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Dedicated to the memory of those Jewish and non-Jewish eugenicists 

who were defamed and persecuted in the Western world, some of whom 

had earlier been driven into exile from Hitlerôs Germany, even as others 

of their colleagues perished; in homage to both eugenicists and their op-

ponents who were victimized, imprisoned, and murdered under Com-

munist rule; in acknowledgement of todayôs eugenicists ï again both 

Jewish and non-Jewish ï who continue their struggle to defend the genet-

ic patrimony of future generations; and in respect for those scholars and 

scientists who may disagree with them but who share their selfless con-

cern for the future of humanity.  



 

 

 

When God created the first man, he took him around to all the trees in 
the Garden of Eden and said to him, ñSee my handiwork, how beautiful 

and choice they are.... Be careful not to ruin and destroy my world, for if 

you do ruin it, there is no one to repair it after you. 

A midrash 

MR Ecclesiastes 7:13 s.v. reʂh. 
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Illustrations  

While the great exodus of Jews from the Russian Empire that lasted from 

1880 to 1913 aroused sympathy within the already existing community 

of Western Jews, the way of life of the former shtetl dwellers was also a 

source of discomfort among prosperous óHebrewô Englishmen, Germans, 

and Americans, whose aspirations were largely assimilationist and who 

saw this sudden influx of poor relatives as compromising their own so-

cial positions. In 1885 a twenty-five year old Austrian lawyer and atheis-

tic journalist who saw himself as a German and who at one point even 

proposed a mass baptism of the Jews, published a utopian novel with his 

own solution for the situation: You Have Only to Want It for It Not to Be 

a Fairytale. A year later he followed up with The Jewish State: An At-

tempt at a Modern Solution of the Jewish Question. His name was Theo-

dore Herzl, and he is considered to be óthe father of Zionism.ô His pro-

posal was to establish a state ï not necessarily Palestine ï where hard 

agricultural work would ócureô the new arrivals from the Pale of Settle-

ment of their ghetto culture. Among the options advocated were Argenti-

na, Australia, rural Canada, Mesopotamia, Uganda, and Cyrenaica (the 

eastern coastal region of modern-day Libya). Herzlôs partner in Zionism, 

the popular eugenicist Max Nordau, saw Herzlôs proposal as straightfor-

ward eugenics: the then popular Lamarckian belief in the heritability of 

acquired characteristics lent hope that the scrawny, weak, and inferior 

Jew ï an image internalized by many Jews ï would become physically 

strong, sexually potent, and morally fit. Envisaged as replacing both the 

ghetto Jews and the óeffeteô coffee house Jews, this image was subse-

quently transmogrified into that of Zionist ófighting Jewsô who estab-

lished the Jewish state by force of arms. Created by Ephraim Moses Li-

lien, the ófirst Zionist artist,ô the illustrations were intended to illustrate 

the ideal of Nordauôs ómuscle Jew.ô The writer Stefan Zweig recalled 

that in this ñson of a poor orthodox Jewish woodturner from Drohobycz, 

I encountered for the first time an Eastern Jew and a Judaism which in its 

strength and stubborn fanaticism, had hitherto been unknown to me.ò 

 

 



 

 

About Writing This Book  

I recall high school reading assignments in Indiana in the late 1950s on 

the Jukes and the Kallikaks and later taking a university anthropology 

course in Bloomington that dwelt on those same brachiocephalic and 

dolicephalic measurements that were soon to fall out of favor among 

younger anthropologists. I even attended a lecture by the British eugenic-

ist Julian Huxley (1887-1975) ï in the very building that housed the Kin-

sey Institute, which owed so much to the pioneering research of eugenic-

ist and sexologist Magnus Hirschfeld. In graduate school I was caught up 

by the great ideological tidal wave that swept over academia in the wake 

of the Vietnam War and the civil-rights movement. On another level, 

however, I missed a part of it, having spent 1968 at Moscow University 

on the US/USSR academic exchange program. When I got back I re-

member a friend laughing as he described how a student had ripped open 

his office door and thrown a water-filled balloon at him; still another told 

of mounted police charging up the steps of the university library. 

Like many students of history, I was torn between admiration for 

human achievement and dismay at seeing so many unable to appreciate 

the grand unfolding of culture, much less participate in it. Roughly in 

1975 I became curious about eugenics. I attended a reception for mem-

bers of the Genetics Department at the University of Iowa, hoping for 

guidance in learning more on the subject. To my surprise, the geneticists 

whom I questioned either lacked any knowledge of the topic or feigned 

ignorance when speaking in the presence of colleagues. To this day I 

donôt know which explanation is valid. In 1979, co-chairing a department 

at the University of Maryland in College Park, I was summoned by the 

Dean and asked in a tone that must have been familiar to victims of the 

Inquisition about my opinions on race. 

Although I had devoted my entire professional life to the defense 

of human rights and considered my efforts to constitute part of the strug-

gle for the rights of future generations, my efforts had been largely fo-

cused on the international scene, and I had never written on the topic of 

race, nor discussed it any more than the average person. I had partici-

pated in a óBig Brotherô program, in which I took Afro-American child-

ren to museums on weekends and had supported a Taiwanese orphan, 

and his hostile tone and angry eyes were as surprising as they were upset-

ting. An ideological coup dô®tat had taken place both in popular culture 

and in academia since my undergraduate days, and the new rulers were 

ferreting out even potential dissenters. In effect, ideology was dictating 

the resolution of scientific questions. 
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So I resolved to learn about eugenics on my own ï the best way 

to learn anything, really ï and eventually wrote Future Human Evolu-

tion: Eugenics in the Twenty-First Century, which can be downloaded 

free in an ever growing number of languages at http://whatwemaybe.org. 

The site has been visited more than a million times, and the book may 

well be the most popular book ever written on eugenics. 

Recognizing in Washington D.C. (where else?!) the crucial role 

played by Jews in intellectual life and politics, and by some Jews in the 

suppression of the eugenics movement, I resolved to go back to basics 

and create a chronology of the shifting Jewish viewpoints that have led 

us to where we find ourselves today. And, as the reader will see, the dee-

per I dug, the more I found. It is now indisputable that much of what 

might be termed óaccepted eugenics narrativeô is in crass discordance 

with the historical facts. 

A timeline is like a skeleton. As the pieces fall into place, the 

creature gradually forms and seems almost to peer back at us like a living 

being, gesturing toward our future from the past. And onto this scaffold-

ing we can grow the muscles, organs, and skin of our destiny. 

Writing books about Jews used to be a far easier undertaking 

than it is today, with Jewish anxieties over óanti-Semitismô having been 

so elevated as to render dispassionate scholarly discourse nearly imposs-

ible. 

Another problem is that the very definition of Jewry has become a 

moving target. After all, to write a book about Jews means to first come up 

with a working definition of who is a Jew, and that is no easy task. Formerly, 

Jews were considered to be the descendants of Abraham, and they believed in 

Judaism. Now both religion and Abrahamic lineage are off the board as ge-

neric definers. 

Aside from providing a few lists of persons with patently Jewish 

names, I have in all other cases relied on more weighty evidence of Je-

wishness. Thus, to cite but one example, even though the name óTitmussô 

is indicated as a Jewish surname in the Family Tree of the Jewish People 

(184,237 surnames)
1
, I omitted Richard Titmuss of the London School of 

Economics after corresponding with a colleague who had written an ar-

ticle about him. The surname óBurtô is both a Jewish and a Scottish 

name, so the famous psychometrician Cyril Burt is discussed in this text, 

but not as a Jew. In such cases I chose to err on the side of caution with 

regard to others, leaving out ten Jewish proponents of eugenics for fear 

of including even one non-Jew as Jewish. 

                                                 
1 Avotaynu, http://www.avotaynu.com/csi/csi-result.html, accessed July 5, 2008. 

http://whatwemaybe.org/
http://www.avotaynu.com/csi/csi-result.html
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Second, the web that I cast inevitably had more rips and gaps 

than netting. Many Jews attach little significance to their Jewishness, or 

are reluctant to have it known, sometimes even to family members. 

Third, there are people not all of whose parents or grandparents 

were Jewish. Where does one draw the line? Are we going to revert to 

such lexical monstrosities as Mischling and quadroon? I confess to being 

a dyed-in-the-wool universalist, and instinctively recoil from such dis-

cussions as invidious, but have taken up the topic only out of sheer ne-

cessity. Considering the influence of the Jewish community in America, 

the mixed attitude of Jews toward eugenics in reshaping the human ge-

nome in a number of ways (more about this later) is far too important to 

be ignored. 

Many scholars and scientists would vehemently object to being 

labeled as óJewishô geneticists, anthropologists, historians, etc. on the 

grounds that the adjective is parochial and even ghettoizing. Given the 

massive assault on the eugenics movement as a supposedly óanti-Semiticô 

ideology of genocide, however, historical veracity requires that the dis-

torted image produced over the last four decades be rectified. The topic is 

not merely an important fragment in the rich and vibrant mosaic of Jew-

ish intellectual history. Far more important, it will determine the survival 

of culture itself. 

The immense Jewish tragedy during World War II has received 

its due remembrance, and we are all in debt to those who preserved and 

preserve a memory of the victims. But when the inevitable distortions 

forged over the flame of despair pose a new and even greater threat to the 

future of humanity, and to Jewry in particular, the situation has clearly 

gotten dangerously out of hand. 

The famous geneticist and evolutionary biologist Theodore 

Dobzhansky commented: ñHuman evolution has forced man to a cros-

sroad from which there is no escapeé. The choice is between a twilight, 

cultural as well as biological, or a progressive adaptation of manôs genes 

to his culture, and of manôs culture to his genes.ò
1
 

If we ï in the most fundamental fashion ï fail to understand 

even the recent past, not to mention the present, how can we as a species 

ever hope to be worthy of the terrible price paid for our genetic patrimo-

ny in the form of ónatural selectionô (how deceptively banal the phrase 

now comes across to us) or to cope with our responsibilities to posterity? 

This is not to say that eugenics ï including Jewish eugenics ï has not 

                                                 
1 Dobzhansky, T., Heredity and the Nature of Man, Harcourt, Brace and World, 

1964. 
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been on occasion abused in the most infamous fashion, and I attempt 

here to objectively lay out the actual facts, regardless of whose political 

ox is gored in the process. 

The greater part of this book is devoted to the Micro-

chronology. The immediate temptation was simply to gather instances of 

Jewish advocacy of eugenics (some 400 are given here), but such a sim-

plistic approach would have been repetitive and, frankly, tedious. Instead 

I have attempted to present this fascinating jigsaw puzzle in all its dy-

namism and with all its relationships as a sort of Jewish Easter egg hunt. 

Join me and follow a bare-bones narrative that will overturn virtually 

everything that you previously absorbed about eugenics. These are au-

thentic voices being allowed to speak for themselves as they wrestle with 

the ultimate questions of existence. 

Do not for a moment make the mistake of thinking that this is 

just one more recondite scholarly book devoted to the obtuse intersection 

of medicine and Judaism. Even now the ideological struggle documented 

on its pages determines, to a huge extent, the ideologies underlying con-

temporary politics and the even greater topic of our ongoing evolution as 

a biological species. There are many who do not want the facts docu-

mented here to come to light. Public discourse has been molded by polit-

ical realities. In Hans Christian Andersenôs tale The Emperorôs New 

Clothes a kingdomôs naked ruler claims to be wearing clothing that is 

invisible to those unfit for their positions or incompetent, and everyone is 

intimidated into silence ï until a child exclaims: ñBut he isn't wearing 

anything at all!ò  

You are reading a book on a topic that supposedly not only does 

not exist, but one that is even inconceivable, a contradiction in terms. 

This misapprehension stands in gross contradiction to the grand tradition 

of Jewish culture and is the product of diligent propaganda manufactured 

by a heavily Jewish group that itself represents a small minority within 

the Jewish community. Frankly, their task was made easier by the fact 

that most people have only the vaguest notion of what eugenics is, not to 

mention realizing its enormous importance. The best way to expose 

propaganda is total honesty with the reader, so read the facts laid out 

here and judge this political catwalk for yourself. 

The bulk of the Micro-Chronology consists of verbatim quotes. 

This is the way it was and is, without manipulation. For all its excesses, 

eugenics has been an astounding, indeed an existential success for Jews, 

molding them into a uniquely resourceful and intelligent people, and the 

current assault on eugenics by an understandably emotion-driven minori-
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ty Jewish faction represents a frontal assault on the very essence of Je-

wry. 

One facet of eugenics is that of cloning. Without any doubt it 

will soon be possible to create future da Vincis, Beethovens, Einsteins. 

Indeed, human cloning may well already be secretly investigated in Israel 

today. Legal specialist Carmel Shalev of Tel Aviv University writes that 

the parliamentary debate on cloning went almost unnoticed by the public 

and the media, and that the fear of óplaying Godô was a virtual non-issue 

in Israel.
1
 

It is my hope that direct access to a multiplicity of ever evolving, 

cross-indexed ideologies will serve future scholars researching the topic. 

Obviously, there is more than one Ph.D. dissertation to be mined here. 

But even more important are those individuals faced with excruciatingly 

painful, highly personal decisions regarding their future families, and 

also their religious and/or secular counselors. 

I would be happy to hear from readers. I can be reached at 

WoodenShore@gmail.com or jglad@umd.edu. But electronic addresses 

change; check the website http://whatwemaybe.org. 

  

*  

 

I would like to express my gratitude to Albina Tretiakova-

Birman, Michael Brin, my wife Larisa Glad, Sarah Gorman, Seymour 

Itzkoff, Igor Krol, Andrew MacDonald, Gerhard Meisenberg, Oleg 

Panczenko, my son Aaron Jon Glad Pearce, Don Peretz, Daniel Vining, 

James Woodbury, the Leo Baeck Institute for the Study of the History 

and Culture of German-Speaking Jewry, the Center for Jewish History in 

New York, the Hebraica and Judaica Collection of the Melvin Gelman 

Library of George Washington University, the United States Holocaust 

Memorial Museum, and the Interlibrary Loan Department of the Univer-

sity of Maryland in College Park for assistance in preparing this book.  

                                                 
1 Shalev, 2008, 334. 

mailto:WoodenShore@gmail.com
mailto:jglad@umd.edu
http://whatwemaybe.org/


 

 

The Way It Was and Still Is 

Framing the Topic 

Despite, perhaps because of, the growing threats of as-
similation, intermarriage, and low birthrates, many 

Jews are writing about the Jewish future. Many more 

are thinking and speaking about it. The time is ripe for 

bringing our disparate ideas together in a collective en-

terprise devoted to devising a plan ï or plans ï of ac-
tion to preserve the Jewish futureé. There is no reason 

why one of the oldest continuing human civilizations 

cannot turn to the newest of technologies to enhance its 
prospects for the future. For the first time in our long 

history, our survival is in our own hands, and not in 

those of our enemies. 
Alan Dershowitz, The Vanishing American Jew

1
 

Human ecology transcends political issues, even renders them trivial rel-

ative to the long-term survival of our species, which requires four condi-

tions: a supply of natural resources; a clean, biodiverse environment; a 

population no larger than the planet can comfortably sustain on an inde-

finite basis, and, at a bare minimum, preservation of our genetic patrimo-

ny ï what in Yiddish is known as yichus, defined by Manhattan Rabbi 

Simon Jacobson as ï ñógood blood,ô cherished genes.ò
2
 

Human evolution is not confined to the bailiwick of history; it is 

also present and future. Whereas previous human evolution occurred 

thanks to genetic selection via differential mortality, current selection 

operates via differential fertility: a U.S. Census Bureau study of 2006 

data revealed that of women 40 to 44 with graduate or professional de-

grees, 27% were childless, compared with 18% of women who did not 

continue their education through high school.
3
 Thus it should come as no 

surprise that Diaspora Jews, who constitute an exceptionally high-IQ 

group, are likewise not having enough children to maintain their popula-

tion, and this trend is both undermining the quality of the general human 

gene pool and decimating Jewry in an even more devastating fashion 

than did the violence of World War II. 

                                                 
1 Dershowitz, 1977, 340-341. 
2 Jacobson, 2004. 
3 Zezima, 2008. 
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The eugenics gospel has not gone unheeded in Israel. In a 2006 

survey conducted by members of the Department of Nursing of Tel Aviv 

University, 16% of the respondents agreed with the statement ñCloning 

should be permitted for producing individuals with high IQ,ò and 35% 

believed that ñcloning should be permitted for avoiding genetic diseas-

es.ò
1
  

Astoundingly, beginning in the late 1960s, a politically active 

minority within the Jewish community has enjoyed spectacular success 

in intimidating into abject silence the persons supporting the traditional 

eugenic values of Jewish society. This is an ideological split within Je-

wry that coincides with an identical fracture cleaving popular culture 

from the grand thrust of modern science. The ongoing Jewish demo-

graphic implosion is not a ófinal solutionô imposed by an implacable out-

side enemy, but one generated from within the Jewish community itself, 

albeit with the best of intentions. Denounced by egalitarian (anti-

hereditarian) thinkers as óracists,ô óanti-Semites,ô and óself haters,ô advo-

cates of eugenics found refuge in testing, demography, genetics, and so-

ciobiology ï where popular mythology is barred entrance by so simple a 

barrier as popular ignorance even of the terminology of these fields. 

Taboos change over time. During the Cold War neither the West 

nor the Soviet Union wanted to undermine the image of their respective 

German allies, and Jews on either side of the Iron Curtain did not want to 

be seen as a fifth column undermining the common effort. I was an early 

participant in the early days of the Holocaust Memorial Movement, hav-

ing been the chief translator of the Black Book (Holocaust Library), 

compiled by Ilya Ehrenburg and Vasilii Grossman on the horrendous 

slaughter of Jews in German-occupied Soviet territories. Not surprising-

ly, the book had been forbidden for publication in the Soviet Union. 

While the West had no official censorship, Jews there were also reluctant 

to dwell upon the topic. Moreover there was embarrassment, even con-

tempt among some younger Jews, over the older generationôs reported 

passivity in failing to resist their persecutors. When in the 1950s the fu-

ture historian Raul Hilberg (1926-2007) insisted on writing his disserta-

tion on the Holocaust, which later became the basis for his Destruction of 

the European Jews, the topic was still ï impossible as this may seem 

today ï proscribed by Jewish intellectuals, and his advisor at Columbia 

University, the Jewish-German social theorist Franz Neumann, warned 

him that his choice of subject might be his academic funeral. At least five 

                                                 
1 120 Israelis (68 health professionals and 52 non-health professionals; Bar-

noy/Ehrenfeld/Sharon/Tabak, 2006, 27. 
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publishers rejected the book, and it was finally published by a small Chi-

cago house only after a wealthy patron agreed to buy 1,300 copies to go 

to libraries.
1
 Now that the Holocaust topic is no longer taboo, it is eugen-

ics that has taken its place as pariah. 

Almost inevitably, whenever the topic of eugenics is raised, it is 

followed by the puzzled question: ñJust what exactly is eugenics?ò In a 

private poll which I conducted in Maryland in May 2009, 76% of the 

respondents were not even aware that it is not ña method for generating 

electricity widely employed in Europe,ò or a ñGeneral Motors hybrid car 

intended to compete with Toyotaôs Prius.ò
2
  

So let us begin with a definition: eugenics is a social and scien-
tific movement that seeks to replace natural selection with scientific se-

lection. No biological population can remain viable without Darwinian 

selection, and human beings are no exception. Eugenics is all about 

healthy, intelligent children and parental responsibility to future genera-

tions. The basic principle is that which has been successfully applied by 

animal breeders for millennia: like breeds like ï at least usually, if not 

always.
3
 

Once the continuity of humankind with the rest of the animal 

kingdom was established, invigorated attempts to improve the human 

genome became inevitable. Eugenics is, after all, quite simply, applied 

human genetics. Five of the first six presidents of the American Society 

of Human Genetics were also members of the board of directors of the 

American Eugenics Society. Historically, modern genetics is an offshoot 

of the eugenics movement, not the reverse. 

A frequent criticism of the eugenics movement is that it was a 

dilettantish salon culture of a privileged but amateurish aristocracy. 

While it is true that such an element did indeed exist, even a casual pe-

rusal of the membership lists of the (British) Eugenics Society and the 

American Eugenics Society is sufficient to see that their members num-

bered among the intellectual elite. Both lists indicate a constant stream of 

Ph.D.s and MDs, and the many Jews on the lists present no exception in 

this respect. 

Although the improvement of health and intelligence is the ulti-

mate goal of the eugenics movement, an even more persistent theme is 

                                                 
1 Martin, 2007. 
2 Unpublished. 
3 I refer readers wishing to learn in greater detail about the eugenics movement, both 

historical and contemporary, to my book Future Human Evolution: Eugenics in the 

Twenty-First Century, Hermitage Publishers, 2006. Aside from the print edition, it is 

available in a number of languages free of charge at http://whatwemaybe.org. 



The Way It Was and Still Is 

 

15 

how to halt genetic decline. As societies began ensuring greater equality 

of opportunity, to that very degree they select out young people of ability 

to pursue career interests over reproduction. At the same time, at the oth-

er end of the spectrum, welfare programs provide incentives to young 

women of low ability to regard reproduction as a greater source of in-

come than employment. The result, eugenicists argue, is a doomed, dys-

genic society (i.e., one destructive of genetic patrimony).  

