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Commentary on J. Philippe Rushton’s
Race, Evolution, and Behavior

“(An) incendiary thesis....that separate races of human beings evolved different
reproductive strategies to cope with different environments and that these
strategies led to physical differences in brain size and hence in intelligence.
Human beings who evolved in the warm but highly unpredictable environment
of Africa adopted a strategy of high reproduction, while human beings who
migrated to the hostile cold of Europe and northern Asia took to producing fewer
children but nurturing them more carefully.”
---Malcolm W. Browne, New York Times Book Review

“Rushton is a serious scholar who has assembled serious data. Consider just one
example: brain size. The empirical reality, verified by numerous modern studies,
including several based on magnetic resonance imaging, is that a significant and
substantial relationship does exist between brain size and measured intelligence
after body size is taken into account and that the races do have different
distributions of brain size.”

---Charles Murray, Afterword to The Bell Curve

“Describes hundreds of studies worldwide that show a consistent pattern of
human racial differences in such characteristics as intelligence, brain size, genital
size, strength of sex drive, reproductive potency, industriousness, sociability, and
rule following. On each of these variables, the groups are aligned in the order:
Orientals, Caucasians, Blacks.”

---Mark Snyderman, National Review

"Rushton's Race, Evolution, and Behavior, which is about race differences in IQ
and cranial capacity, is an attempt to understand these differences in terms of
life-history  evolution....Perhaps there ultimately will be some serious
contribution from the traditional smoke-and-mirrors social science treatment of
IQ, but for now Rushton's framework is essentially the only game in town."

--- Henry Harpending, Evolutionary Anthropology

“The remarkable resistance to racial science in our times has led to comparisons
with the inquisition of Rome, active during the Renaissance.... Astronomy and
the physical sciences had their Copernicus, Kepler, and Galileo a few centuries
ago; society and the welfare of humanity is the better for it today. In a directly
analogous fashion, psychology and the social sciences today have their Darwin,
Galton, and Rushton.”

---Glayde Whitney, Contemporary Psychology



“This brilliant book is the most impressive theory-based study...of the
psychological and behavioral differences between the major racial groups that
I'have encountered in the world literature on this subject. Rushton has assembled
evidence that henceforth should make it impossible to avoid considering
evolutionary principles and biological variables in the study of racial differences
in behavioral traits. To shun this essential message of his work is to reject
scientific coherence.”
---Arthur R. Jensen, University of California, Berkeley

“Professor Rushton is widely known and respected for the unusual combination
of rigour and originality in his work....Few concerned with understanding the
problems associated with race can afford to disregard this storehouse of well-
integrated information which gives rise to a remarkable synthesis.”

---Hans J. Eysenck, University of London

“The only acceptable explanation of race differences in behavior allowed in
public discourse is an entirely environmental one...Professor Rushton deserves
our gratitude for having the courage to declare that ‘this emperor has no clothes,’
and that a more satisfactory explanation must be sought...Rushton has pulled
another pillar out from under its superstructure. Whether his particular theory
will survive the onslaught of empirical tests remains to be seen. It is, in Popper’s
terms, a bold hypothesis and provides considerable food for thought.”
---Thomas J. Bouchard, Jr., University of Minnesota

“In Race, Evolution, and Behavior Rushton offers a brilliant synthesis of a vast

collection of biological, behavioral, and social data in terms of human

evolutionary development. Rushton is fully alive to contemporary sensitivities

in this field and he advances the myriad details of his thesis with great tact and

care. Should his argument prove successful Rushton will have produced a major

scientific advance in understanding the development of our human species.”
---Barry R. Gross, York College, CUNY

“In my view this theory has the simplicity and explanatory power that indicate
truth. It is all to the good that this book will interest many people solely for its
documentation of the race differences themselves, quite apart from their
explanation. In a society in which all race differences in attainment are explained
by ‘racism,’ it is vitally important to be aware of alternative possibilities.
Rushton writes as a scientist, describing the way things are without prescribing
how they should be, but without data like Rushton’s intelligent prescriptions are
impossible.”
---Michael Levin, City College, CUNY



“The data are startling to the uninitiated....Race, Evolution, and Behavior
confronts us as few books have with the dilemmas wrought in a democratic
society by individual and group differences in key human traits.”

---Linda Gottfredson, Politics and the Life Sciences

“Should, if there is any justice, receive a Nobel Prize.”
---Richard Lynn, Spectator

"Undoubtedly, Race, Evolution, and Behavior is the best wide-ranging read in
differential psychology since Jensen's (1981) Straight Talk About Mental Tests."
--- Christopher Brand, Personality and Individual Differences

“Both Lynn (1997) and Rushton (1997) insist that racial differences in the mean
measured sizes of skulls and brains (with East Asians having the largest,
followed by Whites and then Blacks) support their genetic hypothesis. They rely
on the averaged results of the many anthropometric studies reviewed by Rushton
(1995) in his book Race, Evolution, and Behavior....there is indeed a small
overall trend in the direction they describe.”

--- Ulric Neisser, Chairman of the American Psychological Association
Task Force on Intelligence, American Psychologist

"A frank attempt to rehabilitate the concept of race as a primary descriptive
category."
-- - Steve Blinkhorn, Nature

"Race is in the public eye again, and once more biological anthropologists
must address problems with racial taxonomy and related misapplications of
evolutionary theory. Rushton's book focuses on racial variation from an
evolutionary perspective. His basic thesis is that race differences in behavior
are explainable from the viewpoint of life history analysis, particularly the
differences between r- and K-selected evolutionary strategies."

--- John H. Relethford, American Journal of Physical Anthropology



General impressions are never to be trusted.
Urifortunately when they are of long standing
they become fixed rules of life, and assume a
prescriptive right not to be questioned.
Consequently, those who are not accustomed
to original inquiry entertain a hatred and a
horror of statistics. They cannot endure the
idea of submitting their sacred impressions to
cold-blooded verification. But it is the triumph
of scientific men to rise superior to such
superstitions, to devise tests by which the value
of beliefs may be ascertained, and to feel
sufficiently masters of themselves to discard
contemptuously whatever may be found untrue.

---Sir Francis Galton
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Preface to the Third Edition

This 3rd edition of Race, Evolution, and Behavior is published by the Charles
Darwin Research Institute (www.charlesdarwinresearch.org). In this Preface I
update the main scientific findings that have taken place since the 2nd edition
(1997) which had a new Afterword by me updating the science since the 1st
edition (1995). The Preface is followed by the exact text as it appeared in the 1st
edition and then by the Afterword as it appeared in the 2nd edition so as to
maintain precisely the earlier page numbering and citations for reference
purposes.

Transaction Publishers brought out the 1st and 2nd editions of Race,
Evolution, and Behavior. The 1st edition was deemed sufficiently important that
Takuya Kura, an ethologist at the University of Kyoto, and his brother Kenya
Kura, an economist at the University of San Diego, translated it into Japanese.
It was published in 1996 by Hakuhin-sha of Tokyo.

Transaction relinquished the copyright after a firestorm of controversy
engulfed their 1999 publication of a Special Abridged Edition of this same book.
The Special Abridged Edition presented the same research in a condensed and
popularly written style, similar to that used for articles in Discover Magazine,
Reader’s Digest, and Scientific American. But when it was mailed out to
thousands of academics, the Progressive Sociologists, a self-proclaimed radical
group within the American Sociological Association, and some other self-styled
“anti-racist” groups, objected to its distribution and threatened Transaction with
loss of a booth at annual meetings, advertising space in journals, and access to
mailing lists if they continued to send it out.

