to liberal values. Now those most committed to con-
servative Islamic values have begun to reject and violate our
legal framework for personal liberties. The focus of conformity
is now on in-group values instead,

These kinds of counter-examples may be susceptible to
accommodation with Rushton’s theory, as he claims is possible
with another — the low 'social organization’ scores of Mon-
goloid Amerindians. But it is clear that much more empirical
and theoretical refinement are required before his thesis can be
adjudged well-confirmed. I welcome his resilient determinatign
to continue in such a task; but I would respectfully urge him to
at least adopt less evaluatively problematic conceptualizations
of some of his measures, and to stress the tentative nature of any
conclusions wiich can be drawn at his stage,

References:

Bateson, PP.G. (1986). Sociobiology and human politics. In
S. Rose and L. Appignnanesi (eds.), Science and Beyond,
Blackwell; Oxford.

Flynn, JR. (1988). Japanese intelligence simply fades away:
Arejoinder to Lynn (1987). Psychologist, 1, 348-350.

Hinde, R.A. (1987). Individuals, Relationships and Culture.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Kitcher, P. (1985}, Vaulting Ambition — Sociobiology and the
Quest for Human Nature. MIT Press: Cambridge, Mass.

Plant, M.B. (in prep.). The Application of Social Psychology
to the Stimulation of Charitable Donation. Ph.D. Thesis,
University of Bradford.

Rose, 8., Kamin, L.J. & Lewontin, R.C. (1984). Not in our
Genes. Penguin: Harmondsworth, Middlesex,

Rushton, J.P. (1988a). Race differences in behaviour: A re-
view and evolutionary analysis. Personality & Individual
Differences, 9, 1009-1024.

Rushton, 1L.P, (1988b). The reality of racial differences: A re-
joinder with new evidence. Personality & Individual Dif-
ferences, 9, 1035-1040.

Rushton, J.P. (1988c). Do /K reproductive strategies apply to
human differences? Himan Ethology Newsletter, 5(8), 4-
5.



Page 7

Vine, 1. (1985). Pelitical implications of sociobiology — soci-
al Darwinist or socialist? British Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science annual Meeting, 26-30th August,
Glasgow.

Vine, L (1986). Moral maturity in socio-cultural perspective:
Are Kohlbers’s stages universal? In 8. Modgil & C. Mod-
gil (eds), Lawrence Kohlberg: Consensus and Controver-
sy. Falmer Press: Lewes, Sussex.

Vine, L (1987). Inclusive fitness and the self-system: The ro-
les of human nature and socio-cultural processes in inler-
group discrimination. In V. Reynolds, V.5.F, Falger & L.
Vine (eds), The Sociobiology of Ethnocentrisim. Croom
Helm & University of Georgia Press: London & Athens,
Georgia.

Vine, I. (in prep.). Science, Values and Politics: Sociobiology
and Moral Morality. MOSAIC Monographs.

Zuckerman, M. & Brody, N. (1988). Oysters, rabbits and pe-
ople: A critique of *“Race differences in behaviour” by J.P.
Rushton. Personality & Individual Differences, 9, 1025-
1033.

Comments on the Non-naive':S()cial
Responsibility of Intellectuals

by: Gail Zivin, Ph.D., Professor of Psychiatry and Human
Behaviour, Jefferson Medical College, Philadelphia, PA,
19107, U.5.A.

The furor in response to the media’s presentation of Philippe
Rushton’s work was entirely predictable. And so was the in-
ftammatory nature of that preseniation. Some readers will recall
a similar uproar in the mid-60"s over Arthur Jensen’s claim that
heritability estimates of IQ proved a genetic basis for the
average 15 point difference between Western blacks and
whites.

In both cases, the public media played a key role by repre-
senting the researchers’ ideas and their social implications
{which the researchers did not publish or which they qualified
in careful but academic style) as the WORD of SCIENCE. That
is, as the final word. Public media are not designed, nor are its
average consumers oriented, to characterize a scientific report
as a developed hypothesis requiring serious questioning and
further test. This is even less likely for a report with emotionally
provocative social implications.