At its root, eugenics is an interdisciplinary conceptualization of 

the genetic consequences of social practices for current human and fu-

ture. Applied to animals, it would not be controversial. The counterres-

ponse was (and still is) an unspoken denial that human evolution is an 

ongoing process: hybridization has supposedly eliminated subspecies, so 

that the fundamental human genotype is now claimed to be virtually im-

mutable, with only trivial intraspecies variation existent. Even while con-

ceding that humankind is indeed the product of evolution, proponents of 

human particularism assume that human beings are the one species no 

longer affected by that process. Humanity, they argue, is the issue of a 

single African woman (óEveô), and any subsequent or future human evo-

lution is only óskin deep.ô Eugenicists tend to be skeptical of this view, 

which they regard as rooted more in wishful thinking than in objective 

science. Their model of human evolution is similar to that of the dog, 

which was bred independently in different places at different times from 

various subspecies of wolf. Most of that diversity is between African 

populations. Even if it could be proved that a human óEveô actually ex-

isted, 150,000 years of evolution in isolated groups living under the most 

diverse conditions has produced enormous inter- and intragroup diversi-

ty, which is a great resource but also a disability when it takes the form 

of genetic illness, low intelligence, or lack of altruism. 

Human ecology does not limit itself to the present population but 

defines society as the entire human community over time; we should act 

as natureôs stewards, and simple parental responsibility mandates self-

restraint. Thus modern eugenics goes hand in hand with neo-Malthusian 

thinking, which views the current global population as already exceeding 

the planetôs long-term carrying capacity, and is generally opposed to the 

view of a Julian Simon (1932-1998), who dismissed concerns regarding 

overpopulation, resource exhaustion, and global pollution. 

Positive eugenics refers to approaches intended to raise fertility 

among the genetically advantaged. These include such genetic techniques 

as in vitro fertilization, egg transplants, and cloning¸ and also ways to 

encourage use of those techniques, for example, targeted demographic 

analyses and financial and political stimuli. Pronatalist countries (that is, 
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those that wish to stimulate their birth rates) already engage in moderate 

forms of positive eugenics. 

Negative eugenics, which is aimed at lowering fertility among 

the genetically disadvantaged, largely fits under the rubric of family 

planning and genetic counseling. This includes contraception, abortions, 

and sterilization. To ensure that such services are available to all on a 

nondiscriminatory basis, it is advocated that, at a minimum, persons with 

low income receive such services, free of charge. 

Genetic engineering, which was unknown to early eugenicists, 

consists of active intervention in the germ line without necessarily en-

couraging or discouraging reproduction of advantaged or disadvantaged 

individuals. It will allow people to have their own biological children 

without passing on their most problematic genes. 

National family policy provides a good illustration of how a eu-

genics policy might be implemented. A government can opt either to of-

fer subsidized day care to all women, permitting those wishing to work 

the opportunity to pursue their careers (according to eugenicists, a 

praiseworthy approach), or it can subsidize only poor women, many of 

whom are thus encouraged to view childbearing as a source of income 

(according to eugenicists, a dysgenic approach). 

Another example is presented by the starkly different positions 

of the U.S. and Canadian governments on immigration. The United 

States imports the underclass of other countries to ódo jobs Americans 

donôt want to do,ô while Canada, whose immigrants are easily just as 

ethnically diverse as are Americaôs, rates immigration applicants accord-

ing to educational levels and skills, which correlate highly with intelli-

gence. 

Simultaneous with and analogous to Chinaôs Cultural Revolu-

tion in the 1960s, an ideological upheaval arrived in America as a denial 

of Darwinism, declaring eugenics to be the ideology of Holocaust. As the 

timeline demonstrates, for Jews, who had practiced eugenics for millen-

nia, it was a repudiation of their own history. 

The squandering of a groupôs genetic patrimony is not by any 

means an exclusively Jewish affliction. Humankindôs elites are generally 

disappearing. Economists study human fertility in terms of cost-benefit 

analysis. Children are no longer the economic advantage they once were 

when the economy centered around agriculture. 

As opposed to its two universalist heresies ï Christianity and Is-

lam ï traditional Judaism is an explicitly tribalist religion, but as Jews 

left the ghetto and were subsumed by modern secular culture, they at-

tempted to reconcile tribalism with universalism, creating an internal 
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tension which still rives Jewry today. The resolution of this tension was 

found in America in the 1960s and 1970s in the form of ómulticultural-

ism.ô 

The period witnessed a confluence of three major ideology-

forming strivings for Jews: the anti-war movement, the civil rights 

movement, and the Holocaust Memorial Movement. Jews defended 

blacks in Selma and Little Rock and battled the police at the Chicago 

Democratic Convention, but it was the visual images of heaped-up 

corpses discovered in German concentration camps a quarter century 

earlier that most keenly triggered their protest. The result was anger, 

óradicalization,ô and the pursuit of poorly compatible goals. The Holo-

caust had been seared into their collective memory, and they were deter-

mined at all cost to avoid the role of outsiders confronted with a unified 

native and hostile ethnos. Thus they supported open borders, which 

would make them one minority group of many, even as they fiercely de-

fended the right of the Zionist state to take precisely the opposite tack. 

The arrival in Israel, beginning in the late 1960s, of a million 

immigrants from the Soviet Union, a majority of whom were reportedly 

not Jewish
1
 and whose worldview had been formed by Soviet life, 

brought equally óconservativeô leaders to the forefront, for example 

Avigdor [Evet] Lieberman (b. 1958). The new consensus welded firm the 

inherently contradictory and previously improbable wedding of the 

óright,ô some of whose Zionist predecessors made no secret of their ad-

miration for Mussoliniôs fascism, and the óleftô under the banner of un-

conditional support for the state of Israel. The phrase óJewish lobbyô be-

came synonymous with óIsraeli lobby,ô and all the while the support of 

the only remaining superpower remained seamless. Not surprisingly, 

although Barack Obama was elected President in 2008 with the backing 

of 83% of American Jews, his popularity in Israel was soon in the single-

digit range.
2
 The decisive role of Russian immigrants in Israeli elections 

was easily one of the most influential political developments in the post-

World War II period, but it was studiously ignored by most political 

commentators. 

Within the scholarly world, deeply mistrustful of biological de-

terminism, members of a 1970s radical Jewish New Left formed the So-

ciobiology Study Group (SSG). The historian Neil Jumonville com-

mented that the sociobiology debate should be viewed as an inter-

                                                 
1 Tolts, 2003. 
2 Washington Post, 2010; CNN exit poll, 

http://www.cnn.com/ELECTION/2008/results/polls/#val=USP00p2. 
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generational conflict, with scholars active before the ócultural revolutionô 

of the 1960s usually committed to a liberal universalism, as opposed to 

younger scholars, who were more inclined to owe an allegiance to an 

ethnos-centered social vision.
1
 

Sociobiology is a child of the eugenics movement, and modern 

cybernetics will produce the next offspring, promising to outstrip the 

human intellect and reduce man to the status of vehicle rather than end 

stop: even within the parameters of biology we will soon step beyond 

simple preservation and venture into improvement. There is no topic 

more important. Jewish religious tradition makes man a partner with 

God. How far can we, dare we go?  

The shift from a traditional religious worldview to humanism to 

eugenics follows the classic sequence of Hegelian paradigm shifts: status 

quo Ÿ revolution Ÿ counterrevolution. Such fundamental ideological 

changes create competing and essentially irreconcilable worldviews: di-

vine dictate (for example, Judaismôs mandate that Jews abstain from 

pork, circumcise males, worship God, and observe the Sabbath); and log-

ic-derived systems, as in utilitarian ethics, that proceed from the ógreater 

goodô postulate, which itself is accepted a priori and not on the basis of 

any logical justification. These two systems exist in such separate dimen-

sions that they are often mutually exclusive or, at the very least, irrele-

vant to each other. Modern thought attempts to find common ground and 

thus reconcile them, stressing commonalities and glossing over contra-

dictions and irrelevancies. It was a less than harmonious marriage even 

without the advent of Darwinism, which studies man as just another ani-

mal and searches for verifiable cause-and-effect phenomena. If ethics is 

irrelevant to the lion eating the wildebeest, why should ethics have any 

relevancy to the human animal? Are we not only Darwinôs children, but 

Nietzscheôs as well ï óbeyond good and evilô? 

I here attempt to demonstrate that both traditionalism Judaism 

and the modern Jewish reconciliation of divine dictate with secular logi-

cal systems happen to fall into the domain of Darwinism to an unusual 

degree, promoting eugenic selection and co-optation of talent from with-

out. One could also make a strong case for polygamy in Islam, whereas 

monogamous Christianity comes off relatively badly. The priestly celiba-

cy of Zen Buddhism and Catholicism is decidedly dysgenic. 

Over the course of the modern period an individualistic ethos 

has come to dominate that of the socium, emphasizing individual rights 

over duties to society. Such a ódemocraticô worldview is based on a skep-

                                                 
1 Jumonville, 2002, 569. 
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ticism about the intents of the state, whose goals indeed all too often boil 

down to a redistribution of wealth to the advantage of those groups 

which are better organized at the expense of those which are not. As for 

communism, E. O. Wilson summed up the historical conclusion with 

charming succinctness: ñWonderful idea, wrong species.ò Not surprising-

ly, Wilsonôs specialty is ants, which are infinitely more altruistic with 

regard to their own community than are people. 

Essentially, we humans are the invasive species par excellence, 

consuming, polluting, and overreproducing, all the while squandering our 

speciesô genetic patrimony. But gloomy as the future may appear, think-

ing, moral individuals (whatever ómoralô means) have no choice other 

than to do what they can, and while the Jews may not be above criticism, 

they have in many ways followed a path of social development and, 

mainly, genetic self-selection that can serve as a model for all of humani-

ty.  

So letôs get started. We are not dealing here with a narrow, tech-

nical area, and the range of topics and disciplines could not be broader. 

Forget what you think you know about the subject and wait till youôve 

finished reading the book to make your own judgment. The meat is not in 

my summary remarks, itôs in the timeline. As Jack Webb, in the 1950s 

television detective series Dragnet, liked to phrase it: ñJust the facts, 

Maôam.ò 

To Be or Not to Be 

I call heaven and earth to witness against you this day 

that I have set before you life or death, blessing or 
curse; choose life therefore that you and your descen-

dants may live. 

Book of Deuteronomy, 30:19 

Modern society is in self-destruct mode, but biology-blind models hold 

sway over biological explanations. Inter-group variance, a qualitative 

immigration policy, Malthusian overpopulation scenarios, ideology dri-

ven policies in education and national achievement, and dysgenic fertility 

patterns form a soothing dreamworld of taboos forbidding even the men-

tion of genetic differences. After all, no one likes bad news. If only for 

the sake of consistency, Jewish demographic discussions are shaped by 

this same ethos, and Jewish Untergang is thus treated as a non-event. 

Sergio DellaPergola, Director of the Division of Jewish Demo-

graphy and Statistics at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, cautiously 
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wondered if ñthe organized Jewish community was able to withstand 

objective scrutiny of its own trends,ò and pointed out the ñsometime con-

flict of interests between researcher-sponsoring organizations and the 

community of professional investigators.ò
1
 

When in 2002, United Jewish Communities and the Jewish fed-

eration system released just some of the doomsday findings of the Na-
tional Jewish Population Survey 2000-01, the Surveyôs results had to be 

radically reworked to make them more palatable. The Survey had failed 

to confirm 1960s optimistic hypotheses about supposedly óconvergingô 

Jewish fertility patterns which would wipe out or at least diminish the 

negative correlation between educational level and the birth rate. 

According to the study, the total average number of children 

born to Jewish-American women aged 40-44 was 1.86, although a total 

fertility rate (TFR) of at least 2.1 constitutes the threshold of sustainabili-

ty in a modern society. But that is not all. If one calculates in the number 

of children not raised as Jewish, an estimate of only 1.36 remains. This 

means that every generation the Jewish community effectively loses a 

third of its population
2
 ï a new Holocaust every quarter century. But this 

time the event is not only voluntary, it is even celebrated by Jewish liber-

als themselves as a triumph of ómulticulturalism.ô 

Other findings included an ageing Jewish population marrying at 

later ages with fertility rates below replacement levels. Only after the 

definition of who is Jewish was broadened so that the intermarriage rate, 

estimated at 52% in the 1990 NJPS, was lowered to 43%, was the report 

approved for publication. Despite the manipulation and censorship sur-

rounding the Surveyôs findings and even its release, its authors optimisti-

cally, and perhaps naively, expressed hope that its themes would ñserve 

as the basis of important policy discussions in the American Jewish 

community.ò
3
 

Intermarriage also has relevance for the qualitative aspects of 

Jewish demography. DellaPergola has pointed out that ñhistorically out-

marriage was strongly related to upward social mobility, and was more 

frequent among the better-educated, wealthier, and more socially mo-

bile.ò The obvious conclusion is that the mean Jewish IQ is being lo-

wered by these losses.
4
 

                                                 
1 DellaPergola, 2005, 123. 
2 DellaPergola, 2005, 106; citing F. Mott and J. Abma in ñContemporary Jewish Fer-

tility: Does Region Make a Difference?ò Contemporary Jewry, 13, 74-94 
3 Updated 2004 version. 
4 DellaPergola, 2003. 
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Jewish Intelligence 

In 1921 the eminent Jewish-British biologist and eugenicist 

Redcliffe Salaman (1874-1955) predicted before the Second International 

Conference of Eugenics that chances were 100 to 1 that the ñlittle bright-

eyed Jewish lad hawking newspapers in his ragged clothesò in Londonôs 

East End would ñbetter himselfò if only given the chance thanks to his 

natural ability.
1
Although Salamanôs prediction has proven remarkably 

accurate, his viewpoint is vehemently attacked nowadays by a veritable 

eugenics-bashing industry, most of it Jewish. Who are these opponents of 

eugenics and what motivates them? The very subtitle of Jewish-

American historian Sander Gilmanôs 1996 book Smart Jews: The Con-

struction of the Image of Jewish Superior Intelligence rejects the concept 

of Jewish intelligence as a óconstruct,ô that is, something invented and 

not based on reality. And even though the majority of Jews agree with 

Salaman and disagree with Gilman, it is Gilmanôs opinion that currently 

carries the day in the popular media. 

In the third volume of Who Are the Jews? entitled Fatal Gift: 
Jewish Intelligence and Western Civilization, Jewish-American historian 

and eugenicist Seymour Itzkoff (b. 1928) takes issue with this point of 

view in general and with Gilman specifically, whom he dismisses as ña 

representative example of a newer kind of self-hating Jew, a denier of the 

objective reality of Jewish intelligence, even when it stands before us 

universally in evidence in the scientific and historical recordò: 

Can we ever resolve the dilemmas posed by history as 

well as our own fragile civilizational existence if we refute fact 
and truth in favor of momentarily salving mythologies? Here is 

the essential tragedy of the Holocaust. Had Western civilization 

been able to proclaim the truth that Jewish accomplishment was 
not part of a sinister conspiracy to take over the world, here a 

people apart, tainted with peculiar cultural traditions, could we 
not have been able to stop the insanity of óNational Socialismô 

and the other pseudo-egalitarian crusades against human ac-

complishment?
2
 

The topic is thoroughly covered in Richard Lynnôs The Chosen 

People: A Study of Jewish Intelligence and Achievements.
3
 

                                                 
1 Salaman, 1921, 137. 
2 Itzkoff, 2006, 18-19. 
3 Lynn, 2010. 
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Silent Holocaust 

This is the way the world ends 
This is the way the world ends 

This is the way the world ends 
Not with a bang but a whimper. 

T. S. Eliot, ñThe Waste Land,ò (1922) 

 

While there was a Jewish presence in the United States prior to 1880, the 

ancestors of the overwhelming majority of American Jews arrived from 

the Russian Empire between 1880 and 1914. From the very beginning 

their fertility rates were consistently lower than those of non-Jews. Soon 

births fell below replacement level. 

 

 

1851-

1923 

In Berlin Jews have lower fertility than do non-Jews.
1
 

1851-

1962 

Italian Jews have a lower fertility rate than the total popula-

tion.
2
 

1889 A study of over 10,000 U.S. Jewish families reveals a Jewish 

birth rate lower than the non-Jewish birth rate.
3
 

1896-

1934 

In Budapest Jews have lower fertility than do non-Jews.
4
 

1900-

1936 

In Warsaw Jews have lower fertility than do non-Jews.
5
 

1910-

1920 

In St. Petersburg, Jews have lower fertility than do non-

Jews.
6
 

1900-

1930 

The Jewish birth rate is lower than the general birth rate in 

Romania, Hungary, Prussia, Vienna, Amsterdam, and Lenin-

                                                 
1 Liebman Hersch, ñJewish Population Trends in Europe,ò Jewish People: Past and 

Present, II, 11, Table 10, cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200. 
2 Roberto Bachi, ñThe Demographic Development of Italian Jewry from the Seven-

teenth Century,ò The Jewish Journal of Sociology, IV, Dec., 184, Table 13; cited in 

Goldscheider, 1967, 200. 
3 John S. Billings, ñVital Statistics of the Jews in the United States,ò Census Bulletin, 

No. 19, Dec. 30, 1889, 49; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 197. 
4 Liebman Hersch, ñJewish Population Trends in Europe,ò Jewish People: Past and 

Present, II, 11, Table 10, cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. 
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grad.
1
 

1926 Canadian census data show a Jewish birth rate only 70% of 

the total population.
2
 

1931-

1932 

Not only in Warsaw, but in other Polish towns Jews have 

lower fertility than do non-Jews.
3
 

1938 In Buffalo New York, the average completed family size of 

professional Jews is 2.9, in contrast to 3.2 for businessmen, 

3.5 for artisans, and 3.7 for peddlers.
4
 

1945-

1947 

In Great Britain the Jewish fertility rate is 11.6 per 1,000, 

compared to 16.8 for the total population.
5
 

1948 Jewish families seem to be relatively unaffected by the óbaby 

boom.ô
 6
 

1948 In a limited survey of parents of Jewish college students, col-

lege-educated Jews are found to have smaller families than 

do those with only a grammar-school education.
7
 

1949 Canadian data indicate an urban Jewish fertility rate lower 

than the non-Jewish fertility rate.
 8
 

1951 The average size of Jewish families in Canada decreases 

from 3.6 in 1941 to 3.2, as opposed to a drop of 3.9 to 3.7 for 

non-Jews during the same period.
9
 

1955 The ñGrowth of American Familiesò study indicates an aver-

                                                 
1 Uriah Z. Engelman, ñSources of Jewish Statistics,ò in Louis Finkelstein (ed.), The 

Jews: Their History, Culture, and Religion; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200. 
2 Mortimer Spiegelman, ñThe Reproduction of Jews in Canada, 1940-42,ò Population 

Studies, IV, Dec. 1950. 299-313; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 199. 
3 Liebman Hersch, ñJewish Population Trends in Europe,ò Jewish People: Past and 

Present, II, 11, Table 10, cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200. 
4 Uriah Z. Engelman, ñA Study of Size of Families in the Jewish Population of Buffa-

lo,ò University of Buffalo Series, XVI, Nov., 195-210; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 

203. 
5 Hannah Neustatter, ñDemographic and Other Stastical Aspects of Anglo-Jewry,ò in 

Maurice Freedman (ed.), A Minority in Britain, 1955, 82; cited in Goldscheider, 

1967, 200. 
6 Liebman Hersch, ñJewish Population Trends in Europe,ò Jewish People: Past and 

Present, II, 11, Table 10, cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200. 
7 Myer Greenburg, ñThe Reproductive Rate of the Families of Jewish Students at the 

University of Maryland,ò Jewish Social Studies, X, July, 230; cited in Goldscheider, 

1967, 203. 
8 Nathan Goldberg, ñThe Jewish Population in Canada,ò Jewish People: Past and 

Present, II, 35-39; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200. 
9 Louis Rosenberg, ñThe Demography of the Jewish Community in Canada,ò The 

Jewish Journal of Sociology, I, Dec., 1959, 217-233; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 

199. 
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age size of Jewish families of 1.7, as opposed to 2.1 for 

Catholics and Protestants. Furthermore, Jews expect signifi-

cantly fewer children (2.4) than either Catholics (3.4) or 

Protestants (2.9).
1
 

1957 Swiss Jews are shown to have a lower fertility rate than the 

total population.
2
 

1960 The ñGrowth of American Familiesò study continues to indi-

cate that Jews expect and desire fewer children than do either 

Catholics or Protestants.
3
 

1961 Dutch Jews are shown to have a lower fertility rate than the 

total population.
4
 

1963 A sample survey of the Jewish population of the Providence, 

Rhode Island, metropolitan area shows a clear inverse rela-

tionship between socioeconomic status and fertility among 

first-generation Jews, but other studies seem to indicate 

greater homogeneity and convergence in the fertility patterns 

of third-generation Jews.
5
 

 

So there is the eugenic argument in a nutshell: while natural se-

lection favored intelligence during most of human history, in modern 

society, intelligent people ï including Jews ï are not having enough 

children even to replace their numbers, and society is in genetic decline.  

Two poems ï separated by millennia ï come to mind: Isaiahôs 

reference to the Jews as ña light unto the nationsò and Dylan Thomasôs 

famous villanelle ñRage, rage against the dying of the light.ò The Jews 

are not so much decimated by an external enemy, as being slain by their 

own hand. The last hour is near. Will they indeed go gentle into that 

good night? 