Transaction caved in to this pressure, withdrew from publishing the book,
and even apologized for having distributed it. They claimed that their copyright
should never have appeared on the Special Abridged Edition and that it had “all
been a mistake.” Transaction’s letter of apology appeared on the inside front
cover of their flagship journal Society (January/February, 2000). Accounts of the
affair appeared in the Chronicle of Higher Education (January 14, 2000),
Canada’s National Post (January 31, 2000), National Report (February 28,
2000), and elsewhere.

Why then this attempt to trash or suppress this book? Because there is no
stronger taboo today than talking about race. In many cases, just being accused
of “racism” can get you fired. Some vocal groups in academia and the media
simply forbid an open discussion of race. It is difficult to disagree with Charles
Murray's (1996, p. 575) conclusion in his analysis of the aftermath to The Bell
Curve controversy, that in regard to heritable variation and race, science has
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“become self-censored and riddled with taboos -- in a word, corrupt.”

The goal of all editions of Race, Evolution, and Behavior has been purely
scientific — to describe and explain the world around us as it really is. As
Charles Darwin, the father of evolution, said: “Science consists in grouping facts
so that general laws or conclusions may be drawn from them.” I have no
suggestions or programs to offer, but I do believe decision makers would benefit
from knowing the facts about race. Both science and justice depend on truth.
Both should reject error and falsehood, however well meant.

Is Race Really Only Skin Deep?

For the past twenty years I have studied the three major races of Orientals
(East Asians, Mongoloids), Whites (Europeans, Caucasoids), and Blacks
(Africans, Negroids). An “Oriental” is anyone most of whose ancestors were
born in East Asia. A “White” is anyone most of whose ancestors were born in
Europe. And a “Black” is anyone most of whose ancestors were born in
sub-Saharan Africa. In the main I have not addressed other groups and sub-
groups. :

What I've found is that in brain size, intelligence, sexual behavior, fertility,
personality, maturation, life span, crime and family stability, Orientals fall at one
end of the spectrum, Blacks fall at the other end, and Whites fall in between. On
average, Orientals are slower to mature, less fertile, and less sexually active,
have larger brains and higher IQ scores. Blacks are at the opposite end in each
of these areas. Whites fall in the middle, often close to Orientals. I've shown that
this three-way pattern is true over time and across nations, which means that we
cannot ignore it. Only a theory that looks at both genes and environment in terms
of Darwin's theory of evolution can explain why the races differ so consistently
throughout the world and over the course of time.

The patterns make up what is called a “life-history,” a genetically organized
suite of traits that evolved together to meet the trials of life — survival, growth,
and reproduction (see Chapter 10). Following E. O. Wilson’s (1975)
Sociobiology, evolutionary biologists scale these life-histories along an r-K
continuum. At one end are r-strategies that rely on high reproductive rates. At
the other end are K-strategies that rely on high levels of parental care. This scale
is generally used to compare the life histories of different species of animals. I
have used it to explain the smaller but real differences between the human races.

On this scale, Orientals are more K-selected than Whites, while Whites are
more K-selected than Blacks. Highly K-selected women produce fewer eggs (and
have bigger brains) than r-selected women. Highly K-selected men invest time
and energy in their children rather than the pursuit of sexual thrills. They are
“dads” rather than “cads.”

The race differences in reproductive strategies make sense in terms of human
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evolution. Modern humans evolved in Africa about 200,000 years ago. Africans
and non-Africans then split about 100,000 years ago. Orientals and Whites split
about 40,000 years ago (Chapter 11). The further north the people went “Out of
Africa,” the harder it was to get food, gain shelter, make clothes, and raise
children. So the groups that evolved into today’s Whites and Orientals needed
larger brains, more family stability, and a longer life. But building a bigger brain
takes time and energy during a person’s development. So, these changes were
balanced by slower rates of growth, lower levels of sex hormones, less
aggression, and less sexual activity.

Why? Because Africa, Europe, and Asia had very different climates and
geographies that called for different skills, resource usage, and lifestyles. Blacks
evolved in a tropical climate which contrasted with the cooler one of Europe in
which Whites evolved and even more so with the cold Arctic lands where
Orientals evolved.

Because intelligence increased the chances of survival in harsh winter
environments, the groups that left Africa had to evolve greater intelligence and
family stability. This called for larger brains, slower growth rates, lower
hormone levels, less sexual potency, less aggression, and less impulsivity.
Advanced planning, self-control, rule-following, and longevity all increased in
the non-Africans.

Of course, these three-way racial differences are averages. The full range
of behaviors, good and bad, is found in every race. No group has a monopoly on
virtue or vice, wisdom or folly. Moreover, many readers may be asking
themselves, “Isn’t race just a social construction, not a biological reality?” Or
repeating, “Even if race has some biological basis, there are no important
differences between races.”

Let’s consider athletic ability. Jon Entine’s new book, Taboo: Why Black
Athletes Dominate Sports and Why We Are Afraid to Talk About It provides new
evidence for the reality of race. Addressing the old cliché that “White Men Can’t
Jump” (and the new one that Asian men jump even less well), Entine shows that
Black men — and women — have a genetic edge.

The physical facts that Entine reviews are quite well known. Compared to
Whites, Blacks have narrower hips which gives them a more efficient stride.
They have longer legs which makes for a longer stride. They have a shorter
sitting height which provides a higher center of gravity and a better balance.
They have wider shoulders, less body fat, and more muscle. Their muscles
include more fast twitch muscles which produce power.

Blacks have from 3 to 19% more of the sex hormone testosterone than
Whites or East Asians (see Chapter 8 in this book). These testosterone
differences translate into more explosive energy, which gives Blacks the edge
in sports like boxing, basketball, football, and sprinting. However, some of these
race differences, like heavier bone mass and smaller chest cavities, pose a
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problem for Black swimmers.

Race differences show up early in life. Black babies are born a week earlier
than White babies, yet they are more mature as measured by bone development
(see Chapter 7). By age five or six, Black children excel in the dash, the long
jump, and the high jump, all of which require a short burst of power. By the
teenage years, Blacks have faster reflexes, as in the famous knee-jerk response.

East Asians run even less well than Whites. These same narrow hips, longer
legs, more muscle, and more testosterone that give Blacks an advantage over
Whites, give Whites an advantage over East Asians. But acknowledging the
existence of genetic race differences in sports leads to the greater taboo area —
considering the possibility of race differences in brain size and crime.

The reason why Whites and East Asians have wider hips than Blacks, and so
make poorer runners, is because they give birth to larger brained babies (see
Chapter 6). During evolution, increasing cranial size led to women who had a
wider pelvis (see Chapters 10 & 11). Further, the hormones that give Blacks an
edge at sports makes them more masculine in general — physically active in
school, and more likely to get into trouble (see Chapter 7). That is why it is taboo
to even say that Blacks are better at many sports.

Brain Size

Four different methods have been used to measure brain size: Magnetic
Resonance Imaging (MRI), weighing the brain at autopsy, measuring the volume
of an empty skull, and measuring the outside of the head. All four methods
produce roughly the same results. The race differences in average brain size
remain even after you adjust for body size (see Chapter 6).

Race differences in brain size show up early in life. One of the studies, the
Collaborative Perinatal Project, followed 17,000 European American and 19,000
African American children from birth to seven years. Head circumference was
measured using a tape. The White children consistently averaged larger head
circumferences than did the Black children.

I wondered what the data would show if Asian American children had been
included. So in October, 1996, I visited the National Institute of Neurological
and Communicative Disorders and Stroke (NINCDS) in Bethesda, Maryland. I
identified 100 Asian American children who also had IQ scores available at age
7 from the Collaborative Perinatal Project’s data set which are stored on
microfiche. For each subject I recorded data separately on the race/nationality of
the mother and father, the sex of child, the child’s IQ at age 7, and the child’s
height, weight, and head circumference at birth, 4 months, 1 year, and 7 years.
The sample in this study consisted of 53 girls and 47 boys. Most of the Asians
were Chinese, Korean, and Japanese.