We all know these facts about the media and the public, of
course. Yet, it must be a very academic knowledge. Over and
aver again intellectuals — or academics — seem to forget the
predictable consequences of media presentations of their work.
Perhaps, however, they do not forget but hold the opinion that
they have no responsibility for what others do with their intel-
lecteal products. [ must agree that one can have no full respon-
sibility for what one cannot control. But as was demonstrated
last year by a man who had the political savvy to become
candidate for president of the US, to say nothing on a topic
because its public interpretation is morally or intellectually
beneath oneself or beneath one’s intentions for the topic, can
have devastating effects for that self through public opinion,
Ahh, egocentricity,

In the present case the damage goes beyond what might

accrue to the individual researcher and his theory. The greatest
potential damage is to the conception of ethology’s (and
ISHE's) rigor and disinterestedness, as held by respected per-
sons who might know very little about ethology: our non-
ethological colleagues, our young students, and the public and
officials who spensor our work. (Please notice that there is, in
the public and brief presentations of Rushton's claims, the
public appearance of lack of rigor and of great social insen-
sitivity. This public appearance exists even if other forms of the
work shoulid belie that appearance, and public appearance is all
that these comments are meant to address.)

By here singling out public media presentations as a key
contributor in the Rushton case, in past cases, and in future
cases, I gingerly make three proposals for ISHE, for ethologists,
and for all other socio/psychological/biological researchers:

1. That the ISHE Newsletter always carry a paragraph in a
prominent place that states that no material in the Newsletter is
selected by critical peer review and thus material is printed only
10 foster free and creative exchange of (even outrageous) ideas
between researchers. That material appears in the Newsletter
never implies the truth of those ideas, ISHE's support of them,
nor any support for any policy implicadons that one might be
able to draw from them,

2. That ISHE (and other intellectual organizations of so-

cial/psychological/biological researchers pass two policies (rot

“ethical policies,” as that would assume less naivete and less

egocentricity of ourselves and our peers than I believe is realis-

tic):

a. Formally disapproving of researchers bringing their work
to the attention of the public media, but formally urging
researchers whose work has come to that attention to stay
in that area in order to clarify misconceptions and over-
simplifications and, most importantly, 1o hold the same re-
sponsibility that one does in intellectual publications: 1o
put forth the arguments against ane’s own position. Fur-
thermore to urge researchers to be alert to the flavor of
the particular public media contexts in which they allow
themselves o be involved.

b. Formally disapproving of statements, whether in the acade-
mic or public media, that are worded in ways that corrobo-
rate simplistic social stersatypes. Statements that could be
so construed should have immediate and clear qualifica-
tions of how the simplistic stereotype is not an accurate
characterization of the findings nor of persons in that cate-

gory.

3. That ISHE or ethologists generally start a function that could
be construed as “Ethologists for Media Responsibility.” This
could be a cadre of interested and media-sophisticated
ethologists who would be notified when a big public media fuss
appears to be showing ethology as simplistic/non-
rigorous/biased/political/etc. They would quickly devise a way
to get the further attention of the media to show the complexity
of the real issue/methodology. They would have to be quite
creative in making this non-inflammatory information attrac-
tive enough to get the expanded attention,

By making these suggestions I could be charged with lingering
amounts of the same naivete and/or egocentricity that I am
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deploring and trying to hinder. I wish that someone would come
up with more potent ideas to address the public media problem,
while still preserving academic freedom of topic, absence of
censorship, and sensitivity to the harm that can be furthered by
our statements about our work as well as interpretations of it.

The Study of Race Differences: A
Response to Commentaries

by: J. Philippe Rushton, Department of Psychology, University
of Western Ontario, London, Ontario, N6A 5C2, Canada.

As areading of the commentaries makes clear, cherished values
conflict in the study of racial and ethnic differences. All of us
desire a humnane and decent world in which we and our
childrent’s children can live in harmony with people of different
backgrounds. All of us also desire to see increases in scientific
knowledge. All will differ somawhat, of course, in the weight-
ings assigned to these values in particular instances of perceived
incompatibility, More problematic, people will also differ in
what they consider to be a just society and a scientific advance.
Itiseven interesting to conjecture on the ethological influences
that mold such differences (e.g., see Tellegen et al., 1988). My
view, obviously, is that the study of racial group differences is
important in its own right; we need to know where the differen-
ces came from and why they remain, The study of race differen-
ces may even shed light on important evelutionary processes.