Human Particularism 

We are the product of the interbreeding of a virtually endless 

chain of species and subspecies (including Neanderthals) and have lived 

                                                 
1 Freedman/Whelpton/Campbell, ñDifferential Fertility among Native-White Couples 

in Indianapolis,ò XXI, July, 226-271; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 199. 
2 Kurt B. Mayer, ñRecent Demographic Developments in Swtzerland,ò Social Re-

search, XXIV, Summer, 350-351; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200. 
3 Campbell/Whelpton/Patterson,1960. 
4 ñDutch Jewry: A Demographic Analysis,ò The Jewish Journal of Sociology, III, 

Dec., 195-243; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200. 
5 Goldscheider, 1967, 202. 
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in great isolation from each other under the most radically differing con-

ditions over the 500,000 years within which we modern humans share 

common ancestors.
1
 Nevertheless, the International Code of Zoological 

Nomenclature classifies human beings as homo sapiens sapiens, granting 

special status to humans as a taxonomic rank for which no subspecies 

exists, nor even can ever exist. According to this view, any physical or 

mental differences between an Australian aboriginal and an Englishman 

are too trivial even to be noticed by a respectable taxonomist. (Without 

waiting for the professionals to reassure them, Englishmen promptly in-

terbred with aboriginals at the first opportunity, demonstrating that if by 

definition all members of a species can interbreed, the same is also true 

with regard to relations between subspecies.) 

 Even as the concept of human particularism rendered the word 

ósubspeciesô unattractive with regard to people, the mighty wave of free-

dom that swept over the world in the last third of the twentieth century 

rendered óraceô unacceptable as well. óRace,ô it was declared, was still 

another ósocial constructô that existed only as a fantasy. (Some feminists 

made the same claim about the differences between men and women, and 

evolution itself has been referred to as a ñsocial construction.ò
2
) I was 

proofreading the manuscript of this book when I received a note from a 

Jewish intellectual, to whom I had written that it was ñsilly to have to 

argue that health and intelligence are better than sickness and stupidity.ò 

His response: 

Health is an unsuccessfully chosen grouping of symp-
toms. There is no such thing as health, nor can one come to pro-

ductive conclusions using this concept. Intelligence is not an ob-

jective thing. There are more kinds of mental and spiritual activ-
ities than your philosophy can dream of. These are hopeless 

words to use. They distort and lead to obsessive mental circles, 
they torture you. Even had there been such things as health and 

intelligence, neither one of them would be genetically deter-

mined. With very few exceptions one could teach anyone to be 
what you would call healthy and smart. We are ideologically too 

far apart. Too many basic axioms and even definitions are dif-

ferent for us. I never should have opened this discussion.
3
 

                                                 
1 Green, et al, 2010. 
2 Ruse, 1999. 
3 Anonymous at request of author. 
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Politics generally amounts to the horizontal struggle between or-

ganized groups and wealthy individuals in the pursuit of their real or per-

ceived interests. By contrast, eugenics represents a vertical effort ï lob-

bying for the genetic patrimony of future generations. Unaccustomed to 

protests on behalf of this as yet nonexistent group, those of us who are 

currently breathing generally find it more comforting to proceed from an 

assumption of human particularism. 

Philosopher David Heyd of the Hebrew University writes of the 

purported ñrift between the human and the naturalò: while animals are viewed 

as being instinct driven in a positivist sense, people lay claim to reason and 

ófree will.ô
1
 But once the recognition is made of the continuity of humanity 

with other species, it becomes more and more difficult to ñcharacterize hu-

mans in contradistinction to other animals,ò to use Heydôs phraseology. That 

continuity in its turn rests on the recognition of causality, as opposed to inter-

vention by deity. Based as it is on a theory of human particularism, the ñsoft-

ware heresyò of egalitarianism must be able to stand up to the piercing gaze 

of scientific observation and thus is doomed to at least partial failure, but at 

what point exactly does the half-full glass suddenly become half-empty? 

The twentieth century can be divided into thirds: the first third 

being one of eugenic utopian thought, the second one of reassessment, 

with the last third dominated by an anti-hereditarian utopianism. Eugeni-

cists believe that since we now understand the mechanism of evolution 

and know that human beings are a biological species, the road to perfec-

tion is clearly laid out along the lines of scientific selection. In this sense, 

eugenicists are entirely accurate in their appraisal of humankind, but un-

realistic in their assumption that humans are rational and altruistic 

enough to implement this knowledge for the good of distant ófuture gen-

erations.ô By contrast, even those egalitarians (anti-hereditarians) who 

accept Darwinism assume that evolution has produced only insignificant 

variance within and between human populations, and evolution has come 

to a grinding halt for human beings. Thus, utopia is to be found at the end 

of an environmentally determined rainbow. Essentially, anti-hereditarian 

egalitarianism is secular religion: if we have been created in the image of 

God, we are divine too. But ultimately the number of frail links in a 

chain is meaningless. It snaps whether they are one or many. 

The current popular assumption is that the normal rules of animal 

husbandry and population management have little applicability to people. 

In 1968 Soviet academician Nikolai Dubinin displayed no reticence in 

                                                 
1 Heyd, 2003. 



The Way It Was and Still Is 

 

27 

laying out this extraordinary worldview that so appealed to Joseph Stalin 

and that was soon to become so popular in the West. 

Research in manôs genetics will be based on the fact 
that man in his development has reached a stage where he is ex-

cluded from the evolution of the animal world. Manôs evolution 

is guided by the laws of society, by class struggle, by the devel-
opment of productive forces in cooperation with superstructures 

such as culture and science. The process of anthropogenesis and 

sociogenesis went hand in hand to produce man, and after their 
completion a very complicated interlacement of primary social 

and secondary biological factors has taken place in the life of 
man. This essentially new situation in evolution is known to no 

creature on earth besides man. Purely biological features of 

manôs development have given way to social ones, which have 
come to play the leading role. It is time to speak of the initiation 

of a new science ï social biology. It is going to make progress in 
the future.

1
 

Although Dubininôs version of ósocial biologyô was diametrical-

ly opposed to Darwinism and modern sociobiology, which insist on an 

unbroken continuity of homo sapiens with the biological universe, his 

prediction proved prescient. Within months the Eugenics Quarterly, 

which reprinted his comments without comment, was renamed Social 
Biology, displacing eugenics with narrowly focused articles on medicine 

and demography that drew no controversial social conclusions. It was a 

scenario more than familiar in Dubininôs homeland, where the censorôs 

chief advice to scholars was expressed in the ubiquitous slogan óDonôt 

generalize!ô A bloodless purge had taken place in America. Even as Rus-

sia was shaking off the mythology of Lysenkoism, the West was cele-

brating its betrothal to Lysenkoôs heirs. An intellectual coup dô®tat had 

taken place, and many of the purge masters were Jews shoving aside oth-

er Jews. 
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Jewish Particularism 

The philosopher and rabbi Ludwig Stein (1859-1930) eloquently 

summed up the dynamics of Jewish universalism and Jewish particular-

ism. 

Now we understand the true meaning of humanity com-

prehended by Lessing, Herder, and Schiller as the deepest secret 

of history. Ourselves an anthropological and philosophical un-
ion, we grope backward in longing for that proto-unity lost in 

the course of our development. Clearly the meaning of history is 

not human separation, partition, and disjunction, but, rather, the 
religious unification of the hearts, of the band of peoples in their 

common language, of science for the spirit, of fantasy for the 
arts, and lastly the grand unity of the State and the common his-

torical events for the nation. That is why the nation-states con-

solidated over the course of the nineteenth century, but even 
these states are only the penultimate, and not the last word of 

history. The grand longing is for that central unity, for that hu-
manity out of which we have all sprung, become differentiated, 

and gone our separate ways.
1
 

The nineteenth century had accepted race implicitly and abso-

lutely, and Jewish leaders and thinkers were themselves enthusiastic ad-

herents of racial theory well into the twentieth century. The civil rights 

movement of the last third of the new century was a great triumph for 

humanity, and the Jewish community can justly take pride in the indis-

putable fact that the Jewish used all its impressive political influence to 

support the rights of Afro-Americans in the 1960s and 1970s, but there 

was an obvious discrepancy: Jews continued in practice to define them-

selves in terms of biology. With the majority of Jews either atheists or 

ónon-religious,ô what else remained? Gefilte fish and matzah ball soup? 

(I know, Iôm going to get into big trouble for this.) 

As pointed out by the anthropologist Harry L. Shapiro (1902-

1990), diaspora life led to a great interbreeding experiment with other 

peoples, making Jews forerunners in the more and more global game of 

panmixia. Russiaôs greatest poet Alexander Pushkin (1799-1837) was 

part African, as is the president of the United States even as I write these 

lines. One can with justice regret the loss of diversity, but it is senseless 
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to resist the inevitable ï illustrated by 60,000 Ethopian Jews in Israel. 

Even without this latest infusion, genetic tests have shown that the 

present Jewish population would appear to have a total Negro admixture 

of the order of five to ten percent.
1
 The distinctions between races are 

inexorably being erased. As the popular phrase runs, óDeal with it.ô 

Infiltration Theory (IT)  

There have been a number of theories on the origins ï both envi-

ronmental and genetic ï of superior Jewish intelligence, none of them 

entirely convincing, at least to this author. 

A ówinnowing outô of persons of lower intelligence by death 

and/or assimilation would raise the mean IQ, but would probably reduce 

the absolute number of high IQs. In any case, ómarrying brainsô would be 

a zero sum game if practiced only within oneôs own community.  

 My belief that the source of high Jewish IQ may very well be 

found in selective infiltration into the gene pool has led me to formulate 

óinfiltration theory.ô 

Varied as the group unquestionably is, probably a majority of 

Jews regard their community as an extended family, and most (but not 

all) animal species practice altruism between family members. Intelligent 

and energetic outsiders must have observed the advantages to be derived 

as a member of this particular clan, but Jewish cohesiveness combined 

with high barriers to exogamy (outbreeding) had to be overcome. Ben 

Wattenberg (b. 1933), a journalist who has consistently preached a gos-

pel of America as a óuniversal nation,ô summed up the Jewish attitude 

toward infiltration: ñUnlike Christians, we Jews are not missionaries. If 

someone wants to join the Jewish people, weôre going to make it difficult 

for them.ò
2
 So infiltration was not easy, but membership provided (and 

continues to provide) significant advantages within a social system con-

sisting of persons inclined to individualism and, at most, immediate-

family relations. A team will regularly win out over a single person. Out-

siders seeking to gain membership so as to benefit from such nepotism 

would have to overcome major obstacles, thus self-selecting for intelli-

gence and persistence. 

If the infiltrator had himself achieved social rank and wealth 

(both of which correlate positively with intelligence) or was himself a 

ólearned man,ô traditional group resistance to infiltration was lessened, 

and the individual managed to be accepted and ómarry in.ô For example, 

                                                 
1 Mourant et al., 1978, 57. 
2 Witte, 2008, A16. 
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in 1879 Chicago reform rabbi Bernard Felsenthal (1822-1908) com-

mented: ñThe aversion against entering into family connections is not so 

strong any more as it used to be, particularly if the family is in good so-

cial and financial position.ò
1
 

Historically, the willingness among both Jews and non-Jews to 

enter the Jewish community or flee it has depended on the circumstances 

of political and financial advantage/disadvantage. For example, Jews in 

the Iberian Peninsula in the late fifteenth century or in Europe during the 

period 1933-1945 were understandably eager to conceal their back-

ground. By contrast, the collapse of the Soviet Union induced a large but 

unknown number of non-Jews to attempt infiltration so as to emigrate 

and/or benefit from Jewish financial support. In 2009 the Moscow news-

paper Kommersant reported that the phenomenon was widespread among 

non-Jews in Russia, Belorussia, and Ukraine.
2
 My own area of expertise 

is the Russian émigré community, and I have personally witnessed a 

number of such attempts. Obviously many of these infiltrators emigrated 

to Israel or the United States, where there was already a considerable 

population of non-Jewish spouses. 

An important barrier to outsider infiltration into the genome was 

the establishment of the matriline as the determinator of Jewishness. 

(While there can always be doubts as to paternity, maternity is tough to 

simulate.) At the same time, genetic illnesses engendered by excessive 

endogamy (inbreeding) are reduced by the Halachic prohibition of inces-

tuous relationships (as well as of adulterous relationships). Thus, within 

Orthodox circles there is a widely held rabbinic opinion that artificial 

insemination by third-party donor is permissible as long as the donor is a 

non-Jew
3
, who is assumed not to be a relative either by blood or by mar-

riage. The barrier to outsider infiltration is also a door that can be inten-

tionally left ajar when male infertility requires it to fulfill the Biblical 

imperative to óbe fruitful and multiply.ô 

When all is said and done, Jews have traditionally been an urban 

population, and towns exist only by virtue of constant recruiting. It all 

must have begun even before Abraham took his bondwoman Hagar the 

Egyptian, with whom he had a son Ishmael. Moses himself married a 

Cushite woman and on another occasion took as a wife Zipporah, the 

daughter of a Midianite. 

                                                 
1 Goldstein, 1997, 34. 
2 Amlinsky, 2009. 
3 See Kahn, 2006, 470. 
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Assimilation was always a reality for the Diaspora. In 1920 the 

Paris-based Russian-language newspaper Evreiskaya tribuna (Jewish 

Tribune) editorialized that the Jews were linked intimately with Russia 

and that ñthe Jews represent the sole conquest made in the western prov-

inces, not by Russian arms, but by Russian culture.ò
1
 

That the same was true for Germany can be seen from the fol-

lowing 1916 statement by philosopher Hermann Cohen (1842-1918): 

We live with a lofty sense of German patriotism, [ap-

preciating] the unity between the German people and the Jews, 
the entire former history of Jewry that has laid a path from now 

on as a cultural-historical truth within German politics and in 
the life of the German people, and which will blaze up in Ger-

man folk sensibility. As Germans we want to be Jews, and as 

Jews we want to be Germans. Peering out to the most distant 
point on the horizon of the historical world, we see the Germans 

and the Jews as intimately bound up with one another.
2
 

The pathologist and Darwinist Otto Lubarsch (1860-1933) went 

even further, seeing nothing positive in his Jewish roots and declaring his 

lifeôs goal had been to marry a Christian woman and become entirely 

German. So eager was he in pursuing this goal that he called for the 

German borders to be sealed off from the Ostjuden, whom he regarded as 

an alien body living off a magnificent German host nation, and even wel-

comed Hitlerôs coming to power.
3
 

Inevitably, assimilation led to greater intermarriage rates with 

non-Jews. In 1913, physician, demographer, and eugenicist Felix Theil-

haber provided statistics on mixed marriages for Berlin Jews
4
, whose 

numbers had increased from 3,373 in 1816 to an estimated 150,000 ï 

largely thanks to the in-migration of Eastern Jews. His data open for us 

an utterly fascinating window onto the past: 

Theilhaber summed up óLegitimate Jewish Births,ô óIllegitimate 

Jewish Births,ô and half of óMixed Marriage Birthsô to produce óTotal 

Jewish Biological Offspring.ô (Note that there are minor discrepancies 

for some years.) It is unclear what percentage of parents of illegitimate 

Jewish children were both Jewish, and there is undoubtedly an under-

                                                 
1Cited in Lvov-Rogachevsky, A History of Russian Jewish literature: 

including B. Gorevôs essay "Russian Literature and the Jews,ò Ann Arbor, 1979, 50. 
2 ñ Stimmen zur Entwicklung der deutschen Judenpolitik,ò 

http://www.vho.org/D/dudj/13.html, accessed Oct. 5, 2008. 
3 Lubarsch, 1931, 529-578. 
4 Theilhaber, 1913b, 71. 

http://www.vho.org/D/dudj/13.html
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count factor resulting from unknown numbers of unregistered children of 

Jewish fathers and non-Jewish mothers. Bearing these limitations in 

mind, mixed marriage births can be divided by legitimate Jewish births 

to calculate to provide a partial exogamy (outbreeding) coefficient: 
 

Year Legitimate.Jewish 

Births 

Mixed-Marriage 

Births 

Partial Exogamic  

Coefficient 

1875 1,370 Ca. 125 9.1% 

1876 1,394  ñ 130 9.3 

1877 1,366 ñ 135 9.8 

1878 1,456 ñ 140 9.6 

1879 1,245 149 9.6 

1880 1,345 144 11.9 

1881 1,313 159 10.7 

1882 1,320 173 12.1 

1883 1,294 185 13.3 

1884 1,368 177 14.2 

1885 1,379 175 12.6 

1886 1,288 201 15.6 

1887 1,383 198 14.3 

1888 1,370 214 15.6 

1889 1,490 217 14.5 

1890 1,528 218 14.2 

1891 1,540 253 16.4 

1892 1,587 212 13.3 

1893 1,573 200 12.7 

1894 1,572 219 13.9 

1895 1,519 192 12.6 

1896 1,438 204 14.1 

1897 1,362 219 16.0 

1898 1,476 200 13.5 

1899 1,470 202 13.7 

1900 1,455 237 16.2 

1901 1,452 218 15.0 

1902 1,548 232 14.9 

1903 1,409 207 14.6 

1904 1,458 218 14.9 

1905 1,407 246 17.4 

1906 1,502 243 16.1 

1907 1,341 208 15.5 

1908 1,270 230 18.1 

1909 1,198 214 17.8 

1910 1,108 198 17.8 

1911 1,095 205 18.7 
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Expressed as a scatter chart, these unique data show a doubling 

of the known exogamy rate over a span of 36 years, even though it was 

very significant even in the beginning ï approaching 10%: 

Partial Outbreeding Coefficient
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Theilhaber also supplies statistics for Berlin: 

 

Jewish Population in Berlin 

Year Legit. 

Births 

Ill e-

git. 

Births 

Mixed- 

Mar-

riage 
Births 

Jewish 

Mar-

riages 

Mixed 

Mar-

riages 

Total 

Biological 

Jewish 
Offspring 

Total 

Jewish 

Marriages 
Persons 

1875 1,370 67 ca. 125 289 134 1,470 712 

1876 1,394 64 ca. 130 282 141 1,490 705 

1877 1,366 77 ca. 135 317 130 1,485 764 

1878 1,456 74 ñ 140 250 152 1,566 652 

1879 1,245 78 149 259 162 1,401 680 

1880 1,345 75 144 311 158 1,492 780 

1881 1,313 83 159 329 168 1,495 826 

1882 1,320 85 173 343 212 1,481 898 

1883 1,294 93 185 353 159 1,479 865 

1884 1,368 77 177 379 180 1,535 938 

1885 1,379 70 175 400 185 1,530 985 

1886 1,288 71 201 424 146 1,459 994 

1887 1,383 82 198 400 167 1,565 967 

1888 1,370 68 214 464 166 1,545 1,094 

1889 1,490 79 217 534 140 1,677 1,208 

1890 1,528 90 218 544 166 1,727 1,254 

1891 1,540 74 253 523 144 1,740 1,190 

1892 1,587 79 212 578 157 1,772 1,213 
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Year Legit. 
Births 

Ill e-
git. 

Births 

Mixed- 
Mar-

riage 

Births 

Jewish 
Mar-

riages 

Mixed 
Mar-

riages 

Total 
Biological 

Jewish 

Offspring 

Total 
Jewish 

Marriages 

Persons 

1893 1,573 62 200 573 164 1,735 1,210 

1894 1,572 78 219 525 147 1,760 1,197 

1895 1,519 79 192 555 169 1,694 1,279 

1896 1,438 95 204 539 201 1,635 1,279 

1897 1,362 101 219 644 200 1,672 1,488 

1898 1,476 90 200 585 204 1,666 1,374 

1899 1,470 90 202 621 209 1,659 1,471 

1900 1,455 76 237 594 221 1,649 1,409 

1901 1,452 97 218 620 201 1,658 1,441 

1902 1,548 101 232 615 202 1,757 1,435 

1903 1,409 85 207 597 212 1,597 1,406 

1904 1,458 85 218 629 246 1,662 1,504 

1905 1,407 100 246 624 285 1,630 1,533 

1906 1,502 122 243 627 270 1,743 1,524 

1907 1,341 111 208 638 286 1,556 1,562 

1908 1,270 125 230 585 281 1500 1,451 

1909 1,198 104 214 565 303 1,409 1,433 

1910 1,108 99 198 577 275 1,306 1,429 

1911 1,095 119 205 570 298 1,302 1,438 

 
As can be seen, between 1875 and 1911 the number of mixed 

marriages rose from 134 to 298, while the number of biologically Jewish 

children fell from 1470 to 1302. 

The U.S. 1957 Current Population Survey conducted by the Bu-

reau of the Census showed a Jewish intermarriage rate of 7.2%,
1
 but 

within a half century that figure had increased arguably to over 50%. The 

new level inevitably leads to conclusions that proponents of Jewish ge-

netic continuity find utterly dismaying. Even if we hypothesize an ob-

viously impossible population in which the original generation consists 

exclusively of clones of ancient Hebrews, a 50% intermarriage rate 

would mean that within just three generations only 12.5% of the uniquely 

Jewish genes would have survived. We are, after all, not speaking here of 

ponderous, drawn-out demographic processes, but of grandchildren. 

Even within Israel the ongoing infiltration rate is extraordinarily 

high. Statistician Mark Tolts of the Division of Jewish Demography and 

Statistics at the Avraham Harman Institute of Contemporary Jewry, He-

brew University of Jerusalem in Israel, provides the following data: 

                                                 
1 Goldstein/Goldscheider, 1966, 386. 
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Percentage of Jews among Migrants to Israel 

from the Russian Federation and the Entire FSU, 1990-2002 

Year Russian Federation Entire FSU 

Goskomstat of 

 Russia data
(a) 

Israel CBS  

data
(b)

 

Israel CBS  

data
(b)

 

    

1990 -- -- 96 

1991 -- -- 91 

1992  64
(c)

 82 84 

1993 60 82 83 

1994 58 77 77 

1995 53 73 72 

1996 49 67 68 

1997 36 60 60 

1998 31 55 54 

1999 31 51 50 

2000 27 47 47 

2001 25 45 44 

2002  23.5 43 43 

(a) Of all emigrants to Israel whose ethnicity was known.  

(b) Of the immigrants who entered to Israel according to the Law of Re-

turn whose ethnicity/religion was known. 