My results were published in the 1997 issue of Intelligence (Rushton, 1997a).
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The children’s head circumferences were transformed into cranial capacities so
as to make the results comparable with those on adults. Cranial capacity at birth
correlated 0.46 with cranial capacity at age 7 and, as shown in Chart P-1, atbirth,
4 months, 1 year, and 7 years, the Asian Americans averaged a larger cranial
capacity than did the European or African Americans (despite being smaller in
stature and lighter in weight). The data on adults in Chart P-I come from a
sample of 6,325 U.S. Army personnel (Rushton, 1992).

CHART P-I
Average Head Size for Blacks, Whites, and Orientals
in the U.S. at 5 Ages (After Rushton, 1997a)

Blacks
Whites

Orientals

801 806 819

332 335

Bith 4 Months 1Year 7Years  Adults
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Intelligence and Brain Size

The Asian sub-sample in the above study averaged a higher IQ (110) at age
7 than did the White (102) or the Black sub-samples (90). Moreover, their head
circumferences at age 7 correlated 0.21 with their IQ test scores at age 7. As
such these data corroborated the results of my review article with C. D. Ankney
“Brain Size and Cognitive Ability” in the 1996 issue of Psychonomic Bulletin
and Review in which we surveyed all the published research on this topic. It
included studies that used the state-of-the-art technique known as Magnetic
Resonance Imaging (MRI) which gives a very good image of the human brain
in aliving person. We reviewed eight such studies with a total sample size of 381
adults. The overall correlation between IQ and brain size measured by MRI was
0.44. This more accurate measure of brain size is much higher than the 0.20
correlation found in earlier research using simple head size measures (though
0.20 is still significant) and suggests that brain size underlies intelligence.

The correlations of about 0.30 between cognitive ability and head size/brain
size are as replicable a set of results as one will find in the behavioral sciences.
I reviewed several additional corroborating studies at the annual meeting of the
American Association of Physical Anthropologists in Columbus, Ohio (Rushton,
1999a). Two of the studies examined the relation using head circumference
measures (Furlow, Armijo-Prewitt, Gangestad & Thornhill, 1997; Rushton,
1997a) and six examined the relation using Magnetic Resonance Imaging. For
these six studies there was a total sample size of 422, with a mean correlation of
r =0.31 (when weighted by sample size, r = 0.36; Flashman et al., 1998; Reiss
et al., 1996; Schoenemann, 1997; Tan et al., 1999; Tramo et al., 1998; Wickett
et al., in press). Subsequently, Gur et al. (1999) found an overall correlation
between MRI measured brain volume and IQ of 0.41.

In his encyclopedic book on mental ability, The g Factor, Arthur Jensen
(1998) cited my reviews of the literature on race differences in brain size (see
Chapter 6 of this book) finding that East Asians and their descendants average
about 17 cm® (1 in®) larger brain volumes than do Europeans and their
descendants, whose brains average about 80 cm?® (5 in®) larger than do those of
Africans and their descendants. Jensen (pp. 442-443) then extended my results
by calculating an “ecological” correlation (used in epidemiological studies) of
+0.998 between median IQ and mean cranial capacity across the three
populations of “Mongoloids,” “Caucasoids,” and “Negroids.”

Is The Mean African IQ = 70?
Chapter 6 of this book also reviews the data on race and intelligence.

Hundreds of studies on millions of people show a three-way pattern. IQ tests are
often made to have an average score of 100, with a “normal” range from 85 to
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115. Whites average from 100 to 103. Orientals in Asia and the U.S. tend to have
slightly higher scores, about 106, even though IQ tests were made for use in a
European American culture. Blacks in the U.S., the Caribbean, Britain, Canada,
and in Africa average lower IQs -- about 85. The lowest average IQs are found
for sub-Saharan Africans -- from 70 to 75.

The IQ of 70 for Blacks living in Africa is the lowest group mean ever
recorded and it caused consternation when brought to public attention in the
debates over The Bell Curve and Race, Evolution, and Behavior. However, there
have been several replications of the mean African IQ being in the 70s. For
example, Mervyn Skuy and his colleagues (2000) found South African
secondary students (in South Africa) had IQ equivalents in the 70s range on
several tests, including the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised
(WISC-R), the Rey Auditory Verbal Learning Test, the Stroop Color Word Test,
the Wisconsin Card Sorting Test, the Bender Gestalt Visual Motor Integration
Test, the Rey Osterreith Complex Figure Test, the Trail Making Test, the Spatial
Memory Task, and various Drawing Tasks.

The implied conclusion that in abstract reasoning ability, 50% of Black
Africa is “mentally retarded” by European standards, was considered not only
an injustice but an absurdity by many reviewers. Some therefore dismissed The
Bell Curve and Race, Evolution, and Behavior as nonsensical for even reporting
such data for serious consideration. But of course the facts are the facts and must
be presented. Alternative explanations can then be offered for them.

One argument has been that an IQ of 70 in abstract reasoning ability
manifests itself differently in Blacks than in Whites. Jensen (1972, pp. 5-6)
pointed out that Black children with IQs of 70 appear much brighter socially than
do White children with IQs of 70, who don't play normally and appear to be
more mentally retarded all round, not just in their performance in scholastic
subjects and on IQ tests. Black children of IQ 70 routinely learn to speak, to play
games, learn names, and act friendly with playmates and teachers. They appear
quite normal, whereas White children with similar IQs “look” abnormal. This
race difference may be consistent with a genetic interpretation of the mean
African IQ of 70 in that it implies that a very low IQ is “normal” in the African
population.

In October 1998 I traveled to Johannesburg in South Africa to collect data
that might help to resolve this debate. I decided to find a high-IQ population of
Africans such as university students who were likely to be at least one standard
deviation above the African mean and familiar with paper-and-pencil tests. I
teamed up with Mervyn Skuy, Chairman of the Division of Specialized
Education at the University of the Witwatersrand.

To ensure they were motivated, we paid over three hundred first year
psychology students $10 each to take an untimed Raven’s Progressive Matrices
test. We gave the students an hour-and-a-half to do the test, although the great
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majority had done it in 30 minutes. Our final sample consisted of 173 African
and 136 White 17- to 23-year-olds. The Africans solved an average of 44 of the
60 problems, and the Whites solved an average of 54. By U.S. standards, this
translated into the African university students being at the 14th percentile,
equivalent to American 14-year-old high school students. The African students
had an IQ equivalent of 84 (Rushton & Skuy, in press).

) Assuming that Black university students in South Africa are 1 SD above the
average of the general population of that country (as university students typically
are), then my finding of an IQ of 84 in that select sample implies that the general
population of that country has an average IQ of 70. As such, this study confirms
the earlier reviews of the literature (see Lynn, 1997, for an updated review).

In a second study carried out with university students in South Africa, we
(Skuy, Gewer, & Rushton, 2000) again found an IQ equivalent of 84. This was
an intervention study that looked for ways to boost IQ scores. We therefore gave
the study participants several hour-long training sessions in the type of abstract
reasoning methods required to solve Raven’s Matrices. At pre-test, we found
once again that Black Africans averaged an IQ equivalent of 84. The training
sessions managed to raise the test group mean to an IQ equivalent of 91.

The full explanation for the low African IQ has yet to be discovered. Perhaps
the cultural contribution to IQ scores is greater in Africa than it is in North
America and so has a greater suppressant effect. South African Blacks have far
higher unemployment rates and poorer schools, libraries, and study facilities than
do Whites. Thus, Africans may have had less exposure to or stimulation on the
constructs measured by IQ tests. They also live in overcrowded homes, often
with no running water or electricity, and have poorer nutrition. Therefore their
poor performance is partly the result of these cultural disadvantages.