First, the behavioral and morphological data, in which
Caucasoids consistently average between Negroids and Mon-
goloids, can be used to help decide between alternalive
reconstructions of human evolution. Current thinking among
physical anthropalogists who use molecular biology (blood
group, serum proiein, mtDNA, and nuclear DNA) to buttress
the paleontological data, involves a recent single-origin model
for the emergence of modem humans instead of multiregional-
origin models (Stringer & Andrews, 1988; Simons, 1989). An
African beginning is envisaged, perhaps even as recently as
140,000 to 290,000 vears ago with an African-non African split
occurring perhaps only 110,000 years ago, then a European-
Asian split about 41,000 years ago. Thus the sequence in which
the races emerged in earth history parallels the phased linearity
of the suite of »/K characters including brain size and intel-
ligence test scores (Rushton, 1988). This parallel is not readily
predictable from the multiregional origin models based on long
periods of separation, in which no consistent pattern of charac-
ter appearance is expected.

Then, there is the much neglected but intriguing question of
whether there is a directional or progressive wend toward
greater complexity and intelligence over evolutionary time.
Bonnder (1980} has shown that the later the emergence of an
animal group in earth history, the larger is its brain size, and the
greater isits culture. Asimilar trend of increasing brain size over
geological time occurred with the dinosaurs during the 150
million years that they dominated the earth (Russell, 1989). It
is well established that the hominid fossils show a three-fold
increase in relative brain size over the last 3 million years
(Jerison, 1973). And, with anatomicatly modem homans, it is
the most recently emerged Mongoloid populations which have
the largest brains and the highest IQ scores.

Should such issues as “progress” be raised in the context of
humanracial differences? Might they not be misrepresented and

have negative consequences? Should not a higher criterion,
therefore, be placed on the expression of such views? Hans
Eysenck answered these questions at the Edinburgh Meeting:
{a) it is impossible to predict the consequences of advances in
scientific knowledge; (b) social policies based on ignorance and
incorrect theorizing are likely to be counter-productive; and (c)
the use of double standards and, in effect, selective censorship
is abhorrent and must be avoided, Thus we must have faith that
the more open and fuller the research dialogue, the quicker will
be our gains in understanding. Only in this way can the mutual
respect that Eibl-Eibesfeldt writes about come into being and
the technical issues raised by some of the commentators be
properly addressed.

One misperception among some commentators concerns the
universality of the findings. Some apparently thonght the data
are based primarily on negroid-Caucaseid diffecences in the
U.K.and U.S.A. where they could be attributed to “oppression”
and “imperialism”. However, my research broadened the data
base on race by {a) including Mongoloid samples (one-third of
the world's population), (b) including other Negroid samples
(most black people live in post-colonial Africa), and (c) con-
sidering many multifaceted life-history variables including
brain size, maturation rate, longevity, personality, rate of twin-
ning, sexual behaviour, and sacial organization. I concluded
that despite much overlap the average racial group differences
are to be found worldwide, in Africa and Asia, as well as in
Europe and north America. Such a network of evidence allows
more chance of finding valid theories than do single items. The
central question Lhus remains: Why do Caucasian populations
average so consistenily between Mongoloid and Negroid
populations on so many variables?

Finally it is important to emphasize that considerable
variability exists within each major group, as well as within
numerous subdivisions. Thus there are important individual
differences to be considered over and above the average tenden-
cies that I believe exist. Racism is the failure to acknowledge
such within-group variation and to treat (usually mistreat)
people in a category as though they were all the same and to
deny them- their human rights. Feierman is the strongest
spokesperson for the belief that this is what is occurring, but it
is not,

From an evolutonary point of view it is to be expectad that
populations will differ, genetically, in the mechanisms underly-
ing their behaviour. Adopting such an outlook does not discon-
firm the demccratic ideal. As E.Q. Wilson (1978) put it “We
are nat compelled to believe in biological uniformity to affirm
human freedom and dignity” (p. 52}. He went on to quote
Bressler (1568} that “An ideology that tacitly appeals to biologi-
cal equality as a condition for human emancipation corrupts the
idea of freedom. Moreover, it encourages decent men (o tremhle
at the prospect of "inconvenient’ findings that may emerge in
future scientific research.
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