(c) Second half of the year.
1
 

 

The mirror-image of IT is exfiltration theory (ET). For example, 

a 2008 study of the population of the current Iberian Peninsula popula-

tion revealed an estimated 20% mean proportion of ancestry with Se-

phardic Jews whose ancestors had been expelled in 1492-1496 or who 

remained but still identified themselves as Jews.
2
 Jonathan Ray, a profes-

sor of Jewish studies at Georgetown University, comments: ñIf four gen-

erations on I have no knowledge of my genetic past, how does that affect 

my understanding of my own religious association?ò
3
 The expulsions 

were a short-term political event, but is it possible that in less stressful 

times there was lessened group resistance to exogamous marriage in cas-

es of perceived low social value? 

                                                 
1 Tolts, 2003; citing Goskomstat of Russia data; Israel CBS data. 
2 Adams et al., 2008. 
3 Wade, 2008. 
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A Reassessment of Vocabulary 

ñWhen I use a wordò, Humpty Dumpty said in a rather 
scornful tone, ñit means just what I choose it to mean ï 

neither more nor less.òñThe question is,ò said Alice, 
ñwhether you can make words mean so many different 

things.òñThe question is,ò said Humpty Dumpty, 

ñwhich is to be master ï thatôs all.ò
1
 

 

Absurd terminology is a reliable barometer of muddled and emotional 

thinking, and any serious reexamination of Jewish eugenics requires a 

reconstitution of vocabulary. The word óanti-Semite,ô for example, still 

hangs on as an anachronistic coinage of late nineteenth-century racial 

taxonomy, referring not only to Jews, but also to Akkadians, Canaanites, 

Phoenicians, and Arabs. Semites were supposedly the offspring of Shem, 

one of Noahôs three sons. Historical maps printed at the turn of the nine-

teenth and twentieth centuries show the southern shores of the Mediter-

ranean as settled by óSemitesô while areas north of the Mediterranean are 

indicated as inherited by óAryans.ô The mythology is no longer taken 

seriously, although in all fairness it must be conceded that the Semitic 

languages are recognized as a distinct linguistic family.  

Thus, even though the concept óSemiteô has been debunked as 

mythology, óanti-Semitesô continue to populate the writings of even se-

rious scholars. One could with equal success employ the term óanti-

unicornism.ô Still more quixotically, the óSemiteô component of óanti-

Semiteô does not refer to óSemites,ô but only to Jews. Lastly, at least 

some Ashkenazi roots reach back, not to Palestine, but to Khazaria, so 

that calling the Jews óSemitesô is nothing less than nonsense all around. 

óAnti-Semiticô is now universally used to mean óanti-Jewish,ô 

but its lack of etymological coherence becomes especially evident, not in 

the adjective, but in the noun. If one substitutes óSemiteô with óJew,ô the 

result is the hilarious neologism óAnti-Jew.ô And what is the proper ter-

minology when the óanti-Semiteô is, say, an Arab, that is, a óSemiteô? A 

óself-haterô? 

The continuing usage of the term óanti-Semiteô is all the more 

paradoxical in that it was made popular and may even have been coined 

by the German writer Wilhelm Marr (1819-1904) as a racial concept 

scientifically justifying a hostile attitude toward Jews (a posture that did 

                                                 
1 Lewis Carroll, Through the Looking Glass and What Alice Found There, NY, 1993, 

124. 
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not prevent him from marrying four different women, one of whom was 

Jewish and two half-Jewish. There was even a claim that Marr himself 

was half-Jewish
1
). In 1879 Marr wrote Jewryôs Victory over the German-

ic Peoples.
2
 He also founded the ñLeague of Anti-Semites,ò which advo-

cated the deportation of Jews from Germany. Marr has been dead for a 

century, but his nonsensical neologism continues to trade as coin of the 

realm. 

The reason the word has persevered for so long is that its vague-

ness conflates hostility toward Jews with criticism of Jews, presenting a 

huge barrier to objective analysis. Thus, vocabulary predetermines not 

only the categories in which we think, but even the range of permitted 

topics. Even though the term is a patent absurdity, it has a long history 

behind it that will allow it to cling to existence for at least a while longer. 

The corruption of language has engendered a corruption of 

thought. One cannot help sympathizing with the historian Yael Hashilo-

ni-Dolev, who as a loyal Israeli finds herself immersed in the intense 

emotions generated by the Holocaust-from-eugenics claim, but at the 

same time opts to be the bearer of a classic the-king-is-naked message. 

Accordingly, she writes that she has opted to largely eschew óeugenicsô 

as an emotionally laden óbuzzword,ô replacing it with óreproductive ge-

netics,ô even though the latter phraseology is far broader than the former: 

virtually all eugenics does indeed fit under the reproductive-genetics ru-

bric, but reproductive genetics encompasses far more than eugenics. For 

that matter, óreproductive geneticsô is a redundancy; after all, what is 

genetics all about? Feebly, she finally concedes that ñwhile writing about 

the past, the term óeugenicsô is obviously more appropriate.ò
3
 

Actually, the code word for eugenics has now been chosen. A 

search that troubled many a scholar has produced a startlingly simple 

resulté ógenetics.ô Even a brief perusal of Haôaretz, Forward, or Jewish 
Week produces glowing recommendations of genetic procedures that are 

pure eugenics.  

When, however, the eugenic thrust of human genetics is pointed 

out, such phraseology as óslippery slopeô and ótroublingô immediately 

appears ï but only as cautionary notes, not as insurmountable barriers. In 

this fashion eugenics is actively pursued and decried simultaneously. 

                                                 
1 ñWar Wilhelm Marr ein Jude?ò Weltkampf, 1944, No. 2, ff94; cited in Alex Bein 

and Harry Zohn, The Jewish Question. 
2 Der Sieg des Judenthums über das Germanentum, Gustav von Linden, Leipzig. 
3 Hashiloni-Dolev, 2006. 
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As for the historic term óracial hygiene,ô mention is avoided of 

its original reference to the human race in its entirety, thus creating the 

impression that it referred to individual races ï a confusion that was ad-

mittedly abetted by proponents of racial hostility. 

In the ears of those people who are at least familiar with the 

word óeugenics,ô it is frequently associated with óracism,ò a term which 

conflates the legitimate study of biological interracial variance with pa-

thological hatred for other races. How did such an association come 

about? 

First of all, early eugenicists bear part of the blame. Privilege is 

inevitably drawn to self-justification, like iron to a magnet. To óracismô 

in the meaning of prejudice, hostility, and denigration can be added 

óclassism.ô Much of that which was passed off as eugenics was dilettan-

tish, haughty, and frankly inexcusable. Just as kings formerly justified 

their authority as deriving from God, the upper classes patted themselves 

on the back at so richly deserving their accumulated wealth and power.  

It was the late 1960s that married ï in the public mind ï eugen-

ics to racial hostility. Outraged over prejudice and hostility, Jews sought 

out fellow victims for sympathy and support, and Afro-Americans had 

certainly been victimized, by any standards. óNegroô civil-rights organi-

zations were Jewish-funded and even Jewish-staffed. Over and over the 

media repeated the word óracismô in conjunction with óanti-Semitism.ô 

Even as their parents fled the cities, young Jewish radicals marched in 

Alabama and Little Rock. It was really quite idealistic.  

But there was an understandable psychological need to under-

stand what motivated the foe. And that slot was filled when the phrase-

ology was expanded to óracism, anti-Semitism, andé eugenics.ô No mat-

ter that the majority of eugenicists had publicly decried such hostilities 

and prejudices. 

Ultimately, as we now see, the common front of Afro-

Americans and Jews proved to be a mésalliance. Incredibly, the Zionist 

lobby found its true supporters in an altogether different underclass ï the 

religious fundamentalists, who not only reject Darwinism, but also long 

for Armageddon, when those Jews who do not convert to Christianity 

will perish during the Second Coming. In the meantime, most Americans 

not only have forgotten, and probably never knew, the meaning of the 

word óeugenics,ô but some are aware of negative associations.  

But if you think óanti-Semitism,ô óracism,ô and óeugenicsô are 

problem words, letôs look at óJew.ô 
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Are Jews Jews? 

The political implications of this, at first blush, perplexing question are 

enormous: Israelôs Declaration of Independence begins with: ñEretz-

Israel was the birthplace of the Jewish people.ò When Israelôs newly 

elected Prime Minister Menachem Begin presented his first cabinet to 

Parliament in 1977, he reiterated this fundamental position: ñWe were 

granted the right to exist by the God of our ancestorsé. The Jewish 

people bears a historic and eternal right to the land of Israel, the heritage 

of our ancestors. This right is unappealable.ò
1
 And while Jewish atheists 

are reluctant to accept this celestial decree as the basis of their right to 

Palestine, most of them take for granted that they are of the only slightly 

diluted stock of Jews who lived 2 ½ millennia ago. But such an assump-

tion is in blatant contradiction with the findings of science: gynecologists 

Susan Klugman and Susan J. Gross write that, although ñcontemporary 

Jews share several chromosome markers and polymorphisms as well as 

genetic mutationsé there is no such thing as a Jewish genome and Jews 

are more likely to share sequences with fellow non-Jews than with each 

other.ò
2
  

Even if one denies the existence of any statute of limitations re-

garding the migration of Jews to Palestine/Israel, a lone cultural continui-

ty without an underlying genetic continuity contradicts Zionist ideology. 

I have received several letters from Israeli colleagues complaining of 

pressure placed on them, some of it by high-placed officials, not to ques-

tion official ideology. Of all the classic ñYes-but-is-it-good-for-Israelò 

topics, this one ranks near the top of the censorship hierarchy.  

Francis Galtonôs close colleague Joseph Jacobs, President of the 

Jewish Historical Society, in 1899 formulated the fundamental question 

of Jewry ï even today ï in the title of an article in Popular Science 

Monthly: ñAre Jews Jews?ò The mythmaking that is the basis of any 

ócommunal identityô is impossible to comprehend without first defining 

the meaning of the word óJew.ô (Not only have I purloined the title of this 

subchapter from Jacobs, but I now also raid the lexicological pantry of 

the social historian Sander Gilman).
3
 

Considering the centrality of Jewish identity to the group 

psyche, it is curious that precisely this identity has been repeatedly and 

radically redefined. 

                                                 
1 June 6; cited in Filc, 2010, 22. 
2 Klugman/Gross, 2010, 37-38. 
3 Gilman, 1986, 2. 
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The traditional definition of Jewishness assumed implicitly that: 

Jews = Judaism = matrilineal descent 

That is, all Jews believed in Judaism, and all believers in Ju-

daism were Jews.  

Inevitably, the very existence of Jewish converts to other reli-

gions necessitated a religious reexamination of this syllogism, so that in 

the eyes of at least some in the religious community both secular Jews 

and persons who could not claim matrilineal descent were not Jews, thus 

replacing the second equal sign in the formula with a plus sign: 

Jews = Judaism + matrilineal descent 

But the loss of Jews to agnosticism, atheism, and the Christian 

heresy was not the sole taxonomic issue. There remained the thorny 

problem of converts to Judaism. Even though their reception by the 

group often ranged from straight-forward hostility to polite but tight-

lipped restraint, their very existence required a redefinition of Judaism 

itself that was not to the liking of many: 

Jews = Judaism 

The Union of Orthodox Rabbis of the United States and Canada 

(Agudath Harabonim) has issued a statement declaring that ñReform and 

Conservative are not Judaism at all. Their adherents are Jews, according 

to the Jewish Law, but their religion is not Judaism.ò
1
 Thus, at least in 

the opinion of this group, which does not represent all Orthodox Jews, 

religion does not define Jewishness: 

Jews Í Judaism 

The National Jewish Population Survey goes even further, defin-

ing as Jewish ña personé whose religion is Jewish and something elseò: 

Jews = Judaism + ñsomething elseò 

Science, on the other hand, was advancing its own view of na-

ture and, thus, of Jews as a part of that nature. When Carl Linnaeus 

                                                 
1 http://truejews.org/Igud_Historic_Declaration.htm, accessed Dec. 22, 2008. 

http://truejews.org/Igud_Historic_Declaration.htm
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(1707-1778) created the binomial system of taxonomy and Darwin dem-

onstrated the mechanism by which species and subspecies evolved, hu-

man subspecies were defined as races, and Jews were classified as mem-

bers of the ñSemitic raceò ï a linguistic category. Quickly, however, the 

vigor of Jewish particularism imposed a definition of Jewry as a separate 

subspecies or race: 

Jews = matrilineal descent = race 

But this definition too proved unacceptable. If intermarriage had 

always existed, it became rampant in many countries of Western Europe 

in the nineteenth century. In America today a majority of Jews marry 

non-Jews, and many Jewish parents do not want their sons and daughters 

to be dismissed as mamsers. If the children of Jewish fathers and gentile 

mothers are ejected from the fold, the decline becomes even more cata-

strophic. In order to accommodate those persons who wish to be consi-

dered Jewish, American Reform Jews resolved in 1983 to accept patrili-

neal descent, necessitating a new formula: 

Jews = matrilineal descent = patrilineal descent 

Since this formulation obviously failed to reconcile the religious 

and biological definitions, a still broader definition was proposed ï that a 

Jew is anyone who either ñadheres to Judaism or is of Jewish lineage.ò
1
 

Thus 

Jews = matrilineal descent=patrilineal descent=Judaism
2 

Here too the definition remains inadequate ï both with regard to 

biology and religion. 

On the biological front we see a huge range of physical types 

among persons who consider themselves Jewish. One minor example of 

many: in 1886 the German pathologist Rudolf Virchow surveyed over 

                                                 
1 Jewish Virtual Library, http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/glossJ.html, 

accessed June 26, 2008. 
2 For those of a more mathematical bent: 

If B ӝ R, then J, or B ӝ R => J, or 

If B(A)ӝR(A), then J(A)=true (A is a person, B(A)=true if the person 

is Jewish by birth, etc.). 

B(A)ӝR(A) => J(A) 

 (ñӝ ñ is the ñdisjunction sign,ò and ñ=>ò is the ñimplication arrow.ò) 

http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/glossJ.html
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ten thousand German children and determined that eleven percent of the 

Jewish children were blond, as opposed to 31 percent of the German.
1
 In 

1891 the Polish historian J. Krzywicki commented: ñDespite their fanati-

cal self-isolation the Jews have much non-Semitic blood in them. In In-

dia, this side of the Ganges, they are black; in England they are blue-eyed 

and blond; in Russiaôs western guberniyas they have broad faces and 

Slavic noses.ò
2
 Jewish anthropologists supported this conclusion ï over 

and over ï and it is as disconcerting to have to refute this belief as it 

would be to be forced to once more disprove the theory of Martian canals 

constructed by intelligent beings. The claim that todayôs Jews have sub-

stantially retained the genetic heritage of ancient Jews is myth, seductive 

and powerful as myth often is, but nonetheless myth. Jews have not re-

tained, at least not to any significant degree, the Abrahamic genotype 

(whatever it may have been). Ancient Jews were themselves a disparate 

amalgam of Sumerians, Hurrians, Hittites, ñSea Peoples,ò Hamites, Ak-

kadians, and Amorites, among others. As genetic entitities, all those 

peoples long ago interbred themselves out of existence, and the Jews are 

no exception; only their cultural tradition has been preserved, albeit not, 

of course, in its entirety. Harry L. Shapiro, Chairman of the Department 

of Anthropology in New Yorkôs American Museum of Natural History 

and President of the American Eugenics Society, pointed out that the 

ancient Jews were but one tribe of many in the Mesopotamian region: 

Since there is no reason to believe that the founders of the He-

brew people were a distinctive group in their homeland ï lin-
guistically, religiously, or culturally ï it would place too great a 

strain on probability to assume they were, in any significant 

way, genetically or racially differentiated from the general pop-
ulation to be found there. Any such assumption would, indeed, 

demand circumstances not known to have existed there. Expe-
rience among better known people quite clearly demonstrates 

that where barriers of culture, religion, or language do not exist, 

even genetically distinct groups living in one area tend to inter-
breed, thus maintaining a gene flow that would lead to eventual 

amalgamation.
3
 

Even were we to make the utterly impossible assumption that 

ancient Jews were all each otherôs clones and that their descendants ex-

                                                 
1 Virchow, 1885. 
2 Krzywicki, J. 1891. Lyudi. Warsaw. Quoted in Judt, 1903, 14. 
3 Shapiro, 1960, 26. 
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perienced a mean rate of endogamy (inbreeding) of 97% a generation 

over the course of 2½ millennia of diaspora (e.g., 100 generations), more 

than 95% of that patrimony has still been lost irretrievably.
1
 

Modern Jews Í Ancient Jews 

The agonizing over a loss of genetic commonality clearly comes 

too late for the barn door to be closed: the horse escaped two millennia 

ago. 

Much understandable publicity has been attracted by attempts to 

trace genealogy via genetic testing, including the identification of certain 

haplotypes found with heightened frequency (but not exclusivity) among 

bearers of the various permutations of the name Cohen-Kogan.
2
 For that 

matter, every human being carries genetic sequences that were inherited 

from viruses whose sole function in the human genome appears to be 

self-replication. This search for statistical associations amounts to fishing 

in genetic waters that are far murkier than the layman has been led to 

believe. 

Female slaves obviously have only limited freedom or none 

whatsoever in choosing sexual partners ï a prerogative no doubt exer-

cised by the Israelites when they began to conquer the Canaanites in the 

thirteenth century BCE. In turn Assyria conquered Israel in 722 BCE, 

and Babylon repeated the conquest in 587 BCE, the two empires making 

off with the majority of the population as slaves. Only in 538 BCE did 

Cyrus permit them to rejoin those who had managed to remain behind. 

During the following centuries (the period of the Second Temple), the 

Jews were ruled successively by the Persians, the Greeks, and the Egyp-

tians. In 70 CE the Romans put down a revolt and took many Jews as 

slaves to Rome. The same happened after the revolt of Bar Kochba in 

132-135 CE. In the seventh or possibly eighth century the Khazars, a 

semi-nomadic Turkic people, converted to Judaism, providing perhaps 

most of the ancestors of Ashkenazic Jews, who suffer from different ge-

netic illnesses and have different genetic markers than do Sephardic 

Jews. Throughout the Diaspora, sometimes openly, sometimes under 

                                                 
1 The mathematics is straightforward: PC = previous genetic commonality, CC = 

current genetic carryover, 2,594 years å 104 generations: 

CC = PC(1-.01)104 = .3516 

CC = PC(1-.02)104 = .1223 

CC = PC(1-.03)104 = .0421 
2 See: ñJewish Genetics: Abstracts and Summaries,ò 

http://www.khazaria.com/genetics/abstracts-jews.html. 

http://www.khazaria.com/genetics/abstracts-jews.html
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conditions of stealth, Jews and non-Jews produced children, the above-

mentioned dark Jews of India being just one example of many. As a re-

sult, Jewry is like the ax whose head has been replaced three times and 

the handle eight times. In an interview granted to Haôaretz the eminent 

Israeli geneticist Raphael Falk wrote that it is impossible to define who is 

a Jew and that ñapart from the Jews who seek to do so, those who wish to 

define Jews biologically are the anti-Semites and the Nazis.ò
1
 

To put the matter in perspective, even the claims of modern 

Greeks and Egyptians to be the direct, undiluted descendants of ancient 

Greeks and Egyptians are of dubious validity, although we are dealing 

here with peoples who inhabited the same geographical space over mil-

lennia. Other periods also introduced massive exogamy among the Jews, 

for example, the great forced conversions of Jews to Christianity in Spain 

are reflected in the genes of 20% of the population of the Iberian penin-

sula.
2
 

The prominent anthropologist Maurice Fishberg was hostile to 

the idea ï popular among Zionists ï that the Jews were a distinct, non-

European race which had preserved itself in its original purity in spite of 

the Jewsô wanderings all over the globe,
3
 and physical anthropologists 

had indeed already disproven this theory in the late nineteenth century. 

Within-group physical similarities exist, not so much because they have 

been inherited from ancient Jews but, rather, thanks to strong (but not 

total) endogamy. Thus: 

Jews Í race 

Jacobs may have perceived ñno evidence of anyé large admix-

ture of alien elements in the race since its dispersion from Palestine,ò but 

the answer to his 1899 question ñAre Jews Jews?ò was already as clear to 

scientists then as it remains today: 

modern Jews Í ancient Jews 

By 1911 leery Jewish leaders had asked Fishberg to debunk the 

heretofore popular racial definition of Jewishness, leaving the Jewish 

community wondering just who they were. During the interwar period 

                                                 
1 Karpel, 2006. 
2 Wade 2008. 
3 Hart, 1999, 295; citing The Jews: A Study of Race and Environment, New York, 

470. 
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the term óethnicityô came into usage. In the words of historian Eric L. 

Goldstein, the term found acceptance as ñemotionally satisfying and po-

litically safe.ò
1
 In equating the difference between Jew and gentile as 

comparable to, say, that between Germans and Englishmen, the new 

usage tacitly cast overboard religion as well as genes as defining ele-

ments. 

Jews Í race Í Judaism = ? 

In addition to scientific objections, the broad definition leaves 

unbridgeable differences of religious opinion, with not only one end of 

the spectrum denying the legitimacy and sometimes even the Jewishness 

of the other, but even the middle denouncing both ends. Indeed it could 

not be otherwise; while Jews generally attempt to present a unified face 

to the gentile world, they are ideologically a very heterogenious group, 

causing Ben-Gurion himself to produce the absolutely broadest definition 

of Jewishness: 

Jews = ñanyone who says he isò 

Some African tribes desiring to emigrate took him at his word 

and declared themselves to be Jewish. 