The g Factor

As discussed throughout this book (pp. 33-36, 54-55, 138-139, 186-188, 280-
281), the more a test measures the general factor of mental ability (technically,
the higher its g-loading), the more heritable it is, the more predictive of
intelligent behavior it is, and the more it differentiates between the races. In his
new book, The g Factor, Jensen describes the results from 17 independent data
sets on a total of nearly 45,000 Blacks and 245,000 Whites derived from 171
psychometric tests. The g loadings for the various tests consistently predict the
magnitude of the Black-White difference (r = 0.63) on the same tests. This was
borne out even among three-year-olds administered eight subtests of the
Stanford-Binet. The rank correlation between the g-loadings and the
Black-White differences was 0.71 (p <0.05).

In Rushton and Skuy’s (in press) South African study, cited above, we
carried out several internal psychometric analyzes which showed that the items
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“behaved” the same way in all groups. For example, those items the White
students found difficult, the African students did as well. It was just that the
thresholds were different for passing the items. The African-White differences
were also found to be greater on those items of the Raven’s with the highest
item-total correlations, indicating a higher g-loading.

The jewel in the crown of Jensen’s legacy is his development of the method
of correlated vectors. A “vector” of scores is a set that possesses both direction
and quantity. Jensen has applied his method of correlated vectors to many
variables in addition to the Black-White difference scores. He has shown that the
vector of a test’s g loadings is the best predictor not just of that test’s correlation
with scholastic and work-place performance, but with brain size, brain pH, brain
glucose metabolic rate, average evoked potential, reaction time, and other
physiological factors, hence establishing the biological (as opposed to the mere
statistical) reality of g.

Consider, for example, the correlation between IQ and brain size. Numerous
modern studies confirm that the correlation between IQ and head circumference
measured by tape is about 0.20 and that between IQ and brain volume measured
by Magnetic Resonance Imaging is about 0.40. Using the method of correlated
vectors shows the correlation of those two measures with g to be between 0.60
and 0.70! Jensen’s method has distilled the essence of intelligence.

In a recent special issue of the journal Intelligence honoring Jensen’s
accomplishments, I proposed that when a significant correlation occurs between
the two vectors, the result be called a Jensen Effect because otherwise there is no
name for it, only a long explanation of how the effect was achieved (Rushton,
1998). The Jensen Effect can be seen whenever there is a significant correlation
between the vector of the sub-tests’ g loadings and the vector of the same sub-
tests’ loadings on variable X (where X is some other, usually non-psychometric,
variable).

The Flynn Effect is Not a Jensen Effect

Jensen Effects are not omnipresent and their absence can be as informative
as the converse. An important absence of the Jensen Effect is that shown for the
secular increase in test scores, which has become known as the “Flynn Effect”
after Flynn’s massive documentation of the phenomenon. Simply stated, the one
study done to date shows that the “Flynn Effect” is not a “Jensen Effect.”

Flynn (1999a, 1999c) has long championed the view that the “massive 1Q
gains over time” in the industrialized world show that the average Black-White
IQ difference is environmental in origin. Because the populations of several
countries have increased in average IQ by about 3 points a decade for 5 decades,
Flynn hypothesized that the Black-White differences are caused by the same
processes that produce these secular gains (such as improvements in schooling
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and test taking skills).

On the surface, Flynn’s hypothesis seems very reasonable. Yet so far the data
do not bear it out. In a principal components analysis, I (Rushton, 1999d) found
the secular increase is unrelated to g and other heritable measures, while the
magnitude of the Black-White difference is related to heritable g and inbreeding
depression (see Chart P-2).

CHART P-2
Principal Components Analysis and Varimax Rotation for
Pearson Correlations of Inbreeding Depression Scores, Black-
White Differences, g-loadings, and Gains Over Time on the
Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children After Reliability Has
Been partialled Out (After Rushton, 1999d)

Principal Components
Variable Unrotated Varimax
Loadings Rotated
I II 1 2

Inbreeding depression scores 0.31 0.61 026  0.63
U.S. Black-White differences 029 070 023 0.72
WISC-R g loadings fromU.S. -0.33 090 -040 0.87
WISC-III g loadings from U.S. -0.61 0.64 -0.66 0.59

U.S. gains 1 073 -020 0.75 -0.13
U.S. gains 2 081 040 077 047
German gains 0.91 003 091 0.11
Austria gains 087 000 086 0.07
Scotland gains 097 0.08 096 0.17

Percent of total variance 48.60 2549 4844 25.65
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Chart P-2 shows the way several variables group together, including the
Black-White IQ difference scores from the U.S., secular gains in IQ from the
U.S., Germany, Austria, and Scotland, inbreeding depression scores from cousin
marriages in Japan, and g-loadings from the WISC-R and the WISC-III
standardization samples. While the IQ gains on the WISC-R and WISC-III
formed a cluster, showing that the secular trend is a reliable phenomenon,
this cluster was independent of the cluster formed by Black-White differences,
inbreeding depression scores (a purely genetic effect), and g-factor loadings (a
largely genetic effect). This analysis shows that the secular increase in IQ and
the mean Black-White IQ difference behave in entirely different ways (see
Flynn,1999a, 1999b, in press; Rushton, 1999d, in press).

Head Shape and Progressive Evolution

In a critique of my work on race differences in brain size and IQ, Kamin and
Omari (1998) argued that because the races differed in head shape, it was
misleading to compare them for overall cranial capacity using the same
measurement procedures. In reply, Rushton and Ankney (in press) carried out
several additional analyzes and confirmed that Blacks average heads
proportionately longer, narrower (especially in the front), and flatter than those
of Whites and Asians, and that Asians in turn have more spherically-shaped
heads than Whites. Importantly, we also found that, over evolutionary time, the
increasingly spherically-shaped head going from Africans to Europeans to East
Asians was a natural consequence of increasing encephalization, leading directly
to increased head width and head height.

The race differences in brain size and head shape all fell into place. In the
Afterword to the 2nd edition I had raised the question of whether there was
“progress in evolution” as evidenced by directional trends in increasing
encephalization. Consequently, Rushton and Ankney (in press) aligned the
evidence in Chart P-3 with the Out of Africa model of human origins, and found
support for such trends (see Chart P-3).

Three million years ago, Australopithecines averaged a cranial capacity of
less than 500 cm? (about the size of a chimpanzee brain); two million years ago,
Homo erectus averaged a capacity of about 1,000 cm’; and 0.25 million years
ago, Homo sapiens averaged a capacity of about 1,200 cm®. Modern humans
emerged in Africa some 200,000 years ago, with an African/non-African split
about 100,000 years ago, and with an European/East Asian split about 40,000
years ago (Stringer & McKie, 1996). The further north the populations migrated,
out of Africa, the more they encountered the cognitively demanding problems of
gathering and storing food, acquiring shelter, making clothes, and raising
children successfully during prolonged winters. As the populations that migrated
from Africa evolved into present-day Caucasoids (current mean cranial capacity,
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1,347 cm3 and Mongoloids (1,364 cm3), they did so in the direction of larger
and more spherical brains, whereas cranial capacity and head shape of
populations that remained in Africa changed very little (1,276 cm3.

Chart P-3
Increasing Brain Size Over Times
(After Rushton & Ankney, in press)
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The evolutionary trends in brain size led to concomitant changes in skull
morphology and inthe musculo-skeletal system. For example, australopithecenes
had greater post-orbital constriction (indentation of the skull behind the eye
socket) and larger temporal fossae (the opening through which muscles pass
from head tojaw) than did H. erectus, which had greater post-orbital constriction
and larger temporal fossae than did H. sapiens (Fleagle, 1999). Within H.
sapiens, Blacks have greater post-orbital constriction and larger temporal fossae
than do Whites, who have greater post-orbital constriction and larger temporal
fossae than do Asians (Brues, 1990). This is because as brain tissue expanded
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in the temporal and parietal lobes, it did so at the expense of the temporalis
muscles, which run through the temporal fossa in each zygomatic arch, and serve
to close the jaw. Since smaller temporalis muscles cannot close as large a jaw,
jaw size was reduced. Consequently, there is less room for teeth, resulting in
smaller teeth, shorter roots, and fewer teeth. (Asians and Europeans have smaller
jaws, fewer and smaller teeth, and shorter roots than do Africans; Brues, 1990;
Stringer & McKie, 1996).

The decrease in jaw size (orthognathism replacing prognathism) in turn led
to decreased size of neck muscles and the bony protuberances where they attach
(nuchal crests, cervical spinous process), which are no longer required for
supporting heavy prognathic faces. (Asians and Europeans have reduced neck
muscles and smaller spinous processes and less prognathic faces than do
Africans; Binkley, 1989). As brain tissue in the frontal lobes expanded, it took
up the space previously occupied by bony super-orbital rims, thereby causing a
decrease in glabellas. (Asians and Europeans have less pronounced glabellas
than do Africans; Krogman & Ypcan, 1986). Further down the postcranial
skeleton, increased encephalization required a wider pelvic opening, formed by
the pubic and ischial bones, rather than just by the iliac bone, in order to allow
birth of larger-brained infants. (Asians and Europeans have wider pelvises than
do Africans; Krogman & Ypcan, 1986). There is no explanation for these
changes in the musculo-skeletal system other than for accommodating increased
brain size.

Finally, because larger brains require more time to develop, trends in
maturation rate can also be seen. Gestational age approximates 33 weeks in
chimpanzees and 38 weeks in modern humans. Puberty is reached around eight
years in chimpanzees and 13 years in humans. Life span averages 30 years in
chimpanzees and 45 to 75 years in modern humans (see Chapter 10). These
trends are also found across human groups. Asians and Europeans give birth at
later gestational ages than do Africans, and their children reach puberty later and
live longer (Chapter 7). Thus, changes in brain size have cascading effects on
other traits which requires a general (both within and cross-species) “life-
history” theory to explain their co-evolution, such as the one proposed in this
book.

Sexual Behavior

One of the more contentious topics addressed in Race, Evolution, and
Behavior is reproductive behavior (see Chapter 8). Race differences in sexual
behavior have tragic results in real life. For example, they affect the incidence
of sexually transmitted diseases (e.g., syphilis, gonorrhea, herpes and
chlamydia). Unpleasant though it is to examine these STDs, the rates provide
another test of the evolutionary theory of race differences. These differences are
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hard to explain from a culture-only theory.

Reports from the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the
UNAIDS, and the World Health Organization, corroborate over and over again
the three-way racial pattern, both within and between countries. Low levels of
sexually transmitted diseases are reported in China and Japan and high levels in
Africa. European countries are in the middle. The racial pattern of these diseases
is also true in the U.S. The 1997 syphilis rate among Blacks was 24 times the
White rate. A recent report found up to 25% of inner city girls (mainly Black)
have chlamydia.

Racial differences clearly show in the current AIDS crisis. Over 30 million
people around the world are living with HIV or AIDS. Many Blacks in the U.S.
do get AIDS through drug use, but more get it through sex. At the other extreme,
more AIDS sufferers in China and Japan are hemophiliacs. European countries
have intermediate HIV infection rates (mostly among homosexual men).

Chart P-4 shows the estimates of the HIV infection rate for 1999 in various
parts of the world from the United Nations. The epidemic started in Black Africa
in the late 1970s. Today 23 million adults there are living with HIV/AIDS. Over
fifty percent of these are female which shows that transmission is mainly
heterosexual. Currently, 8 out of every 100 Africans are infected with the AIDS
virus and the epidemic is considered out of control. In some areas the AIDS rate
reaches 70%. In South Africa one in 10 adults is living with HIV.

CHART P-4
HIV/AIDS Rates (%) for 15- to 49-year-olds
by Region in 1999 (After UNAIDS, 1999)
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The HIV infection rate is also high in the Black Caribbean; about 2%.
Thirty-three percent of the AIDS cases there are women. This high figure among
women shows that the spread tends to be from heterosexual intercourse. The
high rate of HIV in the 2,000 mile band of Caribbean countries extends from
Bermuda to Guyana, and is highest in Haiti, with a rate close to 6%. The
Caribbean has the highest rates outside of Black Africa. Data published by the
U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention show that African Americans
have HIV rates similar to those found in the Black Caribbean and parts of Black
Africa. Three percent of Black men and 1% of Black women in the U.S. are
living with HIV (Chart P-4). The rate for White Americans is less than 0.1%,
while the rate for Asian Americans is less than 0.05%. Rates for Europe and the
Pacific Rim are also low. Of course AIDS is a serious public health problem for
all racial groups, but it is especially so for Africans and people of African
descent.

Crime

Chapter 7 of this book examines crime statistics. Those from the United
States show Orientals are a “model minority.” They have fewer divorces, fewer
out-of-wedlock births, and fewer reports of child abuse than Whites. More
Orientals graduate from college and fewer go to prison. On the other hand
Blacks are 12% of the American population but make up 50% of the prison
population. One out of every three Black men in the U.S. is either in jail, on
probation, or awaiting trial. That is much more than the number who graduate
from college.

New analyzes by Jared Taylor and Glayde Whitney (1999) have found that
throughout the 1990s, Blacks in the U.S. committed five times more violent
crimes than did Whites, while Asians committed only about half as many. Taylor
and Whitney also corroborated the stark asymmetry of interracial crime in the
U.S. Blacks were 50 times more likely to commit a crime of violence (assault,
robbery, rape) against Whites than Whites were against Blacks. They also
examined ‘“hate crimes,”for which the FBI have been collecting national
statistics since passage of the Hate Crime Statistics Act of 1990. Defined as
criminal acts “motivated, in whole or in part, by bias,” Taylor and Whitney found
that Blacks were more than twice as likely to commit hate crimes as Whites.

The analysis by Taylor and Whitney (1999) also compared race differences
in crime against sex differences in crime. They found that Blacks were as
disproportionately more likely to commit an act of criminal violence than Whites
as were men more likely than women. Data from around the world and over the
course of history show that males commit more crimes, especially violent crimes,
than do females. And just about all scientists agree this difference has some
biological basis. Taylor and Whitney concluded that Blacks are as much more
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prone to violence than Whites as men are than women.

The same racial pattern for violent crime in the U.S. is found worldwide. As
discussed in this book (pp. 158-160, 242, 287) INTERPOL Yearbooks
throughout the 1980s showed the rate of violent crime (murder, rape, and serious
assault) was much higher in African and Caribbean countries than in East Asian
countries. European countries were intermediate. The 1990 INTERPOL
Yearbook showed the violent crime rate per 100,000 population was 32 for
Asians, 75 for Europeans, and 240 for Africans.

In an article in Criminology, however, Neapolitan (1998) argued that my
INTERPOL crime data were unreliable (i.e., a ‘fluke’) and therefore not
generalizable. However, Whitney and Rushton (2000) have refuted Neapolitan’s
conjecture with a replication and extension of the INTERPOL results using the
most recent issues of the Yearbooks (1993-1996). We categorized each
country’s racial makeup as primarily East Asian (n = 7), White (n = 47), or
Black (n = 22), tabulated each country’s rate of homicide, rape, and serious
assault per 100,000 population, and then averaged by race over countries. The
median rate per 100,000 population for East Asian, White, and Black countries
were, respectively, for murder, 1.6, 4.2, and 7.9; for rape, 2.8, 4.5, and 5.5; and
for serious assault, 31.0, 33.7, and 135.6. Rough-hewn though these measures
may be, the median number of violent crimes per 100,000 population was 35 for
Asians, 42 for Whites, and 149 for Blacks (see Chart P-5).