The waters become even more muddied. The astonishingly pro-

lific Gilman promotes his book Jewish Self-Hatred by placing on the 

back cover a quote from the London Review of Books: ñJews are not the 

invention of the anti-semite ï or vice versa. It is a reciprocal relationship: 

each invents the other,ò
2
 thus producing two mutually exclusive defini-

tions: 

Jews Í the invention of the anti-Semite 

Jews = the invention of the anti-Semite 

Or perhaps: 

Jews ź the invention of the anti-Semite 

                                                 
1 Goldstein, 1997, 54-55; private correspondence from Goldstein to John Glad. 
2 Gilman, 1986, back jacket of paper back edition. 
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So we return to the eternal question: óWho then are the Jews?ô 

The problem with all these definitions is that they are barking up the 

wrong tree. The essence of Jewry lies not in any purported genetic pre-

servationism, but rather in its eugenic dynamism. By maintaining high 

barriers to genetic interlopers, but not excluding them entirely, a constant 

influx of high-quality genes was achieved, producing superior intelli-

gence. The Jewish-British geneticist and eugenicist Redcliffe Salaman 

formulated the most accurate definition: an endogamous family
1
: 

Jews = members of a cultural and breeding alliance 

Still another added twist is the concept of Jewishness as a can-

celable condition, as when the London newspaper Jewish Chronicle in a 

1930 editorial referred to Leon Trotsky as a ñformer Jewò on the grounds 

that he had abandoned all the religious and cultural accoutrements of 

Jewish culture. (Trotsky himself referred to himself as a Russian.) Much 

the same concept was presented by the philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre 

(1905-1980) in dismissing Jewish disparagers of Jewry as ñinauthentic 

Jews,ò
2
 and more recently by the Israeli demographer Sergio DellaPergo-

la in referring to persons who are ñcurrently Jewish.ò
3
 One American 

Zionist (a self-contradictory phrase, some would argue) reader of the 

manuscript of this book commented about Karl Marx that it was insuffi-

cient to be born Jewish, one had also to ñqualify.ò 

All this begs the question of who were the ancient Jews? Israeli 

ópost-Zionismô rejects such fundamental categories of the national narra-

tive as óthe Jewish people,ô óthe ancestral land,ô óexile,ô ódiaspora,ô 

óaliyah,ô and óEretz Israel.ô The óminimalistô school of archeologists 

promotes the view that the Bible is mythology and that no self-respecting 

scientist or scholar will accept anything that is not proven by actual arc-

heological digs. According to Rabbi David Wexler, President of the 

American Jewish University, it is likely that the Genesis story may well 

have originated in Mesopotamia with its story of the flood that grew out 

of the periodic overflowing of the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers.
4
 Lee I. 

Levine, a professor at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, writes, 

ñThere is no reference in Egyptian sources to Israelôs sojourn in that 

country, and the evidence that does exist is negligible and indirect.ò Le-

                                                 
1 Endelman, 2004, 82. 
2 Sartre, 1948, 109 (original French text in 1946). 
3 Feb. 19, cited in Gilbert, 2007, 42; DellaPergola, 2003. 
4 Lieber/Harlow, 2001. 
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vine also wrote that excavations showed there had been no walls at Jeri-

cho.
1
  

Darwinism 

The controversial aspect of eugenics is that its proponents advo-

cate the application of Darwinian theory to humanity today, and not just 

to its pre-historic roots. Scientists acknowledge the continuity of homo 

sapiens with the rest of the animal and plant kingdom, and bioethicist 

Peter Singer and philosopher Paolo Cavalieri go so far as to view apes as 

part of our ñcommunity of equals.ò
2
 Nor is the effectiveness of artificial 

selection in doubt. Since the beginning of human history, people have not 

hesitated to selectively breed non-human species. Thus Galton launched 

the eugenics movement quite straightforwardly as applied Darwinism. 

In point of fact, the hostility toward eugenics is tantamount to a 

rejection of Darwinism, which posits selection ï natural or artificial ï as 

its core teaching. Indeed, were it not for influence of social elites, popu-

lar sentiment would mandate the teaching of creationism in U.S. schools 

even today. The dilemma for egalitarians is how to discriminate between 

Darwinism and eugenics, accepting the former and rejecting the latter. It 

is an impossible task, leaving egalitarians with the sole option of glossing 

over the inherent contradictions in their own worldview. The egalitarian 

position was still tenable up into the 1930s, when Lamarckian tradition 

held that an improved environment would improve the genes (Darwin 

himself had doubts), but science has now totally disproven this view. 

The German biologist August Weismann (1834-1924), who ar-

gued for a continuity of ógerm plasm,ô dealt Lamarckism a deadly blow 

as early as 1889, when he cut off the tails of mice for generation after 

generation without affecting subsequent births, leading the writer Isaac 

Asimov to quip that Weismann could have saved himself the trouble by 

considering that after many generations of circumcision, Jewish males 

display no reduction in their foreskin at birth. Nevertheless, although 

Lamarckian tradition has been disproven, its egalitarian tail is still very 

much alive and twitching. 

A popular misconception is a conflation of eugenics with Social 

Darwinism that, in the words of economist Thomas C. Leonard, ñhas 

become canonical.ò
3
 In point of fact, the two stand in fundamental oppo-

sition to each other; Social Darwinism favored natural selection, meaning 

                                                 
1 Hevesi, 2008, 34. 
2 McNeil, 2008. 
3 Leonard, 2005, 230. 
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that the weak should be left to die, while eugenics explicitly proposes 

replacing natural selection with artificial selection. For example, euge-

nicist and president of both Indiana and Stanford Universities David 

Starr Jordan (1851-1931) argued in 1915 that war impoverishes the 

óbreed,ô
1
 as opposed to Herbert Spencerôs (1820-1903) ósurvival of the 

fittest.ô 

Another Social Darwinist, Ludwig Gumplowicz (1838-1909), 

was the son of a Kraków rabbi and a later convert to Christianity.
2
 In his 

book Racial Struggle, this professor of law at the University of Graz and 

influential Zionist theoretician wrote that a stronger people enslaves a 

weaker people and takes over its land.
3
 The book was widely reprinted 

and translated into other languages. Sadly, Gumplowiczôs analysis of the 

cause of war is hard to overturn. How else can the overwhelming propen-

sity of our species for armed conflict be explained? What is, at the very 

least, debatable is that he considered attempts to structure society along 

principles contrary to human nature to be delusional, and thus the very 

existence of such a militaristic propensity constitutes its own justifica-

tion.  

Fundamentally, Social Darwinism posited that human beings 

were animals like any other, and in this regard its heritage has been re-

tained by modern sociobiology. But if this is the case, in the words of 

Dostoevsky, ñall is permittedò and might makes right. Herein lies the 

cruel dilemma of modern secular thinkers: the inherent lack of morality 

on the part of science. Three decades after Gumplowiczôs death the Ger-

man government was headed by another Social Darwinist who promptly 

began to convert theory into practice. 

Ethical Implications of Darwinism 

How to reconcile social and individual interests and their often 

intractable conflicts of interest? The phrase óhuman rightsô is now un-

derstood as the rights of the individual over the collective ï as long as 

these rights do not impinge on the perceived interests of contemporary 

group members capable of resistance. By contrast, in cases of intergene-

rational conflict of interest, people of the future by definition cannot be 

our contemporaries and thus are incapable even of protest, not to mention 

resistance. When a person suffering from a heritable genetic illness or 

low intelligence wishes to have children, the currently accepted view is 

                                                 
1 Jordan, 1915. 
2 Doron, 1980, 398. 
3 Gumplowicz, 1883. 
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that he/she has a órightô to pass on these traits to untold millions of his or 

her potential posterity. 

Environmental experts and wildlife population managers accept 

as axiomatic the priority of the species over its individual members. Both 

the individual wildebeest and its eternal foe the lion perish if they are 

slow runners, and this cruelty is accepted as the price necessarily paid for 

the process that created us all ï evolution. We have managed to extract 

ourselves from this horror, raising the question as to whether humankind 

should now be classified as a self-bred, artificial species comparable, say, 

to the Chihuahua. 

The Judaic view of creation is pointedly anthropocentric: 

So God created man in his own image, in the image of God he 

created him; male and female he created them. God blessed 

them and said to them, ñBe fruitful and increase in number; fill 
the earth and subdue it. Rule over the fish of the sea and the 

birds of the air and over every living creature that moves on the 
ground.ò Then God said, ñI give you every seed-bearing plant 

on the face of the whole earth and every tree that has fruit with 

seed in it. They will be yours for food.ò 

Genesis 1, 1 ï 31 

There are two assertions here: a) that our species is so perfect ï 

even divine ï that no further improvement or evolution is possible and b) 

that the world exists as an object of human consumption. Contrast this 

worldview with that of other religions: 

 

Buddhism: 

He who experiences the unity of life sees his own Self in all be-
ings, and all beings in his own Self, and looks on everything with 

an impartial eyeé. To live a pure unselfish life, one must count 
nothing as oneôs own in the midst of abundance.  

Buddha 

 

Hinduism:  

As the air is everywhere, Flowing around a pot And filling it, So 

God is everywhere, filling all things And flowing through them 
forever. 

Ashtavakra Gita 1: 18-20 
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Zoroastrian Tradition : 

That nature alone is good which refrains from doing unto anoth-
er whatsoever is not good for itself. 

Avesta, Dadistan-i-dinik 94:5 

 

But all these religions have in common a view of behavior as a 

ómoralô choice determined by ófree will,ô as opposed to modern science, 

which proposes an entirely different conception, summed up by bio-

chemist and evolutionary geneticist Gerhard Meisenberg, who sees hu-

manity as ñlumbering robots and digital (or possibly analog) computers, 

and poorly constructed ones to boot.ò
1
 

It is obviously difficult to maintain a continuity of ethical tradi-

tion when a former religious ethos is rejected by many in favor of hu-

manism, which in its turn is displaced by value-neutral science. Both 

Jewry and eugenics are based on communal spirit as a core value, and the 

current dualistic Jewish attitude toward eugenics demonstrates just how 

difficult and perhaps even impossible such a shifting process really is.  

The Anti-Darwinian Rebellion 

Revolted by Thomas Hobbesôs (1588-1679) analysis of human 

history as a ówar of all against all,ô Jewish idealists reached out for a 

common humanity, proclaiming a social ideal that was more than idealis-

tic; it was even romantic. Three Jewish intellectuals ï Karl Marx, Sig-

mund Freud, and the anthropologist Franz Boas ï posited a model of 

human behavior shaped by environment rather than genes. It was a soft-

ware rebellion against the dictatorship foisted upon us by our aggressive 

genetic hardware. We could, it was hoped, be reprogrammed if only the 

environment in which we found ourselves could be properly restructured, 

and these new characteristics could somehow be passed on to future gen-

erations by yet to be discovered biological mechanisms. Influential as 

this software heresy was, it eventually crashed against an even more 

massive iceberg than Jewish self-definition. That iceberg was science.  

It cannot be overemphasized that the political assault on a óbio-

logical paradigmô of human nature was not an exclusively Jewish enter-

                                                 
1 Meisenberg, 2007, vii-ix. 
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prise, but Jews still play a disproportionate role in the action, as can be 

seen from the signatories of a 1979 collective letter, published in the New 

York Review of Books, attacking E. O. Wilsonôs book On Human Na-
ture.

1
  

The authors of the complaint maintained that crucial flaws un-

dermine the entire structure of sociobiology; they termed it ópseudo-

scientific,ô claimed it is intended to justify the status quo, and dismissed 

it as sexist, spurious, and outdated.
2
 If the attackers were at pains to make 

their complaints comprehensible to the man in the street, Wilsonôs pro-

fessional terminology is replete with such opaque terminology as óinclu-

sive fitness theoryô and óeusociality.ô And he confines his writings large-

ly to insects, and sometimes mole-rats, venturing very cautiously and 

rarely into discussions of the human animal. The result is that the general 

public really does not even suspect the political implications of sociobi-

ology. In point of fact, todayôs sociobiology or óevolutionary psycholo-

gyô is more replete with political significance than even the protesters 

suspected back in 1979.  

In a 2007 article on the explosive topic of ógroup selection,ô E. 

O. Wilson collaborated with the biologist and anthropologist David 

Sloan Wilson (b. 1949) to author an article that appeared in the Quarterly 

Review of Biology. The authors based their conclusions on studies of 

12,000 known ant species, but toward the end they took up a timid gaunt-

let and touched upon human evolution as well. 

Sociobiology is the study of social behavior from a biological 

perspective. The two Wilsons proceeded from this point of view to lay 

out the basics of ómultilevel selection theory,ô in which ógroup-

advantageousô behaviors based on within-group altruism permit the al-

truistic group to out-compete groups consisting of selfish individuals, 

each pursuing his own goals. Nowhere in the article did they touch upon 

                                                 
1 Joseph Alper, professor of chemistry, University of Massachusetts, Boston; Jona-

than Beckwith, professor of microbiology and molecular genetics, Harvard Medical 

School; Bertram Bruce, scientist, artificial intelligence, Bolt, Beranek, and Newman, 

Inc.; Robin Crompton, graduate student, bioanthropology, Harvard University; Val 

Dusek, professor of philosophy, University of New Hampshire; Edward Egelman, 

graduate student, biophysics, Brandeis University; Stephen Jay Gould, professor in 

the Museum of Comparative Zoology, Harvard University; Ruth Hubbard, professor 

of biology, Harvard University; Hiroshi Inouye, research fellow, Harvard Medical 

School; Robert Lange, professor of physics, Brandeis University; Lila Leibowitz, 

professor of anthropology, Northeastern University; Richard Lewontin, professor of 

biology, Harvard University; Freda Salzman, professor of physics, University of 

Massachusetts, Boston 
2 Alper et al., 1979. 
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Jewish topics, but the potential applicability to Jewry is clear. The au-

thors concluded that while selfishness beats altruism within single 

groups, altruistic groups beat selfish groups. In their analysis population 

structures can be spatial or based on kin recognition, but kinship is sup-

posedly the consequence and not the cause of success.
1
 

The 1960sô infancy of sociobiology coincided with the civil 

rights movement, so that it is no surprise that group differences and also 

between-group competition and selection with their overtones of nine-

teenth century Social Darwinism were largely taboo topics at the time, as 

was the conceptualization of human societies as a ósuper-organisms.ô 

Even today, the two Wilsons point out, professional researchers bold 

enough to pursue the venue of óevolutionary psychologyô can easily see 

their careers ruined. 

Judaism and Science 

Science is all about causality; even the nature/nurture debate 

amounts to no more than estimating the relative contributions to human 

nature of two interacting determinisms ï environmental and genetic. Free 

will and ómorality,ô whose very existence is posited on a rejection of cau-

sality, are not part of either paradigm. Protest over this model of the un-

iverse lies at the core of Existentialism, which insists that individuals 

create the meaning and essence of their own lives, rather than having 

them assigned to them by either science or religion. An old French say-

ing runs: ñtout comprendre, côest tout pardonner.ò Forgive the Holo-

caust? This was the essence of Hannah Arendtôs intellectual rebellion in 

writing in The Banality of Evil that ñcausalityé is an altogether alien and 
falsifying category in the historical sciences.ò And it goes a long way 

toward explaining Richard Lewontinôs and Steven Jay Gouldôs frontal 

assault on Wilsonôs Sociobiology. But when Leon Kass searched for an 

argument against the paradigm of genetic determinism, he came up emp-

ty-handed and was forced to fall back on name calling: for him the para-

digm elicited only ñrepugnance.ò Kassôs reaction has been referred to as 

the ñyuk factor.ò
2
 

Throughout history, man has been torn between the desire to 

achieve immortality via a deity and the realization that if that deity really 

is omniscient and omnipotent, how is it that this truly good entity permits 

evil? The Churchôs response is that man is incapable of comprehending 

Divine Wisdom. St. Augustine (354-430) told a parable of a man seeing 
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a child on the seashore attempting to pour the entire ocean into a hole he 

had scooped in the sand. When the man observed that this was impossi-

ble, the boy replied that neither could the man understand the mystery of 

the Trinityé and disappeared.
1
 Such a parable would be alien to the Ju-

daic tradition, in which the deity is not almighty, but is more like a parent 

who sends his children off into the world and then relinquishes control. 

This rabbinic image of humans as partners with God is far more common 

in the worldôs religions than is the monotheism of Christianity, possibly 

inherited in part from Akhenaton, who even in Egypt did not manage to 

make the one-God model stick. In the majority of the worldôs religions 

gods and men interact, and often can even reverse roles.  
Science is the usurper of God. The human brain uses written 

speech to create a collective brain extending backward in time to benefit 

from the entire experience of the species and extending horizontally 

throughout all areas of knowledge. The God of Judaism may be wholly 

good and a sole deity to boot, but his authority is limitedé and thus, by 

implication, contestable; Judaism is inherently more compatible with 

science than is Christianity. 

Not all Judaic authorities are comfortable with this worldview. 

Rabbi Lawrence Troster in the journal Conservative Judaism warns that 

genetic interventionism could go awry, committing ñcross-generational 

retributionò ï a power to be exercised by God alone. He cautions against 

ñthe sin of despotism over our descendantsò and ñthe sin of complacen-

cyò in automatically accepting new technologies, and that man can exer-

cise his freedom ñin true partnership with God.ò
2
 Having established his 

ópartnership,ô Troster then concedes that ñthere are genetic illnesses that 

no one would argue should be cured if possibleé substituting human 

manipulation for natural selection.ò It is an ambiguous position that once 

more illustrates the illusoriness of the phrase óJudeo-Christian.ô 

The paradigm of ógenetic determinismô or óreductionismô sets 

the stage for still another conflict with religion: if man was created from 

the interbreeding of non-human species, science goes still further, main-

taining that evolution has not ceased. Man can advance or regress within 

the limits of his species or flow into a new species, or perhaps even a 

mechanical one created by man, which event would leave biology aban-

doned in the evolution of thought and in the pursuit of a usurpial ñGod-

building.ò 
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óJewish Studiesô 

In the nineteenth century, scientific study of and scholarly 

speculation about Jewry were largely a gentile undertaking revolving 

around physical anthropology. By the turn of the century, however, cul-

tural anthropologists, led by Franz Boas, many of whose pupils were 

Jewish (albeit by no means all, Margaret Mead [1901-1978] and Ruth 

Benedict [1887-1948], for example), had launched a coup that took over 

a half-century to truly come into its own. A parallel situation developed 

in psychiatry under the Freudians.  

A large proportion of these anthropologists and psychiatrists not 

only spoke German as their mother tongue, but were assimilationists 

who, in the words of anthropologist Gelya Frank, ñdeemphasized the 

Jewishness of Jews who contributed to mainstream institutions as the 

price of social inclusion under the universal values of secular human-

ism.ò
1
 Startling as it may be in todayôs climate, German Jews in America 

were generally eager to present themselves as German and in the days of 

the Weimar Republic were decidedly pro-German in their general orien-

tation. 

Israeli historian Joachim Doron (b. 1923) writes that ñthe juxta-

position of óAryanô racial ideologues and Jewish intellectuals stirs emo-

tional resistance that renders a free discussion of this problem virtually 

impossible.ò
2
 In a different essay Doron is even more explicit: ñThe 

Zionist óself-criticismô that necessarily attended the longing for a ónew 

Jewô has been forgotten or suppressed over the last generationé. It can-

not be denied that the Jewish self-criticism so widespread among the 

German Zionist intelligentsia often seemed dangerously similar to the 

plaints of the German anti-Semites. The Zionists were keenly aware of 

this problem but they were not deterred by it.ò
3
 

Today Jewish studies have become an almost exclusively Jewish 

intellectual ghetto, thus rendering irrelevant the ambiguity of the phrase 

óJewish Studies.ô In practice the discipline is enforced in the universities 

as óstudies by Jews about Jews.ô There is an obvious conflict of interests 

when all the researchers in any field themselves constitute the field of 

study. Hence the glossing over Jewish eugenics on the part of Jewish 

researchers whose worldview, honest as many of them may have tried to 
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be, has nevertheless been shaped to various degrees by emotional and 

political considerations. 

Zionism 

Discrepancies between popular opinion and reality will always 

be with us. The French thinker Jacques Ellul (1912-1994) pointed out 

that, paradoxically, intellectuals are the social group most vulnerable to 

propaganda because they possess more information and thus are not only 

accustomed to dealing with unverified claims but also feel themselves 

capable of forming opinions on virtually everything.
1
 

Jewish attitudes toward Zionism had originally been overwhel-

mingly negative. There was a consensus that it was a utopian fantasy that 

would, moreover, lead to ill will toward Jews. Up to the founding of 

Israel in 1948, many Jews still regarded Zionism with a jaundiced eye. 

Even when the Jewish state was established, support was still weak and 

ambivalent. 