CHART P-5
International Crime Rates for the Three Races
(Murder, Rape, and Serious Assault) per 100,000
Population (After Whitney & Rushton, 2000)
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Darwin’s Really Dangerous Idea — the Primacy of Variation

Darwin’s really dangerous idea was to stress how much genetic variation
there is between individuals and between groups, and how natural selection
cannot operate without it. When it comes to the study of race, Darwin’s idea is
the final taboo.

Darwin scientifically explained the diversity of life in terms of variation and
selection. Ignoring or minimizing the role of heritable variation goes against the
two cornerstones of Darwinian theory: (1) genetic variation exists within species
and (2) differential reproductive success favors some varieties over others. In
both Origin (1859) and Descent (1871), Darwin left no doubt about the
importance he ascribed to both individual and racial variation. For example:

Hence I look at individual differences, though of small interest to
the systematist, as of high importance for us, as being the first step
towards such slight varieties as are barely thought worth recording in
works on natural history. And I look at varieties which are in any
degree more distinct and permanent, as a step leading to more strongly
marked and more permanent varieties; and at these latter, as leading to
sub-species, and to species . . . Hence I believe a well marked variety
may be justly called an incipient species (1859: 107).

Sir Francis Galton (1865, 1869) immediately recognized what his cousin
Darwin’s theory meant about the importance of variation in humans. He collated
evidence for the existence and heritable nature of variation, thus anticipating the
concept of heritability and other later work in behavioral genetics. Galton carried
out surveys and found, for example, that good and bad temper and cognitive
ability ran in families. He discovered the law of regression-to-the-mean and
argued that it showed family characteristics were heritable.

Galton also compared the taciturn American Indians with the talkative
impulsivity of Africans (Chapter 7). He noted that these temperaments were true
regardless of climate (from the frozen north through the equator), religion,
language, or political system (whether self-ruled or governed by the Spanish,
Portuguese, English, or French). Anticipating later work on transracial adoption
(Chapter 9), Galton pointed out that the majority of individuals adhered to their
racial type, even if they were raised by white settlers. He also wrote that the
average mental ability of Africans was low, whether in Africa or in the
Americas. In Descent, Darwin acknowledged Galton’s work and also agreed
with the brain-size differences between Africans and Europeans found by Paul
Broca and other nineteenth-century scientists.

Although Darwinians emerged victorious in their nineteenth-century battles
against biblical theology, they subsequently lost this ground to liberal
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egalitarians, Marxists, cultural-relativists, and literary deconstructionists. From
Herbert Spencer (1851) to the world depressions of the late 1920s and 1930s, the
political right gained the ascendancy in using evolutionary theory to support their
arguments, while the political left came to believe that "survival of the fittest"
was incompatible with social equality. Darwinism has been marginalized ever
since the mid-1920s when the Boasian school of anthropology succeeded in
decoupling the biological from the social sciences (Degler, 1991).

The data on race differences reviewed in this book and the evolutionary
models proposed to explain them conflict with what has become known as
“political correctness,” a mind set that subordinates knowledge and inquiry to
ideological discipline about social equality. Presenting misinformation, and the
deliberate withholding of evidence, have become all too characteristic of even
evolutionary scientists when they write about race. Three well known scientists
exemplify this trend: Stephen J. Gould, author of the revised and expanded
edition of The Mismeasure of Man (1996), Jared Diamond, author of Guns,
Germs, and Steel (1997), and Christopher Stringer, co-author with Robin McKie
of African Exodus (1996). I have reviewed the first two books in detail (see
Rushton, 1997b, 1999c).

In his 1981 edition of Mismeasure, Stephen J. Gould charged
nineteenth-century scientists with “juggling” and “finagling” brain size data in
order to place Northern Europeans at the apex of civilization. Implausibly, he
argued that Paul Broca, Francis Galton, and Samuel George Morton all
“finagled” in the same direction and by similar magnitudes using different
methods. Gould asks readers to believe that Broca “leaned” on his autopsy scales
when measuring wet brains by just enough to produce the same differences that
Morton caused by “overpacking” empty skulls and that Galton caused with his
“extra loose” grip on calipers while measuring heads!

Yet even before Mismeasure’s first edition (1981), new research was
confirming the work of these nineteenth-century pioneers. Gould neglected to
mention Van Valen’s (1974) review which established a positive correlation
between brain size and intelligence. As reviewed earlier in this Preface (and
especially Chapter 6), the single most devastating development for Gould is the
latest research on brain size. How could his revised and expanded edition have
missed all that research in the 1990s -- called, with good reason, “The Decade
of the Brain”?

Jared Diamond, another well-known evolutionary biologist also joined the
debate over racial differences in IQ. In a few ex cathedra pronouncements,
Diamond branded the genetic argument “racist” (pp. 19-22), declared Herrnstein
and Murray’s (1994) The Bell Curve “notorious” (p. 431), and claimed that:
“The objection to such racist explanations is not just that they are loathsome but
also that they are wrong” (p. 19). He summarized his views in one creedal
sentence: ‘“History followed different courses for different peoples because of
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differences among people’s environments, not because of biological differences
among peoples themselves” (p. 25).

Diamond’s thesis is that the peoples of the Eurasian continent were
environmentally, rather than biologically, advantaged. They had the good fortune
to have lived in centrally located homelands that were oriented along an
east-west axis, thereby allowing ready diffusion of their abundant supply of
domesticable animals, plants, and cultural innovations. The north-south axis of
Africa and of the Americas inhibited diffusion due to severe changes in climate.
Thus, the agriculturally wealthy Eurasians had a long head start in developing a
surplus population with a division of labor that enabled civilization to arise. Yet,
as an evolutionary biologist, Diamond should have informed his readers that
different environments cause, via natural selection, biological differences among
populations in brain size, just as they do in skin coloring and external
morphology.

Paleontologist Christopher Stringer of the British Museum of Natural
History, and author (with journalist Robin McKie) of African Exodus, provides
a final example of an important scholar who probably knew better. The parts of
the book that review human origins are excellent. Unfortunately, major errors
appear in the book when it engages in the obligatory trashing of both The Bell
Curve and my own work. Perhaps the desire to be politically correct compelled
the authors to write: “In any case, the story of our African Exodus makes it
unlikely that there are significant structural or functional differences between the
brains of the world’s various peoples” (p. 181).

The logic here is especially odd given that other parts of the book present a
fascinating discussion of how populations vary in jaw size and in number of
teeth. For example, page 215 states that compared to Africans, up to 15 percent
of Europeans have “at least two wisdom teeth missing...while in east Asia, the
figure can be as much as 30 percent in some areas.” While Stringer and McKie
describe how noses and skin color have been shaped in different regions, and
how Europeans and Asians have fewer teeth than Africans, they deny that there
are any brain size differences and they withhold from readers the modern
literature on brain size and IQ.

In fact, in a subsequent scientific paper, Stringer, Dean and Humphreys
(1999) cited racial differences in various mandibular traits (jaws and teeth)
including the bichondylar breadth of the mandible (i.e., the distance between the
two surfaces at the back of the jaw that attach to the base of the cranium) as
evidence to support the Out-of-Africa theory. In Asians bichondylar breadth is
wide, in Africans it is narrow, and Europeans are in between. The widening
bichondylar breadths occurred as a result of the widening brain cases!

These attempts to deny race differences amount to a new form of creationism
(Levin, 1997; Rushton, 1999b; Sarich, 1995). The scientific data fit the
Darwinian-Galtonian viewpoint; not the egalitarian one. The
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Darwinian-Galtonian viewpoint has been abandoned for political reasons, not
because scientific research proved it wrong. In a search of the Medline database
for articles published in the last decade that referenced the keywords -- evolution,
genetics, behavior, and human -- and the combination of those words, Bailey
(1997, p. 82) found that although each word alone was referenced by several
thousand articles, only one article referenced all four. Ruling out evolution and
genetics in explaining human behavior violates the consilient approach by which
E. O. Wilson predicts all knowledge can be unified in a grand synthesis (Wilson,
1998). It leaves the social sciences closer to medieval theology or Renaissance
humanitarianism than to modern science.

The life-history theory proposed in this book unites the evolutionary tradition
begun by Darwin with the behavior genetic tradition begun by Galton. Only by
studying race, evolution, and behavior, not studiously avoiding them, can we
truly stand on the shoulders of these giants who have come before us.
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Preface to the First Edition

Over the last several years I have reviewed the international literature on
race differences, gathered novel data and found a distinct pattern. On more
than 60 variables, people of east Asian ancestry (Mongoloids, Orientals) and
people of African ancestry (Negroids, blacks) define opposite ends of the spec-
trum, with people of European ancestry (Caucasoids, whites) falling interme-
diately, and with much variability within each broad grouping (see Glossary
regarding terminology). This racial matrix emerges with measures of brain
size, intelligence, reproductive behavior, sex hormones, twinning rate, speed
of physical maturation, personality, family stability, law-abidingness, and so-
cial organization.

To account for the pattern, I proposed a gene-based evolutionary theory
familiar to biologists as the r-K scale of reproductive strategy. At one end of
this scale are r-strategies, which emphasize high reproductive rates, and, at
the other, K-strategies, which emphasize high levels of parental investment.
This scale is generally used to compare the life histories of widely disparate
species but I used it to describe the immensely smaller variations within the
human species. To emphasize that all human beings are K-selected relative to
other animals this proposal was referred to as “differential X theory” (Rushton,
1984, 1985a). I hypothesized that Mongoloid people are more K-selected than
Caucasoids, who in turn are more K-selected than Negroids.

I also mapped the r-K scale onto human evolution. Molecular genetic evi-
dence indicates that modern humans evolved in Africa sometime after 200,000
years ago, with an African/non-African split occurring about 110,000 years
ago and a Mongoloid/Caucasoid split about 41,000 years ago. Evolutionary
selection pressures are far different in the hot African savanna where Negroids
evolved, than in the cold Arctic environment, where Mongoloids evolved.
Hence, it was predictable that these geographic races would show genetic dif-
ferences in numerous traits. African populations, the earliest to emerge, are
least K-selected, and Mongoloids, emerging latest, are most K-selected, with
Caucasoids falling intermediately. Such an ordering explains how and why
the variables clustered.

It is provocative, to say the least, to treat each of these vast races as a separate
human subspecies whose multifarious patterns of behavior are reduced to an aver-
age position on a gene-based scale of reproductive strategy. But the question I
asked myself repeatedly was: Did the facts fit the theory? Unfortunately not many
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others wanted to look very closely. My thesis, touching as it did on delicate issues,
was denounced as “monstrous.” I had engendered one of the most disreputable
theories of human evolution in the last 60 years.

I did not always believe that race differences existed in deep structure.
Fifteen years ago, as an established social learning theorist, I would have said
that any differences that existed would have been primarily environmental in
origin (Rushton, 1980). However, I have been persuaded, by data, and find-
ings from numerous sources, that the races do differ, genetically, in the mecha-
nisms underlying their behavior.

A major controversy occurred in Canada after my views became pub-
licly known. Following a 1989 presentation of the theory at the American
Association for the Advancement of Science, there was a call for my dis-
missal by the premier of Ontario, a criminal investigation by the Ontario
Provincial Police, a media campaign of opposition, disruptions at the univer-
sity, and an as yet unresolved investigation by the Ontario Human Rights
Commission.

The fire storm of outrage led to countless challenges and rejoinders, so
much so that at times the affair took over my life. Work on other topics seemed
shallow by comparison. I learned to appreciate the cornerstone implications
generated by the issue of race. By its impact on diverse areas of behavioral
science, it was possible to imagine research on the topic completing the Dar-
winian revolution.

The prevailing social science paradigms are fast giving way to gene-cul-
ture coevolutionary perspectives. Although genetic, developmental, and psy-
chobiological data are being amassed at an ever-increasing rate, there are few
encompassing theories. The gene-based evolutionary models put forward here
to explain ethnocentrism and racial group differences may provide a catalyst
for understanding individual differences and human nature.

It is a truism in differential psychology that variations within groups are
larger than those between them and there is enormous overlap in the racial
distributions. This can be illustrated with some unpublished data of mine on
the age that young men report having their first sexual intercourse. Relative to
whites, Orientals report a disproportionately later date and blacks a dispropor-
tionately earlier date. Clearly, this does not mean that all Orientals have a later
age of first sexual intercourse than all blacks.

Age of First Sexual Intercourse

(in %)
Race Under 17 Over 17
Orientals 24 76
Whites 37 63

Blacks 64 36



Preface xv

On any single dimension to be discussed the racial differences are not large.
Typically they range from 4 to 34 percentile points. Although often modest,
the mean differences do exist, and they do so in a stubborn and consistent
pattern. Obviously, however, it is problematic to generalize from a propor-
tionate difference or group average to any particular individual. At the level of
the individual, it must be recognized that almost all will have a mixture of r
and K characteristics.

It is also necessary to emphasize the indisputable fact that much more re-
search is needed. Objective hypothesis testing about racial differences in be-
havior has been much neglected over the past 60 years and knowledge is not
as advanced as it ought to be. Many of the data sets and theoretical accounts
provided here need much improvement. Rough-hewn though some of the evi-
dence may be, it is clear that substantial racial differences do exist and that
their pattern cannot be explained adequately except from an evolutionary
perspective.

Although the thesis of this book is that genetic variation contributes impor-
tantly to the differences between human groups, it is obvious that environ-
mental factors do so too. I would hold, on the currently available evidence,
that the genetic and environmental contributions are about equal. Note that
genetic effects, like environmental effects, are necessarily mediated by neu-
roendocrine and psychosocial mechanisms. These offer numerous ways for
intervention and the alleviation of suffering.
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Revamping Social Science

Favoritism for one’s own ethnic group may have arisen as an extension of
enhancing family and social cohesiveness (chap. 4). Because people give pref-
erential treatment to those who genetically resemble themselves in order to
help propagate their genes more effectively, xenophobia may represent a dark
side of human altruism.

The propensity to defend one’s own group, to see it as special, and not to be
susceptible to the laws of evolutionary biology makes the scientific study of
ethnicity and race differences problematic. Theories and facts generated in
race research may be used by ethnic nationalists to propagate political posi-
tions. Antiracists may also engage in rhetoric to deny differences and suppress
discoveries. Findings based on the study of race can be threatening. Ideologi-
cal mine fields abound in ways that do not pertain to other areas of inquiry.