On January 19, 1902, the New York Times reprinted without 

comment an article under the title ñThe Evil of Zionism,ò taken from the 

Cincinnati newspaper, The American Israelite, which in turn quoted an 

article penned by the editor of Londonôs Jewish Chronicle: 

As Mr. J[oseph] H[iam] Levy [British author and economist, 

1838 ï 1913] has well said in this connection: ñThat Great Brit-

ain would long tolerate the unlimited inflow of a population 

proclaiming their intention to remain aliens to the furthest gen-
eration, and sneering at anglicization as a wretched shibbo-

leth,ò is not to be thought of by sane politiciansé. The Zion-
istsé must understand that their ostentatious proclamation of a 

Jewish nationality that cannot be content with anything else but 

a Jewish state is merely playing into the hands of the enemies of 
their race. It is a confirmation of the contention that English ci-

tizenship has been conferred on a number of people who can 
never be Englishmen, and Jews may wake up one day to find 

that while Zionism has failed to hew out a separate Jewish na-

tionality, it has destroyed that which years of laborious work 

have achieved in free countries like Englandé. This is the posi-

tion which The Israelite has assumed from the very beginning of 

this pernicious agitation. Motives should always be considered, 
but wise men have ever held a fool to be more dangerous than a 
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deliberate evildoer, especially to those whom he seeks to serve. 
We therefore firmly believe that Jewish Zionism has in the few 

years of its existence done more harm to Israel than has Chris-
tian anti-Semitismé. Zionism and anti-Semitism are the twin 

enemies of the Jews, and the former is the potentially more dan-

gerous.
1
 

Two world wars failed to wipe out such attitudes. On November 

16, 1945, New York Rabbi Arthur Lelyfeld complained that an unrepre-

sentative clique of anti-Zionist Jews had been spreading ñthe falsehood 

that Jews are divided on the question of Palestine.ò Lelyfeld charged that 

such persons were ñthe unwitting stooges of the old-line British imperial-

istsò and that ñthey have played into the hands of Americaôs leading anti-

Semites, who have embarrassingly praised them as ógood Jews.ôò
2
 

In a spectacularly successful public-relations campaign, the Ho-

locaust Memorial Movement crushed anti-Zionist moods within the tra-

ditionally liberal humanist Jewish community, causing it to embrace such 

radical rightist Israeli political leaders as Menachem Begin (1913-1992), 

Ariel Sharon (b. 1928), and Binyamin Netanyahu (b. 1948). In the words 

of the American historian Eran Kaplan, todayôs Likud party is ñthe mod-

ern political incarnationò of Jabotinskyôs (1880-1940) Revisionism, 

which presented Italian fascism as a model for the Jewish state: ñRevi-

sionism was, first and foremost, an attack on modernity; it was an at-

tempt to revise the course of Jewish history and release it from the hands 

of the champions of such ideals as progress, rationality, and universal 

rights.ò
3
 The support of Western Jewish liberals for a government of the 

extreme right represents a striking instance of the primacy of family ties 

over ideology. The impetus for this corporate model was provided by the 

influx into Israel of Eastern European Jews, themselves the products of 

the Soviet totalitarian state. Herzl conceived Zionism as a conveniently 

distant place to cure the shtetl culture that he so despised, but now those 

Eastern Europeans have received carte blanche from their doting West-

ern cousins.  

Inevitably, the consequences of World War II for European Je-

wry created an intellectual need to understand the motivation of the per-

petrators of Jewish deaths during the war. Largely ignored prior to the 

Arab-Israel war of 1967, the Holocaust is now cited as justification for 

the creation of Israel. When eugenics was proposed as the worldview 
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underlying Hitlerôs motivation, and eugenicists were described as 

Schreibtischtäter (bureaucrat criminals), everything seemed to fall in 

place. As for emotions, rather than taper off over time, they actually in-

tensified, driven by the massive efforts of the Holocaust Memorial 

Movement, which in its turn is driven by a concern for the survival of the 

Jewish state. American scholar of Judaism Jacob Neusner (b. 1932) 

wrote: ñyou have to remember that the State of Israel came into being 

because of the Holocausté.ò
1
 The Jewish eugenicist Arthur Ruppin was 

even more frank in 1923, when he commented: ñWere it not for the 

Jewsô racial affinity with the peoples of the Near East, it would not be 

possible to justify Zionism.ò
2
 Geneticist Raphael Falk of the Hebrew 

University in Jerusalem was equally blunt, pointing out that from the late 

19th century on, the Zionists defined Jews in a biological sense with no 

connection necessarily to religion or culture.
3
 

But the task of history is to portray the past accurately, not to 

hold up a distorted mirror in the hope of influencing the future. 

The bulk of Jewry consists of Ashkenazis who arrived in North 

America and Europe from the tsarist pale of settlement and quickly 

overwhelmed their Western brethren by sheer virtue of numbers. The 

United States had accepted millions of them from the Russian Empire, 

actually starting slightly before the assassination of Alexander II in 1881 

up to the beginning of submarine warfare in 1914.  

Burdened by centuries of discrimination, they were generally 

perceived as backward, sickly, bereft of culture, and prone to crime. 

Quickly the new arrivals made the dismaying discovery that even Ger-

man Jews, including German Jews in America, had been pursuing a far 

more assimilationist strategy than they, and that these óGermansô not on-

ly were uncomfortable with their óRussianô cousins, but were even in-

clined to consider the óuncouthô habits of the new arrivals in terms of 

deterministic explanations that presented óinheritedô characteristics as 

immutable.  

In England the Jewish Chronicle commented in 1880 that the 

new arrivals ñhave the Russian habit of living in dirt, and of not being 

offended at unsavoury smells and a general appearance of squaloré. 

[T]hey must be taught some elementary lessons before they can be 

brought up to the level of their poor English brethren.ò In America the 

Jewish Messenger sniffed that same year that ñthere is a lack of refine-
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ment and true spirituality despite the exactness with which they adhere to 

their traditional habits.ò
1
 In Germany in 1897 the Zionist leader Theodor 

Herzl in the infamous article ñMauschelò went even further, describing 

the Yiddish-speaking Eastern Jew as ñsomething unspeakably low and 

repugnantò (etwas unsagbar Niedriges und Widerwärtiges).
2
 It was pre-

cisely this disdain on the part of many German-speaking Jews for their 

Yiddish-speaking cousins that stimulated the new exilesô attachment to 

Zionism and its promise of a restorative national home. They had until 

recently hoped to find refuge in the Russian Empire,
3
 then emigrated in 

despair, and now saw that they must once again move on ï to their óhis-

toric homeland.ô  

Salazar, Franco, Hitler, Mussolini, and even such great ódemo-

cratsô as Roosevelt and Churchill were óstrong menô intent on pursuing 

specific goals without being excessively preoccupied by such fictions as 

vox populi. Zionism was a creation precisely of such a mentality. It is no 

accident that the eugenicist Zeev (Vladimir) Jabotinsky idolized Musso-

lini. Zion was a place of refuge not encumbered by the insidious threat of 

intermarriage, a place where a bodenständig
4
 people could be cured by 

invigorating agricultural labor, a place of ñingathering of the exilesò 

(kibbutz galuyot), a place where the original racial integrity could be 

reestablished and the alien elements introduced by intermarriage could be 

sloughed off. 

Zionism was, in Falkôs formulation, a eugenic experiment, but 

eugenics with a Lamarckian twist. Alexander Schüler in 1912 wrote a 

booklet entitled Jewish Racial Nobility (Der Rassenadel der Juden) that 

was actually an enthusiastic and extensive retelling of The Racial Prob-

lem (Das Rassenproblem) by the Jewish eugenicist Ignaz Zollschan 

(1877-1948). Sch¿ler takes up the historic theme of Jewryôs mission as a 

light unto the nations, but stresses that to achieve its goal, it has to pre-

serve its ñracial purity,ò
5
 already threatened by assimilation.  

Now this Lamarckian eugenics has been rejected by scientists, 

but its conclusion ï the State of Israel ï remains as a ófact on the 

ground.ô 

                                                 
1 Jewish Chronicle, Oct. 1, 1980 ; JM, Sept. 17, 1980, 17, cited in Tananbaum, 2001, 

941, 956. 
2 Herzl, 1897, 1. 
3 See John Glad, Russia Abroad, Hermitage Publishers, 1999 for a broader discus-

sion. 
4 Schüler, 1912. 
5 Schüler, 1912, 56-58; also Joseph Jacobs (see: Efron, 1994, 81-82); Weiss, Meira, 

2002, 2. 
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Lamarckian Egalitarianism  

Jean-Baptiste Lamarck (1744-1829) had posited that environ-

mental factors created heritable characteristics. Applied to the Jews, ha-

bits viewed as negative were explained as having their origins in ghetto 

life but were considered curable within an altered environment, with the 

new characteristics transmitted to future generations. Thus, while not all 

Lamarckians were Jewish and not all anti-Lamarckians were gentiles, the 

divide separating these two camps clearly lay along these fault lines. 

When Lamarckism was decisively overturned by science, the Jewish fall-

back position was to assert that biological variance in humans was trivial 

and that ónurtureô trumped ónatureô ï hands down. 

The ónature/nurtureô controversy (an 1874 coinage of Galtonôs
1
) 

had been presented to the public as a strawman intended to discredit the 

hereditarians. In point of fact, while there is indeed still a good deal of 

uncertainty as to the relative importance of the one factor relative to the 

other, absolute denial of any role to environment is a position that was 

never espoused by anyone. By contrast, the absolute nurture model was 

and is still popularly presented to the general public as the only correct 

paradigm, denouncing even moderately hereditarian views as óracist,ô 

óclassist,ô ósexist,ô or ómisogynist.ô  

The Soviet Union was the great bastion of Lamarckian ideology. 

The Jewish-American geneticist Herman J. Muller, who was doing re-

search in the U.S.S.R., thought he could reverse this line of thought and 

wrote Stalin a letter suggesting the creation of a eugenic state. Muller 

barely escaped the U.S.S.R. with his life.
2
   

The geneticist and eugenicist Solomon Grigorievich Levit 

(1894-1938) perished in the purges, as did other Jewish-Russian Lysenko 

opponents, including Israèl I. Agol (1886-1936) and Max Levin (1885-

1938?). Agol was shot the very day that Muller fled, and even the trans-

lator of Mullerôs book was reportedly shot.
3
 The Jewish professor of law 

and co-editor of the Russian Eugenics Journal Pavel Isaakovich (Isae-

vich) Liublinsky (1938-1982) supposedly died as the result of a ófallô 

from the platform of the Leningrad commuter train that he had taken for 

25 years.
4
 The geneticist Aleksandr Sergeevich Serebrovsky (1892-1948) 

managed to repent and survived.  

                                                 
1 Galton, Francis. 1874. English Men of Science: Their Nature and Nurture. London, 

Frank Cass Publishers. 
2 Muller, 1936. 
3 Adams, 1990, 197. 
4 Baranovsky, 2005. 
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Stalin, the great egalitarian, favored the theories of the Lamarck-

ist Trofim Denisovich Lysenko (1898-1976), whose chief advisor was 

Isai Izrailovich Prezent (1902-1969). At least four other senior Jewish 

officials supported Lysenko: Yakov Arkadievich Yakovlev (born Jacob 

Epstein, 1896-1938), Central Committee Chairman of Agriculture; Mik-

hail Aleksandrovich Chernov (1891-1938), Peopleôs Commissar for 

Agriculture; Aleksandr Ivanovich Muralov (1886-1937), President of the 

All -Union Academy of Russian Sciences; and Pavel Petrovich Postyshev 

(1887-1939), Secretary of the Ukrainian Committee of the Central 

Committee of the Communist Party.
1
 Evidently none of them had any 

previous agricultural expertise. 

But Stalinôs purges were indiscriminate. If the fate of Soviet eu-

genicists was series of tragedies, their Lamarckian opponents fared no 

better. 

Yakovlev had been active during the collectivization campaign 

that had doomed millions of people to death from starvation. Arrested on 

September 12, 1937, he died the next year in prison.
2
 

Chernov was a former member of the (largely Jewish) Menshe-

vik Party who had gone over to the Bolsheviks and directed grain confis-

cations from the peasantry when the collectivization went awry. Accused 

of being a Trotskyite, at his trial he begged to be spared the death penal-

ty: ñSo great are my crimes that I cannot make up for them. By working 

in the future I hoped to compensate for at least a minuscule portion of my 

grievous crimes.ò Chernovôs pious petition to end his days at hard labor 

was rejected in favor of execution by shooting.
3
 

Like Chernov, Muralov was active in the physical confiscations, 

but he was also a theoretician of collectivization. Accused of bad man-

agement rather than political opposition, he was executed a year earlier 

than Chernov. 

Postyshev originally played the good-hearted traditionalist by 

proposing that the óNew Yearôsô tree tradition, forbidden after the overth-

row of tsarism, be reestablished for the sake of the children. Later, terri-

fied that he would be blamed for the failure of collectivization, he de-

clared ñ100%ò of members of the Ukrainian government to be saboteurs. 

This was too much even for Stalin, who did not get around to executing 

him until a year after Chernov. 

                                                 
1 Zhuravsky, 1993. 
2 Vronskaya/Chuguev, 1994, 639. 
3 Zalesskii, K.A. 2000. Imperiia Stalina, Veche, Moscow. Cited by KHRONOS, 
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By contrast, Prezent continued to thrive and was even appointed 

a university dean (I refrain from comment here), but when it proved po-

litically impossible to criticize Lysenko, Prezent became the chief object 

of attack. Being largely ignorant of biology, he made an easy target. The 

heritage of Lamarckism was to find an echo in the fierce egalitarian cli-

mate of America in the last third of the twentieth century. 

Anglo-American Eugenicists 

It is a simple fact that the major Anglo-American eugenicists 

came out forthrightly against racial hatred and that eugenicists were ar-

rested, exiled, and murdered under both Hitler and Stalin, not to mention 

facing fierce hostility in the United States.  

In September 1939, the journal Nature published a joint state-

ment issued by Americaôs and Britainôs most prominent biologists, some 

of them Jewish.
1
 The document is widely referred to as the óEugenics 

Manifesto.ô The authors explicitly decried antagonism between races and 

theories according to which some good or bad genes are the monopoly of 

certain peoples.
2
 

But it is also true that antipathy toward Jews was evident among 

an undetermined minority of eugenicists. In 1916 the lawyer, environ-

mentalist, and eugenicist Madison Grant (1865-1937) wrote the popular 

book The Passing of the Great Race or the Racial Basis of European 

History, which went through numerous printings. Aside from its reveal-

ing vituperations, it is interesting to note Grantôs comment that the belief 

in the preeminence of nurture over nature was already popular: 

There exists to-day a widespread and fatuous belief in the power 
of environment, as well as of education and opportunity to alter 

heredity, which arises from the dogma of the brotherhood of 

man, derived in turn from the loose thinkers of the French Revo-
lution and their American mimics. Such beliefs have done much 

damage in the past, and if allowed to go uncontradicted, may do 
much more serious damage in the future. Thus the view that the 

negro slave was an unfortunate cousin of the white man, deeply 

tanned by the tropic sun, and denied the blessings of Christianity 

and civilization, played no small part with the sentimentalists of 

the Civil War period, and it has taken us fifty years to learn that 

speaking English, wearing good clothes, and going to school 
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and to church, does not transform a negro into a white man. Nor 
was a Syrian or Egyptian freedman transformed into a Roman 

by wearing a toga, and applauding his favorite gladiator in the 
amphitheatre. We shall have a similar experience with the 

Polish Jew, whose dwarf stature, peculiar mentality, and ruth-

less concentration on self-interest are being engrafted upon the 
stock of the nation.

1
 

Grant goes on: 

Whether we like to admit it or not, the result of the mixture of 
two races, in the long run, gives us a race reverting to the more 

ancient, generalized and lower type. The cross between a white 
man and an Indian is an Indian; the cross between a white man 

and a negro is a negro; the cross between a white man and a 

Hindu is a Hindu; and the cross between any of the three Euro-
pean races and a Jew is a Jew.

2
 

Grant was not alone in his views; the second edition of his book 

contained a preface by the prominent eugenicist Henry Fairfield Osborne 

(1857-1935). 

The Popular Image of Eugenics 

In the United States Holocaust Memorial Museumôs exhibit 

óDeadly Medicine: Creating the Master Race,ô curator Susan Bachrach 

maintains that eugenics ñculminatedò in the Holocaust.
3
 And even 

though most people would be unable to provide a definition of eugenics, 

they nevertheless generally concur with Bachrach, who represents an 

institution that, according to its official Web site, ñteaches millions of 

people each year,ò
4
 and there are at least sixty-two other Holocaust mu-

seums in addition.
5
  

But even this outreach is dwarfed by mass media that in their to-

tality reach audiences numbering in the billions ï and this on a daily ba-

sis. A Yahoo search for óeugenicsô and óanti-Semitismô produced 

311,000 items.
6
 A Google search for óholocaust+eugenicsô produced a 
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lengthy series of Web sites, the first of which (the most widely read) be-

gan with the sentence ñProbably one of the most hideous aspects of the 

Third Reich was their notorious fascination and experimentation with 

Eugenics.ò
1
 The first sentence of the second item reads that ñThe eugen-

ics movementé was the forerunner of the Holocaust.ò
2
 The third item 

was a review of the above-mentioned eugenics exhibit at the United 

States Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington, D.C., making little 

distinction between German racial hygiene laws and eugenics and cha-

racterizing them as ñdiabolical.ò
3
 

The political alliance of Jewish and Christian Zionism streng-

thened Jewish Creationism and a negative view of theories of human 

selection. For example, Jerry Bergman, who was raised as a Jehovahôs 

witness, claims that Darwinism was a defining element in Hitlerôs ideol-

ogy, and repeats Bachrachôs assertion that this philosophy ñculminated in 

the final solution.ò
4
 

That hereditarian thought was on occasion viciously distorted is 

not open to dispute, but to present it solely as an instrument of the Holo-

caust is a grotesque falsification. The following passage from Rabbi 

George Benedictôs 1926 Motherôs Day Sermon at Temple Emanu-El, 

Roanoke, Virginia, presents a far different image of the eugenics move-

ment than one might expect on the basis of the above: 

And what but eugenic development of the race of Israel, whom, 
according to the conception of Moses, God had chosen to be a 

pattern to mankind as a nation consecrated to holiness, is the 
prime intent beneath every one of the laws of Moses? Whether 

regarded hygienically, morally, or religiously, the whole purport 

of the Torah, the Law of Moses, is to separate Israel from the 
rest of mankind as a Chosen People, in order to be a noble 

people, a well-born race of men for their own superior happi-
ness, as well as, by way of example, to be a blessing to the 

world.
5
 

A current version of Jewish eugenics is to be found on the Web 

site of the Chicago Center for Jewish Genetic Disorders: 
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Dor Yeshorim [óUpright Generationsô in Hebrew] is an interna-
tional, confidential genetic screening system used mainly by Or-

thodox Jews, which attempts to prevent the transmission of ge-
netic disorders that have an increased frequency among mem-

bers of the Ashkenazi Jewish community. The system was estab-

lished to follow Jewish law, under which abortion is not al-
lowed, while acknowledging that testing might prevent the birth 

of an affected child. Designed in the early 1980s by an Orthodox 

rabbi, the system tests young adults before they begin to con-
template marriage. Participants can then use the system to learn 

their genetic compatibility with potential marital partners.
1
 

Accepted Holocaust narrative has painted the unfortunate Dor 

Yeshorim into a corner. Its founder, Rabbi Joseph Eckstein, told me in 

December 2007 that he still received only ña little helpò in his work,
2
 but 

this is not the first time in history that theory radically diverges from 

practice. 

This David-and-Goliath discrepancy of forces explains the need 

for a timeline of specifically Jewish eugenics, so obviously and so radi-

cally is accepted Holocaust narrative out of whack with reality. Eugenics 

ï inadvertent and explicit, historical and current ï lies at the very core of 

Jewish identity. Jewish eugenics cannot be understood as standing apart 

from human eugenics.
3
 

In addition to the accusations of ñanti-Semitismò and ñracism,ò 

the standard follow-up claim is that the eugenics movement was dis-

missed as bad science in the 1920s and 1930s and thus withered away on 

its own. To check the veracity of these claims, I looked through the entire 

run of the Eugenics Quarterly, published by the American Eugenics So-

ciety from 1954, when it took over from the Eugenical News (1916-

1953) until 1985, when members of the Society ran for collective cover, 

replacing the word ñeugenicsò with ñSocial Biology.ò  

As I read through the back issues of the Eugenics Quarterly, it 

became almost immediately evident that the situation was entirely differ-

                                                 
1 ñDor Yeshorim,ò 2003. 
2 Telephone conversation. Israeli sociologists Aviad Raz and Yava Vizner made the 

interesting observation that Dor Yeshorim ñhas been selectively incorporated into the 

traditional match-making process.ò Formally, this is correct, but traditional Jewish 

match-making laid emphasis on quantity at the expense of quality, encouraging 

people with very serious illness to have children. (Raz/Vizner, 2008, 1361) 
3 Readers who wish to acquaint themselves with a more integrated approach are re-

ferred to my Future Human Evolution: Eugenics in the Twenty-First Century (Hermi-

tage 2006), also available free online at: http://whatwemaybe.org. 
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ent from that now being popularly asserted. The contributors were among 

the leading scientists in their field and they were working on the cutting 

edge of technology at the time. Their tone was restrained, proper, and 

entirely professional. As for the óanti-Semitismô charge, I could find not 

the slightest trace of it. Some of the persons whose work was published 

there or whose works were reviewed or advertised (please forgive the 

length of the list; I could easily have made it longer) were: 

K. Z. Altshuler, Baruch S. Blumberg, Lauretta Bender, Bernard 

Berelson, Marianne E. Bernsteif, Jack B. Bresler, B. Catz, B. 

Cohen, Leon Jacob Cole, Melvin Embep, Arthur Falek, William 

E. Feinberg, Joseph Felsenstein, J. D. Finkelstein, I. Lester Fir-

schein, Morris Fisbein, B. Fish, Bertram Fleshler, Ronald 

Freedman, Benson E. Ginzburg, A. M. Gittelsohn, Paul C. 

Glick, Jacob A. Goldberg, Calvin Goldscheider, Sidney 

Goldstein, H. O. Goodman, H. Green, Bernard Greenburg, Alan 

F. Guttmacher, Melville Herskovits, J. Hirsch, P. A. Jacobs, A. 

J. Jaffe, Kurt Hirschhorn, John F. Kantner, Franz Kallmann, Ar-

nold A. Kaplan, A. Katz, Aviva B. Kesselman, P. Kunstadter, 

Samuel M. Levin, Louis Levine, Philip Levine, Richard Levins, 

Max Levitan, Sarah Lewit, Richard Lewontin, B. Malzberg, B. 

M. Mandelbrote, N. Mantel, Emmanuel Margolis, Gitta Meier, 

S. Milham, Jr., Ashley Montagu (né Israel Ehrenberg), Melvin 

Moss, H. V. Muhsam, H. J. Muller, Edward Pohlman, Stefan 

Possony, Erich Rosenthal, Ina Samuels, J. Samuelson, Lee E. 

Schacht, Sam Shapiro, Erwin S. Solomon, Amram Scheinfeld, 

William Schull, Sheldon J. Segal, Harry L. Shapiro, Hirsch La-

zar Silverman, S. E. Snyderman, Mortimer Spiegelman, J. N. 

Spuhler, Robert M. Stecher, Medora Steedman-Bass, Arthur G. 

Steinberg, Gary A. Steiner, Curt Stern, Abraham Stone, W. F. 

Wertheim, Irving B. Wexler, Nathaniel Weyl, Melvin Zelnik 

(Melvin Zelnick), Anthony Zimmerman. 

The journalôs persistently upbeat tone startles, making it evident 

that editors and authors alike had little inkling of the abrupt and massive 

take-no-prisoners assault that would be launched against them in the late 

1960s. Article after article eagerly calls for further research in anticipa-

tion of scientific breakthroughs and a qualitatively different understand-

ing of the human species, anticipating ways to improve both its nature 

and its lot in the framework of Darwinism, and the coming of a new, 

scientifically grounded worldview. If someone had produced a crystal 

ball and shown this prestigious international team of scientists how their 
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efforts on behalf of future generations would soon be portrayed, they ï 

Jews and non-Jews alike ï would have been totally incredulous. 

As the historian Mark B. Adams commented, ñproducing 

healthy babies is about as uncontroversial a goal as can be imagined,ò
1
 so 

how is it that the very word óeugenicsô has been so thoroughly demo-

nized? 

In 1936 the biologist Julian Huxley expressed the majority view 

that ñEugenics falls within the province of the Social Sciences, not of the 

Natural Sciences,ò and two years later the sociologist David Victor Glass 

declared ódifferential fertilityô to be a key aspect of the then coalescing 

discipline of population studies.
2
  

By the 1930s a global consensus of support had been achieved 

for eugenics, especially among physicians, including German physicians. 

(If Jews made up 1.2% of the Reich population, in 1925 they constituted 

0.9%, and by 1933 the figure had been reduced to a mere 0.76%. But in 

large cities such as Berlin, Frankfurt, and Hamburg as many as 30% to 

40% of the doctors were Jewish.
3
)  

But, beginning in the late 1960s, eugenics with its focus on the 

selectionary consequences of differential fertility was declared beyond 

the pale, replaced by its own offspring ï the natural science of genetics, 

and also demography with its modern reluctance to probe further than 

ótotal fertility.ô Indeed, why differentiate if genetic variance in human 

populations is preordained to be inconsequential? Physical anthropology 

came to be viewed as a poor second to cultural anthropology, with soci-

ology, criminology, and pedagogy following in lock step, and the arts ï 

as always ï bringing up the rear.  

Noting that Darwinism is more influential now than ever and al-

so that eugenics had strongly influenced economic theory in the early 

twentieth century, the economist Thomas C. Leonard dryly notes ñthe 

amnesia about the influence of eugenics upon the nascent social sciences 

of a century ago,ò and asks how the movement came to be erased from 

the history of American economics: 
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If the relationship between American labor reform and the biol-
ogy of human inheritance seems to the modern reader unex-

pected, it is, in part, because eugenics, new scholarship notwith-
standing, is still widely misunderstoodé. Eugenics was, in ac-

tual fact, the broadest of churches. Eugenics was not aberrant; it 

was not seen as a pseudoscience; it was not laissez-faire; it re-
jected social Darwinism; and it was not abandoned after Nazi 

atrocities. Eugenics was mainstream; it was popular to the point 

of faddishness; it was supported by leading figures in the still-
emerging science of genetics; it appealed to an extraordinary 

range of political ideologies, not least to the progressives; it was 
ï as state control of human breeding ï a program that no pro-

ponent of laissez-faire could consistently endorse; and it sur-

vived the Nazis.
1
 

Eugenics and Hitler 

Perhaps the most thorny question, but one that has to be at least 

mentioned, given the widespread nature of the rumor and the topic of this 

book, is a claim made by Hans Frank (1900-1946), Hitlerôs Regent in 

Poland. Over the years there has been much speculation over Hitlerôs 

purported partly Jewish ancestry, almost all of it leading back to Frankôs 

memoirs In Sight of the Gallows (Im Angesicht des Galgens), written 

during Frankôs Nuremberg imprisonment prior to being hanged. Frank, 

who converted to Catholicism while in prison, upon hearing the death 

sentence, responded that his execution was his penance for collaborating 

with Hitler, although he claimed to have learned of Hitlerôs ñenormous 

mass crimes of the most terrible natureò only during the trial.  

Frank writes that in late 1930 Hitler directed him to investigate a 

ñdisgusting blackmail affairò regarding rumors about Hitlerôs paternal 

grandmother Maria Schickelgruber (1795-1847), who supposedly had 

worked as a cook for a Jewish family by the name of Frankenberger and 

had given birth to Hitlerôs father out of wedlock. Frank seems to recall 

that the blackmail came from Alois Hitler, a stepbrother of Hitlerôs of a 

different marriage of Hitlerôs father, but different sources claim that it 

was Aloisôs son William Patrick Hitler (1911-1987).
2
 Frank claims that 

this Frankenberger (Leopold according to some sources
3
) paid child sup-

port until the child reached the age of fourteen, and that there had been a 
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lengthy correspondence. On the one hand, Frank gives the traditional 

this-cannot-be-because-it-cannot-be argument:  

That Adolf Hitler had no Jewish blood in his veins strikes me as 
so blatantly obvious on the basis of his entire nature that it me-

rits no further discussion. 

But then he goes on to discuss precisely this topic: 

I must therefore say that it is not totally out of the question that 

Hitlerôs father was a half-Jew who had sprung from the out-of-

wedlock relationship of Schicklgruber to the Graz Jews. If this is 
true, then Hitler would have been a quarter-Jew and his hatred 

for Jews could have been partially engendered by a blood rage 
over a familial hatred psychosis. Who can possibly interpret all 

this!
1
 

It is impossible to believe that Hitlerôs Regent in Poland was un-

aware of the murders of Jews in Eastern Europe during the war, and it 

stretches credulity that Frank, having been entrusted with such a top-

secret mission, would be uncertain as to the source of the blackmail. Fur-

thermore, a subsequent analysis of Frankôs statement by Simon Wiesen-

thal disclosed that there was no evidence of any Jewish family named 

Frankenberger ever living in Graz. My personal opinion is that Frank 

must have assumed he would be found guilty but calculated he had a slim 

chance of escaping execution by feigning religious fervor. And in 

launching a rumor that cannot be definitively refuted, he obtained his 

posthumous revenge on his executioners. 

*  

When Hitler put forward his list of 25 points in 1920, none of 

them dealt with eugenics, but by the time the second volume of Mein 

Kampf appeared in 1926, most of which was evidently written in prison 

in 1924, he had clearly become a believer in óracial hygiene,ô much in the 

spirit of French Nordic-supremacy theoretician Joseph Arthur Gobineau 

(1816-1882), whose name is never mentioned in Mein Kampf:  

The folkish state must make up for what everyone else today has 
neglected in this field. It must set race in the center of all life. It 

must take care to keep it pure. It must declare the child to be the 

most precious treasure of the people. It must see to it that only 
the healthy beget children; that there is only one disgrace: de-

spite oneôs own sickness and deficiencies to bring children into 
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the world, and one highest honor: to renounce doing so. And 
conversely it must be considered reprehensible: to withhold 

healthy children from the nation. Here the state must act as the 
guardian of a millennial future in the face of which the wishes 

and the selfishness of the individual must appear as nothing and 

submit. It must put the most modern medical means in the ser-
vice of this knowledge. It must declare unfit for propagation all 

who are in any way visibly sick or who have inherited a disease 

and can therefore pass it on, and put this into actual practice. 
Conversely, it must take care that the fertility of the healthy 

woman is not limited by the financial irresponsibility of a state 
regime which turns the blessing of children into a curse for the 

parents. It must put an end to that lazy, nay criminal, indiffe-

rence with which the social premises for a fecund family are 
treated today, and must instead feel itself to be the highest guar-

dian of this most precious blessing of a people. Its concern be-
longs more to the child than to the adult. Those who are physi-

cally and mentally unhealthy and unworthy must not perpetuate 

their suffering in the body of their children. In this the folkish 
state must perform the most gigantic educational task. And some 

day this will seem to be a greater deed than the most victorious 

wars of our present bourgeois era. By education it must teach 

the individual that it is no disgrace, but only a misfortune de-

serving of pity, to be sick and weakly, but that it is a crime and 
hence at the same time a disgrace to dishonor oneôs misfortune 

by oneôs own egotism in burdening innocent creatures with it; 

that by comparison it bespeaks a nobility of highest idealism and 
the most admirable humanity if the innocently sick, renouncing a 

child of his own, bestows his love and tenderness upon a poor, 
unknown young scion of his own nationality, who with his health 

promises to become some day a powerful member of a powerful 

community.
1
 

Hitlerôs position proved to be a near-fatal embrace, leading the 

famous philosopher and Zionist member of the Jewish Academy Leo 

Strauss (1899-1973) to coin the maxim reductio ad Hitlerum: ñHitler 

believed in eugenics. X believes in eugenics. Therefore X is a Nazi.ò
2
 

Contrary to claims advanced by eugenics foes, Hitlerôs position on such 
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topics was not a bone of contention vis-à-vis his American and British 

World War II foes. His arch-nemisis Winston Churchill, Churchill, was 

an ardent eugenicist. 

In 1904, the Conservative government of Arthur Balfour had es-

tablished a Royal Commission ñOn the Care and Control of the Feeble-

minded,ò which reported to the Liberal government and recommended 

compulsory detention and sterilization of the unfit. In 1912 Balfour had 

personally addressed the First Eugenics Conference in London, which 

was attended by then Home Secretary Winston Churchill, who called for 

ña simple surgical operation (sterilization) so the inferior could be per-

mitted freely in the world without causing much inconvenience to oth-

ers.ò In 1910, Churchill had asked the civil service to investigate imple-

mentation of the Indiana law on sterilization.
1
 Even earlier, in 1899, he 

had written to his cousin Ivor Guest: ñThe improvement of the British 

breed is my aim in life.ò The poet Wilfrid Scawen Blunt (1840-1922) 

wrote in his diary: 

Winston is also a strong eugenist. He told us he had himself 

drafted the [Mental Deficiency] Bill which is to give power of 

shutting up people of weak intellect and so prevent their breed-
ing. He thought it might be arranged to sterilise them.

2
 

In 1910 Churchill had written to Prime Minister H. H. Asquith 

(1852-1928): 

ñThe unnatural and increasingly rapid growth of the Feeble-

Minded and Insane classes, coupled as it is with a steady restric-
tion among all the thrifty, energetic and superior stocks, consti-

tutes a national and race danger which it is impossible to exag-

gerate. I am convinced that the multiplication of the Feeble-
Minded, which is proceeding now at an artificial rate, un-

checked by any of the old restraints of nature, and actually fos-
tered by civilised conditions, is a terrible danger to the race.ò

3
 

In 1937, pressed by William Peel (1867-1937), head of the Pa-

lestine Royal Commission, that Britain ñmight have some compunction if 

she felt she was downing the Arabs year after year when they wanted to 
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remain in their own country,ò Churchill showed himself to be not only a 

supporter of eugenics, but of the rankest óracial hygieneô as well: 

I do not admit that the dog in the manger has the final right to 
the manger, even though he may have lain there for a very long 

time. I do not admit that right. I do not admit, for instance, that a 

great wrong has been done to the Red Indians of America, or the 
black people of Australia. I do not admit that a wrong has been 

done to those people by the fact that a stronger race, a higher 

grade race, or, at any rate, a more worldly-wise race, to put it 
that way, has come in and taken their place.ò

1
 

Hans Fenske, Dieter Mertens, Wolfgang Reinhard, and Klaus 

Rosen in their History of Political Ideas argue that the rise to power of 

Germanyôs National Socialist party was a fundamentally ñnon-

ideological phenomenonò best understood as a national longing to estab-

lish community and unity in the chaos of the Weimar Republic years,
2
 

and the historian Richard Weikart rejects as ñabsurdò the claim that Dar-

winism inevitably leads to Nazism, but sees Darwinism as a ñnecessary 

but insufficientò cause for National Socialist ideology.
3
  

To determine whether biological theories were truly crucial to 

the rise of the National Socialist German Workersô Party, I selected one 

hundred books dealing with the Weimar and National-Socialist periods. 

All contained indexes covering not only proper names but topics as well. 

I made no attempt to pre-select other than choosing volumes that deal 

with the period. 

The authors of these books range from National Socialist ideo-

logues to recognized Western scholars. Ninety-six of these indexes did 

not contain the word óeugenics,ô and even four that did contained only a 

handful of mentions. Even the indexes to Mein Kampf and Hitlerôs 

speeches do not list eugenics as a topic, although they contain numerous 

references to race.
4
 Eugenics was not the ideological motor it is made out 

to be. This should not surprise: intergroup hostilities are entirely possible 

without a belief in a conflictôs ideological underpinnings.  

The timeline of Jewish eugenics provided here demonstrates 

beyond doubt that Jews were welcome, active participants in the eugen-
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ics movement and that Jews even today are still in the vanguard of a eu-

genic worldview, a fact entirely unknown to most people.  

Eugenics is now viewed by many in the United States largely 

through the lens of the Holocaust and is to such a degree awash with un-

derstandably raw emotion as to quash any cries of protest. The upshot of 

the situation is that a group of largely Jewish activists have so successful-

ly undermined the very eugenic mechanism that made Jewry what it is as 

to pose an existential threat to Jewry. But Jewish common sense, plain 

and old-fashioned as chicken soup, has not only continued to hold sway 

in the practice of eugenics, it has even managed to surf the scientific tide 

of newly found genetic knowledge ï all the while paying lip service to 

the Holocaust-from-eugenics gospel!  

Unlike the U.S. situation, this anti-eugenics view never even got 

off the ground in Israel. Behavioral scientist Aviad Raz (b. 1968) of Ben 

Gurion University is quite open in pointing out that both the word óeu-

genicsô and the actual practice of eugenics enjoy broad approval in that 

country, and objections to eugenics ï at least as far as genetic screening 

combined with eugenic abortions ï are a ónon-issueô in Israel: 

Eugenic ideologies and practices have persisted in Israel, in a 
thinly disguised mode, even after the holocaust, because they 

were an inherent and formative part of Zionismé.
1
 For many of 

the above-mentioned respondents, prenatal genetic testing was 

eugenic and was indeed supported precisely for that reason, 

since ñeugenicò for them meant the improvement of the health of 
progeny and carried positive rather than negative connotations.

2
 

The Holocaust 

Jewish population statistics are so beset with gaps and uncertain-

ties that even today the Israeli demographer Sergio DellaPergola has 

noted the ñpermanently provisionalò character of Jewish population stu-

dies.
3
 Obviously these waters were infinitely more muddied at the end of 

World War II. 

Huge Jewish death losses due to violence targeted specifically at 

Jews toward the end of World War II are a simple fact. Any dispassio-

nate investigator has only to read the testimony of survivors who list 

their perished family members. As for the effort to produce at least an 

approximate estimate of the number of victims, it was not merely legiti-
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mate, it was inevitable, but its success is limited by the opaque nature of 

the violence it attempts to measure. Even before the war, Jews emigrated 

in large numbers from Germany and Austria, and when the war began, 

they fled the occupied areas. 

During this incredibly chaotic period Jews attempted to pass as 

non-Jews. When the war was over, Jews from the Soviet empire were 

terrified they would be forcibly returned home and desperately continued 

to conceal their Jewishness. Jews in Poland and the U.S.S.R. were hardly 

eager to announce their roots. As for the German armies, they were intent 

on destroying evidence of their atrocities as they retreated. And since it is 

impossible to determine how many managed to escape and how many 

concealed their ethnicity, we will never know how many actually pe-

rished.  

Hitler viewed the Jews as culturally and genetically different, 

but far from dismissing them as primitive in their evolutionary develop-

ment, he regarded them as powerful competitors to the óNordicsô whom 

he championed. On January 30, 1939, in a speech before the Reichstag, 

he was explicit in explaining both his threat against the Jews and his mo-

tivation in making it: 

If international finance Jewry within Europe and abroad should 

succeed once more in plunging the peoples into a world war, 

then the consequence will be not the Bolshevization of the world 
and therewith a victory of Jewry, but on the contrary, the de-

struction of the Jewish race in Europe.
1
 

The Holocaust was not about eugenics, but about revenge. And 

the result was decidedly dysgenic. A double tragedy occurred: the tragic 

fate of the individual victims, and the severance of a brilliant genetic li-

neage. Demographer Sergio DellaPergola estimates that, if not for the 

Holocaust, there would be as many as 32 million Jews worldwide, in-

stead of the current 13 million.
2
 Still, such calculations are fraught with 

uncertainty. As recently as 2004 Berl Lazar, the Director of the Outreach 

Department of the Federation of Russian Jewish Communities (FEOR), 

noted that estimates of the number of Jews in Russia ranged from 

230,000 to 10,000,000.
3
 Obviously, it is not possible to derive reliable 

figures from such conflicting data. Whatever the losses, the world will 
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never know, and will never benefit from, the unborn children of the slain, 

from the children of the childrené. 

Deconstructing the Eugenics Bashers 

How is it that informed, sincere people have drawn such radical-

ly different conclusions regarding eugenics? And how did a small group 

of secular Jewish intellectuals come to launch a massive attack on the 

eugenic core of Jewish religious and secular thought? And how were 

they so successful in depicting eugenics in such a baneful light? 

While Stalin was opposed to eugenics, both Hitler and Churchill 

were ardent proponents even of óracial hygiene,ô and in the United States 

eugenicists were writing laws on sterilization, isolation, and immigration. 

In all these countries Jews were eager participants in the eugenics 

movement. At the very least, the argument was one-sided and distorted, 

even though individual figures in the movement provided fodder for such 

an interpretation. 

Generally speaking, eugenicists view human genetic variance as 

too great to permit the majority of the people to figure significantly in the 

process of civilization, while their opponents view such variance as a 

desirable source of ódiversity,ô even if that diversity consists of illness 

and low intelligence. The Biblical tradition teaches that people are 

created in the image of their Creator; if we are thus god-like, why would 

anyone want any other fellow human being to refrain from having child-

ren? Such abstinence is akin to deicide. 

The attitude toward the role of society in human affairs can be 

either communal or individualistic. The communitarian defines society 

diachronically (over time) while the individualist is the zealous champion 

of synchronicity ï the status quo ï either distrusting the state, or perhaps 

simply not caring about future generations. After all, we as a species 

have been bred by natural selection to defend first and foremost our own 

interests and those of our immediate offspring, not distant future genera-

tions. 

In the óhard sciencesô researchers generally hold to a neutral, 

non-value approach: observed data establish that thus and such an atomic 

particle flies either left or right in thus and such a magnetic field, and that 

is that. This detached search for theory confirmed by replicable fact also 

carries the day in the study of biological species ï with one exception: 

our own. Assigned fellow human beings as the object of examination, the 

naturalist who formerly dispassionately studied bees, lions, or chimpan-

zees without preconceptions now begins to furtively glance at the mental 
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notebook of his own hidden agenda. He pretends to be pursuing only the 

truth, and more often than not he even sincerely believes in this claim. 

But it is rarely true. Truth be told, we are ï all of us ï both blessed and 

burdened with ideologies, which both determine and are determined by 

our experience and value systems. 

Darwinian social concepts involve judgments that are inevitably 

found to be unacceptable, even outrageous, by large segments of society, 

forcing even the most sincere and well-meaning intellectuals into defen-

sive postures whose opaqueness is perceived by their opponents as hypo-

crisy. After all, no one is eager to fall upon his sword. Thus, evidence is 

selectively mustered and adumbrated that seems to lead to a specific con-

clusion, but that conclusion is rarely specified. The óinvestigatorô 

presents himself, not as an advocate, but as a witness, and if his audience 

draws certain conclusions, he is simply presenting the facts. 

If eugenics survived World War II in America and Western Eu-

rope, Stalin had driven it underground during the Great Purges of the late 

1930s, in which he eliminated most of his former comrades in arms, very 

many of whom were Jews. Even earlier, in 1930, he had created the Jew-

ish Autonomous Region in a desolate region of Siberia where the mean 

January temperature fell to -30 degrees Celcius (-22 Fahrenheit). Not 

surprisingly, it failed to attract Soviet Jewish immigrants in any signifi-

cant numbers. In 1948 he simultaneously took two steps whose common 

motivation no one seems to want to ponder: the campaign against the 

ñrootless cosmopolitesò and the UN vote to recognize the creation of the 

State of Israel. Hitler too had cooperated in the Jewish exodus to Pales-

tine. 

1949 saw the arrest of a number of Russiaôs Jewish cultural fig-

ures, and January 1952 marked the formal initiation of the ñDoctorsô 

Plotò ï a purported conspiracy to murder ailing Soviet leaders. Soviet 

publications pointed out the predominance of Jews in the ranks of both 

the ócosmopolitesô and the accused physicians. There were numerous 

unconfirmed rumors of Siberian camps to which the Jews were suppo-

sedly to be deported. 