For scientific progress to be made it is necessary to rise above both “racist”
and “antiracist” ideology. Suppose that a team of extraterrestrial scientists
arrived on earth to study humans. Obviously they would quickly observe that,
like many other species, humans showed considerable geographical variation
in morphology. Three major geographical populations or “races” would be
identified immediately and investigation mounted into how many others ex-
isted. Questions about the origin of the body types would be asked and also
whether they covaried with life history variables including reproductive tac-
tics in particular. If these scientists had a solid understanding of evolutionary
biology, they would also investigate if these populations differed behavior-
ally, for example with respect to parental investment and social organization,
and, if they did, how the differences might have evolved. Such an approach
has proved very fruitful for population biologists studying other animals, par-
ticularly since E. O. Wilson’s (1975) synthesis of sociobiology. If we are as
interested in gaining knowledge as would be these “extraterrestrials”, then we
should apply similar procedures to our study of Homo sapiens.

For some, it would have been better if Mother Nature had made people,
genetically, all the same. Cooperation would be easier and we could design
just one type of society that would fit everybody. However, we are not all the
same. Even children within the same family substantially differ from each
other both genetically and behaviorally (Plomin & Daniels, 1987). If we ex-
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amine how wide the differences can be between brothers and sisters who share
the same food, watch the same TV, go to the same schools, and have the same
parents, how much more different from each other must we expect other hu-
mans to be, especially those living in regions far apart that are normally clas-
sified as “races™?

The Nature-Nurture Debate

One of the great worldviews of social science has been that economic and
other environmental forces are preeminent in the causation of individual be-
havior. Modern social scientists have also been egalitarian, promoting the idea
that all babies are born with essentially equal endowments. It follows that
subsequent inequalities in wealth and poverty, success and failure, happiness
and misery, and sickness and health are the product of social forces.

John B. Watson (1878-1958), the founder of behaviorism articulated what
was to become the social science orthodoxy (1924: 104):

Give me a dozen healthy infants, well formed, and my own specified world to
bring them up in and I'll guarantee to take any one at random and train him to
become any type of specialist I might select—doctor, lawyer, artist, merchant-chief
and, yes, even beggar-man and thief, regardless of his talents, penchants, tenden-
cies, abilities, vocations, and race of his ancestors. I am going beyond my facts and
T admit it, but so have the advocates of the contrary and they have been doing it for
many thousands of years. 'Please note that when this experiment is made I am to be
allowed to specify the way the children are to be brought up and the type of world
they have to live in.

Benevolent environmentalism generated a plethora of strategies for inter-
vention in the home, the workplace, the mass media, and the criminal justice
system. Psychotherapies and self-help systems flourished as people attempted
to rectify blemishes and achieve self-fulfillment. Social workers battled the
harmful effects of poverty, unemployment, and other factors.

Environmentalism dovetailed with political philosophies striving to gener-
ate sweeping changes in human affairs. From capitalist democracies to totali-
tarian collectivities, social engineering began in earnest. Marxists took the
argument furthest, preaching that public ownership of the economic base of
society was a necessary precondition for social harmony.

Especially following World War II (1939-1945) and the revulsion to Hitler’s
racial policies, egalitarianism led to the virtual elimination of Darwinian think-
ing among Western social scientists (Degler, 1991). The doctrine of biological
equality was taken to an extreme among Communists in the Soviet Union and
elsewhere (Clark, 1984). Throughout the world, leftists took up the cry “Not
in Our Genes™ and vociferously asserted that social inequalities were due en-
tirely to repressive environments (Lewontin, Rose, & Kamin, 1984; Lewontin,
1991).
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The nature-nurture debate is fought between those who, in effect, advo-
cate an extreme 100 percent environmentalist position and those who advo-
cate a moderate, even 50-50, position. No behavioral geneticist believes in a
100 percent genetic determinism because it is obvious that physical growth
and mental development require good nutrition, fresh air, and exercise and
that children and neophytes learn best with access to experienced role models.
Genetic influence (not determinism) is the key phrase, for genetic effects are
necessarily mediated by neuroendocrine and psychosocial systems that have
independent influence on phenotypic behavior.

The burning question is how substantial is the genetic contribution to hu-
man nature and the differences therein? While lip service has been paid to the
view that people are a product of both genes and culture, until recently, many
social scientists and philosophers acted as though the human mind was a blank
slate and each person exclusively a product of his or her history and economic
arrangement.

During the 1980s there was an increased acceptance of behavioral genetics
and evolutionary theorizing. Even the most rigid opponents acquiesced as sci-
entific breakthroughs made headlines. Major reviews of the twin and adop-
tion literature appeared in Science and other prestigious journals, leading to
the widely accepted conclusion that “genetic factors exert a pronounced and
pervasive influence on behavioral variability” (Bouchard, Lykken, McGue,
Segal, & Tellegen, 1990: 223).

Discoveries in medical genetics heralded what was to come with gene
therapy a possibility for a variety of classic psychological disorders including
anxiety, depression, and schizophrenia. The project to sequence the entire
human genome got underway, a multibillion dollar international undertaking.
Although hard-core naysayers such as Science for the People remained im-
placably opposed to developments (Lewontin, 1991), clearly, the climate was
changing.

A renewal of interest in human racial origins also characterized the 1980s
with Africa identified as the Garden of Eden. In the 1970s dramatic fossil
discoveries in East Africa of Homo habilis and Homo erectus, along with the
3.7 million-year-old footprints and bones of “Lucy” and her fellow
australopithecenes captured the public imagination. By the 1980s, through
genetic analyses of existing human populations, “Eve” was thought to be a
long-armed, thick-boned, well-muscled, dark-skinned woman who lived some
200,000 years ago on the East African savanna. She appeared on the front
cover of Newsweek (January 11, 1988) and helped center a debate on the evo-
lution of human origins.

Race differences in behavior, although a necessary concomitant of these
revisionist viewpoints, were not included in these studies, and constituted an
embarrassment for scholars who omitted them. On the topic of race, a righ-
teous conformity had come to prevail. A sign of the times was Sandra Scarr’s
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presidential address to the Behavior Genetics Association in 1986. She ob-
served, in a talk entitled “Three Cheers for Behavioral Genetics,” that “the
war is largely over.... The mainstream of psychology has joined our tribu-
tary, and we are in danger of being swallowed up in a flood of acceptance”
(Scarr, 1987: 228). While accepting that genetics underlay social class differ-
ences in IQ, she rejected a genetic explanation for racial differences because
racial barriers were less permeable. Scarr (1987) interpreted her own work as
showing an environmental causation for racial variation.

In this book, new truths about racial group differences are advanced. The
stepwise function of racial characteristics made explicit in Table 1.1 is the
starting point for discussion. Mongoloids and Caucasoids have the largest
brains, whether indexed by weight at autopsy, external head size, or intracra-
nial volume, but have the slowest rate of dental development, indexed by on-
set of permanent molar teeth, and produce the fewest gametes, indexed by
frequency of twin birthing and size of the testes. For example, blacks produce
more than 16 two-egg twins per 1,000 live births whereas the figure for whites
is 8 and for Orientals it is less than 4.

Most psychological work on race has focused on differentials between blacks
and whites in the United States where whites achieve disproportionately higher
than blacks. Ever since Arthur Jensen’s (1969) classic monograph, a contro-
versy has raged over whether the causes of this disparity involved genetic as
well as environmental factors (Eysenck & Kamin, 1981; Loehlin, Lindzey, &
Spuhler, 1975). Extensive surveys now show that a plurality of experts be-
lieve that Jensen was correct in attributing a portion of the racial variance to
genetic differences (Snyderman & Rothman, 1987, 1988).

The intelligence debate was broadened by Richard Lynn (1982, 1991c)
who gathered global data showing that Orientals had higher test scores than
whites. Others described physiological, maturational, and other behavioral
differences among the races (Eysenck, 1971; Jensen, 1973; R. Lynn, 1987).
The scientific discussion was also expanded with data on activity level and
temperament (Freedman, 1979), crime (J.Q. Wilson & Herrnstein, 1<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>