In 1952, volume 15 of the Great Soviet Encyclopedia was ap-

proved by the censor for publication; it contained the article on eugenics, 

laying out Stalinôs official position on the movement: 

Eugenics: a false science current in the capitalist countries on 
improving óhuman nature.ô Eugenics has its source in racist fan-

tasies of the supposed physical and mental ósuperiorityô of the 

ruling classes and óhigherô races over the working masses and 
the ólowerô races. The basic principles of eugenics were ad-
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vanced by reactionary bourgeois scientists and scholars to mask 
the real social-economic causes of inequality under capitalism.

1
 

Whatever Stalinôs plans for the Jews may have been, they came 

to an end with his death in March 1953, but his position on eugenics was 

adopted virtually word for word by a group of American Jewish intellec-

tuals in the late 1960s. 

The reality that few academics will concede is that logic is often 

secondary to fundamental ideological values, so that discussions of eu-

genics have tended to be polemical rather than objective. Prior to World 

War II, the tone was far more dispassionate, even collegial. The Jewish 

Zionist and eugenicist Arthur Ruppin and the German racial theoretician 

Hans F. K. Günther could even enjoy a pleasant lunch in each otherôs 

company and find areas of agreement. 

The driving force behind the Holocaust Memorial Movement is 

not just grief over the tragedy of the past but also the desire to legitimize 

the Zionist state. In 1975, by a vote of 72 to 35, with 32 abstentions, the 

UN General Assembly declared that Zionism was ña form of racism and 

racial discrimination,ò essentially declaring the State of Israel to be ille-

gitimate. As a counterbalance, Jewish groups massively funded the Ho-

locaust Memorial Movement. In its turn, the Holocaust Memorial 

Movement attacked the eugenics movement with ever increasing fury. 

As the historian Peter Weingart has observed, cultural and polit-

ical contexts select from the pool of scientific ideas rather than determine 

them.
2
 In the case of eugenics, scientific findings are constantly cor-

rupted by emotional attitudes and political calculation. If the topic at 

hand were, say, an unresolved problem in physics, even though its reso-

lution might be as yet uncertain, one could at least be confident that re-

searchers were doing their best to come up with an answer and that they 

were doing so on the basis of accepted methodology. For their part the 

physicists would not have to fear for their careers and even for their per-

sonal safety. In contrast, despite the due diligence and sincerity exercised 

by a number of researchers in this most sensitive area of biopolitics, any 

student of biological determinants of human behavior is keenly aware 

that he is picking his way through a very dangerous minefield. When the 

Berkeley psychologist Arthur Jensen (b. 1923) maintained that IQ was 

largely heritable and that there thus were limits to compensatory educa-

tion, demonstrators disrupted his classes, his car tires were slashed, and 

swastikas were painted on his office door. There were threats against him 

                                                 
1 Bolôshaia sovetskaia entsiklopediia, vol. 15, 372. 
2 Weingart, 2005, 163. 



The Way It Was and Still Is 

 

77 

and his family, the university had to hire bodyguards to protect him, and 

a bomb squad screened his mail. 

The preeminence of replicable scientific observation over ideol-

ogy was a lengthy hard-fought battle ï a battle that now rages over the 

last hurdle: the human brain. That is why the appearance of E. O. Wil-

sonôs 1975 Sociobiology: The New Synthesis encountered such resis-

tance. When Wilson began applying Darwinian theory to ants and ter-

mites, it was inevitable and even obvious that the study of mammalian 

brains would immediately follow, leading to conclusions that are simply 

unacceptable to many, albeit not all for the same reasons. 

Wilsonôs attackers were not Bible-belt fundamentalist preachers 

with eighth-grade educations, but his sophisticated secular Jewish col-

leagues ï evolutionary biologist Stephen Jay Gould and geneticist Ri-

chard Lewontin ï precisely those who logically could have been ex-

pected to be his most enthusiastic supporters. Wilson was exposed as a 

ñcounterrevolutionaryò and he was attacked in teach-ins, student demon-

strations, and articles. By 1982 emotions had become so intense that he 

had to have a police escort to deliver a lecture on ñthe coevolution of 

biology and culture.ò
1
 

This was more than a run-of-the-mill departmental feud, blood-

thirsty and pitiless as those can be. Wilsonôs opponents were soon emu-

lated by a largely Jewish cottage industry of anti-Darwinian scholars and 

activists who reviewed each otherôs books and appointed each other to 

academic positions. 

Classical Marxism posits a fundamental human egalitarianism, 

with economic relationships serving as the ófoundationô of the social or-

der and predetermining social position within that order. It is opposed by 

Darwinian thinkers, who attach relatively greater significance to biology 

than do their opponents. It is Boas versus Galton in a different hyposta-

sis. 

Boas himself was torn between assimilation and what is nowa-

days known as óethnic identification,ô as can be seen from the following 

absolutely remarkable comment in his address at the 1908 annual meet-

ing of the American Association for the Advancement of Science: 

With the economic development of Germany, German immigra-

tion has dwindled down; while at the same time Italians, the var-

ious Slavic people of Austria, Russia, and the Balkan Peninsula, 
Hungarians, Roumanians, east European Hebrews, not to men-

tion the numerous other nationalities, have arrived in ever-
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increasing numbers. There is no doubt that these people of east-
ern and southern Europe represent a physical type distinct from 

the physical type of northwestern Europe; and it is clear, even to 
the most casual observer, that their present social standards dif-

fer fundamentally from our own. Since the number of new arriv-

als may be counted in normal years by hundreds of thousands, 
the question may well be asked, What will be the result of this in-

flux of types distinct from our own? [emphasis added]
1
 

The coincidence of the civil-rights movement and the Vietnam 

War radicalized not only young Americans in general, but Jewish Boa-

sians in particular, whose political leanings had traditionally been to the 

left of the political spectrum. The New Left fused with the counter-

culture to produce a órevolutionary consciousnessô with overwhelming 

Jewish participation and leadership. As documented by the historians 

Stanley Rothman and Robert S. Lichter in their fine study Roots of Radi-

calism (Oxford University Press, 1982), campus leftist movements were, 

to a very significant extent, Jewish affairs, be they in Madison or Berke-

ley. One study indicated that fully 90% of the radical subjects in an Ann 

Arbor study had Jewish backgrounds.
2
 Susan Stern described her expe-

rience in the óWeather Undergroundô (where the greetings were four fin-

gers slightly spread, symbolizing the carving fork which Charles Man-

sonôs gang had driven into the belly of the 8İ months pregnant Sharon 

Tate
3
): 

Our aim was to make ourselves equal, man and women, practi-
cally interchangeable. We had no guidelines, no scruples; we 

simply startedé. No amount of anguish was intolerable when 

one considered the end result: a revolutionary warrior, worthy 
to fight in the world-wide struggle for liberationé. [We] were 

committed to the notion of transforming ourselves into Ameri-
cong.

4
 

The óWeather Underground,ô which had taken its name from 

Bob Dylanôs Subterranean Homesick Blues (ñYou donôt need a wea-

therman to know which way the wind blowsò), was not a typical youth 

                                                 
1 ñRace Problems in America,ò Science, No. 1909, No. 29, 840; cited by Leonard B. 

Glick, ñTypes Distinct from Our Own: Franz Boas on Jewish Identity and Assimila-

tion,ò American Antropologist, No. 84, 545; and also Frank, 1997, 739. 
2 Rothman/Lichter, 1982, 81. 
3 Rothman/Lichter, 1982, 137. 
4 Rothman/Lichter, 1982, 40. 
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organization; young persons of Jewish background generally had abrupt-

ly been politically activated, and the message they heard was a 

straightforward one: the rightist establishment seeks to justify its exploi-

tation of the people by claiming that ónegroesô and Jews are óinferior.ô 

In describing Marxist organizations at that time, the Encyclope-

dia Judaica notes that ñJewish prominence in the New Left was not 

noted in the mass media, either because it was truly not remarked or be-

cause in the aftermath of Hitlerôs murderous anti-Semitism the media 

were reluctant to make this observation.ò
1
 

In 1967 Israel won the six-day war, creating a crisis for many 

Jewish members of the American and European óNew Leftô when the 

Holocaust Memorial Movement was launched to support the Zionist 

state, and international Marxist organizations, including black militants, 

denounced Zionism as ñkosher imperialism.ò Jewish participation in left-

ist activities fell off, and the belief that eugenics had been the driving 

ideological motor triggering genocide of the Jews became accepted Ho-

locaust narrative. 

During the first 47 years following the end of World War II ï 

nearly a half century ï only one book associating óeugenicsô with óHolo-

caustô is shown by a óWorldcatô search.  

"EUGENICS"  + "HOLOCAUST"

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

19
45

-1
99

3
19

94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

BOOKS

 
The supposedly causal relationship was accepted with no men-

tion of Jewish participation in the eugenics movement, of the fact that 

eugenics was popular among the left and the right, of the condemnation 

by Anglo-American eugenicists of Germanyôs National Socialist regime, 

or of Jewish eugenicists who had perished in Hitlerôs Germany and Sta-

                                                 
1 N. Gt., 1971-1972, 1031-1032. 
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linôs Russia. The eugenics-is-evil message was imprinted, almost indeli-

bly. 

In the meantime the number of publications on the Holocaust 

continues to snowball. A search for the word óHolocaustô on the Online 

Computer Library Center (OCLC, or óWorldcatô) showed that 94% of 

books (59,895 vs. 3,708) were produced during the period Jan. 1, 1968-

April 11, 2010. 

What do publication statistics tell us about the ups and downs of 

the eugenics movement? 

 

Average Number of Books Appearing Annually 

with the Word ñEugenicsò as Keyword 

(OCLC Search) 

 

PERIOD TOTAL 

NUMBER 

OF BOOKS 

AVERAGE 

NUMBER 

ANNUALLY 

1901-1913 595 45.8 

1914-1918 

(World War I) 

281 56.2 

1919-1929 645 58.6 

1930-1938 

(Great Depression) 

567 63.0 

1939-1945 

(World War II) 

196 28.0 

1946-1967 

(up to Arab-Israeli war) 

343 15.6 

1968-1975 

(up to 1975 UN Resolution 

condemning Zionism as 

racism) 

164 20.5 

1976-2010 2,850 57.4 

 

As can be seen, eugenics was not only not abandoned as bad 

science in the 1930s, as is so often falsely claimed, but was continuing to 

strengthen, even within the Jewish community. 

The number of books published between 1945 and 1967 de-

clined significantly but their content was still generally pro-eugenic in 

tone, with such titles as Preface to Eugenics; Genetic and Environmental 
Factors in Human Ability; or How Heredity Builds Our Lives: An Intro-

duction to Human Genetics and Eugenics.  
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After 1967 works had titles like A Corrupt Tree Bringeth Forth 
Evil Fruit: Religion and the American Eugenics Movement; The Logic of 

Eugenics: The Path from Social Darwinism to the Holocaust; or óHi-
deous Progenyô: Eugenics, Disability, and Classic Horror Cinema. And, 

of course there are dozens of volumes identifying eugenics as óracist.ô 

Since then four decades have passed, and all the while a cohort 

of Jewish writers continues to attack the eugenics movement, which sup-

posedly threatens at any moment to rip out the stake driven into its vam-

pire heart and once more stalk the planet in search of new victims. In the 

meantime, precisely as feared by Jewish eugenicists for over a century, 

the Jews are decimating their own ranks by low fertility and high inter-

marriage rates. Soon there will be no need for a Shabbat goy to turn out 

the lights on Shabbat; there wonôt be any Jews left.  

Journalist Ben Wattenberg and Congressional staffer Jeremy 

Kadden fret that American Jewish women in their thirties are nearly 

twice as likely to be childless than their non-Jewish counterparts, and 

that the Jewish community must begin to face this problem.
1
 

In 1974 the geneticist Richard Lewontin made the following 

statement: ñFor Muller, human progress meant enriching the species for a 

few superior genotypes while for Dobzhansky it means increasing, or at 

least maintaining, genetic diversity. Neither view admits the possibility 

that genetic variation is irrelevant to the present and future structure of 

human institutions, that the unique feature of manôs biological nature is 

that he is not constrained by it.ò
2
 The model thus proposed is one driven 

by the human brainôs software, with its hardware being essentially iden-

tical for everyone and thus irrelevant.  

The immense power of the anti-eugenics juggernaut is illustrated 

by the case of the book In the Name of Eugenics: Genetics and the Uses 

of Human Heredity by Daniel Kevles, who characterizes the eugenics 

movement as ñinsidious.ò The book first appeared in serial form in the 

New Yorker, which is owned by Advance Publications, which also owns 

dozens of other magazines, newspapers, television and internet opera-

tions. Its chairman and CEO is Samuel Irving Newhouse (b. 1926), who 

was ranked the 38
th
 richest American by Forbes magazine in 2008.

3
 The 

work was brought out in book form by Alfred A. Knopf, which is owned 

by Random House, which is owned by Bertelsmann Media Worldwide, 

                                                 
1 Wattenberg/Kadden, 2005. 
2 Lewontin, 1974, 31. 
3 http://www.forbes.com/lists/2006/54/biz_06rich400_The-400-Richest-

Americans_Rank_2.html, accessed May 14, 2008. 

http://www.forbes.com/lists/2006/54/biz_06rich400_The-400-Richest-Americans_Rank_2.html
http://www.forbes.com/lists/2006/54/biz_06rich400_The-400-Richest-Americans_Rank_2.html
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which operates in 63 countries and employed 102,397 persons as of De-

cember 31, 2007. 

On top of all of this comes the popular association of eugenics 

with Holocaust ï even when no such claim is explicitly made. NBCôs 

nine-and-a-half-hour television miniseries Holocaust was watched by 

more than 120 million Americans over four consecutive evenings. Steven 

Spielbergôs 1993 movie Schindlerôs List netted over $221 million at for-

eign box offices and seven Academy Awards and was watched by 25 

million Americans at movie theaters and 65 million on television. It was 

one of hundreds of films and books on the Holocaust. Or there is Ira Le-

vinôs 1976 novel, The Boys from Brazil, which was made into a screen-

play by Heywood Gould, starring James Mason, Gregory Peck, and Lau-

rence Olivier (production budget $12,000,000). Going up against such a 

juggernaut is not a task to be taken lightly. 

Just who are the heedless Hebrew knights so quixotically as-

saulting the evil eugenic windmill? The Jewish-Hungarian anthropologist 

Raphael Patai (1910-1996) took a decidedly uncharitable view of them, 

describing them as ñan extreme manifestation of Jewish self-hateò: 

The New Left was a left-wing radical trend which, in the 1960s, 
attracted many students and other young people in the United 

States and Western Europe, and in which Jews played a promi-

nent role. The Jewish participation in the New Left was ex-
plained by some analysts as a result of the rationalistic, child-

centered, and psychologically understanding home environment 
of the Jewish middle-class family, which produced children into-

lerant of rules and restrictions and insistent on the rapid 

achievement of an ideal society. Another explanation empha-
sized the historical background of American Jews, which led 

them, more than the Gentiles, to embrace liberalism, socialism, 
and communism. The Six Day War of 1967 brought about a cri-

sis and a split in the ranks of the Jewish New Leftists; some be-

came most virulent enemies of óZionist imperialism,ô while oth-
ers began to organize distinctly Jewish and pro-Jewish New Left 

splinter groups and to claim support from the Jewish establish-

ment for their ideas.
1
 

                                                 
1 Patai, 1977, 479. 
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Patai maintained that by the mid-1970s this group was ña thing 

of the past,ò
1
 but some of their ideas continue to thrive ï particularly 

with regard to human biology. 

In 1984 Pantheon Books brought out Not in Our Genes by gene-

ticist R. C. Lewontin, biologist Steven Rose (b.1938), and psychologist 

Leon J. Kamin (b. 1928). The inner front leaf of the book jacket an-

nounces that this is a book that ñdismantlesé the entire myth of scientif-

ic neutrality.ò Not surprisingly, the rear flap contains an evaluation by 

Ashley Montagu, who calls it ña riproaring dismantling of the recent rise 

of biologistic interpretations of why we behave as we do.ò The authors 

themselves write that they were motivated to write the book out of con-

cern over ñthe rising tide of biological determinist writingò and that they 

ñshare a commitment to the prospect of the creation of aé socialist so-

ciety.ò
2
 They identify themselves as members of the óradical science 

movementô of the 1970s and 1980s:
3
 

Black radical intellectuals like Malcom X changed the interpre-
tation of crime and imprisonment from individual social pathol-

ogy into a form of political struggle. If ñall property is theft,ò 

then theft is just a form of redistribution of propertyé. The wel-
fare rights movement transformed support payments to women 

and dependent children from a dole to be received silently into a 

right to be demanded loudly. The 1960s were marked, in gener-
al, by an extraordinary breakdown of a previously accepted con-

sensus and an increase in social struggleé. In the end the own-
ers of capital must control the process of production; the state 

must control the police and the courts; the schools and universi-

ties must control the curricula and students. The growth of bio-
logical determinist thought and argument in the early 1970s was 

precisely a response to the militant demands that increasingly 
could not be met. It was an attempt to deflect the force of their 

pressure by denying their legitimacyé.
4
 

The authors then proceed to attack the óbourgeois scientific ide-

ologyô in general, declaring even the most abstract pronouncements of 

physics, such as Newtonôs laws of motion to have arisen out of the social 

needs of an emergent class.
5
 Having put Newton in his place, the crimson 

                                                 
1 Patai, 1977, 480. 
2 ix.  
3 x.  
4 21-22. 
5 41. 
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troika turns specifically to biology, declaring that only ñsocial organiza-

tionò stands in the way of social amelioration, and not biology
1
:  

In one sense, evolutionary theory itself represents the apotheosis 
of a bourgeois world view, just as its subsequent development 

reflects the contradictions with that world view. The breakdown 

of the old static feudal order and its replacement with a conti-
nually changing and developing capitalism helped introduce the 

concept of mutability into biology. 
2
 

*  

éhigh IQ scoresé [are] a consequence ofé childhood advan-

tages.
3
 

*  

Twin studies as a whole, then, cannot be taken as evidence for 

the heritability of IQé. In fact, despite the massive devotion of 
research effort to studying it, the question of heritability of IQ is 

irrelevant to the matters at issue. The great importance attached 
by determinists to the demonstration of heritability is a conse-

quence of their erroneous belief that heritability means unchan-

geability.
4
 

Leon Kamin begins his widely read 1974 book The Science and 

Politics of I.Q. by stating his two ñmajor conclusionsò up front: a) ñThere 

exist no data which should lead a prudent man to accept the hypothesis 

that I.Q. test scores are in any degree heritableò; and b) ñThe I.Q. test has 

served as an instrument of oppression against the poor.ò He then goes on 

to state that he wrote the book with an explicitly political goal in mind ï 

influencing policy makers.
5
  

Within a few pages the reader is informed that Henry Goddard, 

who in 1912 had tested a sampling of Ellis-Island immigrants, had 

claimed that ñ83% of the Jews, 80% of the Hungarians, 79% of the Ital-

ians, and 87% of the Italians were feeble-minded.ò
6
 In point of fact, con-

trary to Kaminôs claim, Goddard had specifically stated that ñThis is a 

study not of immigrants in general, but of six small highly selected 

                                                 
1 129. 
2 49. 
3 111. 
4 116. 
5 1, 2, 3. 
6 16. 
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groupsé The study makes no determination of the actual percentage, 

even of those groups, who are feeble-minded.ò But Goddard is not con-

sistent: he goes on to write that ñOne can hardly escape the conviction 

that the intelligence of the average óthird classô immigrant is low, per-

haps of moron, grade.ò (Goddard leaves open the question as to whether 

this surmised low IQ is due to bad genes or lack of education.
1
) Thus, 

even if incorrect, Kaminôs now notorious interpretation is at least partial-

ly understandable. 

Kamin then proceeds to attack the prominent English psycholo-

gist Cyril Burt, who had located a number of identical twins who had 

been raised separately. In 1966 Burt reported an IQ correlation of 0.77 

among 53 pairs of identical twins whom he had studied. When Burt, who 

died in 1971, was posthumously accused of having falsified his data, the 

purported scandal made for major news. Kamin writes that ñthe numbers 

left behind by Professor Burt are simply not worthy of our scientific at-

tention.ò
2
 Kamin even goes so far as to claim that the IQ correlation of 

identical twins might well be zero.
3
 Now, however, a great deal more 

research has been done on the topic, and Burtôs findings have been repli-

cated repeatedly, including Thomas Bouchardôs study of 8,000 twin 

pairs, which came up with a correlation of 0.76 for identical twins reared 

separately and 0.87 for those reared together.
4
 As for broader based kin-

ship correlations, Kamin views them as ñin part the product of systematic 

bias and in part wholly imaginary.ò
5
 Kaminôs view is flatly contradicted 

by a later study of adopted children, conducted by Sandra Scarr and Ri-

chard A. Weinberg, also at the University of Minnesota; the adopteeôs IQ 

scores correlated significantly more positively with those of their biolog-

ical than with those of their adoptive parents.
6
  

Kamin sums up his conclusion: ñTo assert that there is no genet-

ic determination of IQ would be aé scientifically meaningless state-

ment. We cannot prove the null hypothesis, nor should we be asked to do 

so.ò
7
 Kaminôs position is thus that of extreme egalitarianism, denying 

virtually any role to genetic factors and not simply attacking testers, but 

even questioning their motivation on a moral plane. What is surprising is 

that such a book, which flies in the face not only of science, but even of 

                                                 
1 Goddard, 1917, 243. 
2 47. 
3 52. 
4 Wright, 1997, 61. 
5 105. 
6 Wright, 1997, 63. 
7 175. 




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































