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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 Hitler’s 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 today’s eugenicists — again both
Jewish and non-Jewish — 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, “See 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. reKh.
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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 ‘Hebrew’ Englishmen, Germans,
and Americans, whose aspirations were largely assimilationist and who
saw this sudden influx of poor relatives as compromising their own
social positions. In 1885 a twenty-five year old Austrian lawyer and
atheistic 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 Attempt at a Modern Solution of the Jewish Question. His name was
Theodore Herzl, and he is considered to be ‘the father of Zionism.” His
proposal was to establish a state — not necessarily Palestine — where hard
agricultural work would ‘cure’ the new arrivals from the Pale of
Settlement of their ghetto culture. Among the options advocated were
Argentina, Australia, rural Canada, Mesopotamia, Uganda, and
Cyrenaica (the eastern coastal region of modern-day Libya). Herzl’s
partner in Zionism, the popular eugenicist Max Nordau, saw Herzl’s
proposal as straightforward eugenics: the then popular Lamarckian belief
in the heritability of acquired characteristics lent hope that the scrawny,
weak, and inferior Jew — an image internalized by many Jews — would
become physically strong, sexually potent, and morally fit. Envisaged as
replacing both the ghetto Jews and the ‘effete’ coffee house Jews, this
image was subsequently transmogrified into that of Zionist ‘fighting
Jews’ who established the Jewish state by force of arms. Created by
Ephraim Moses Lilien, the ‘first Zionist artist,” the illustrations were
intended to illustrate the ideal of Nordau’s ‘muscle Jew.” The writer
Stefan Zweig recalled that in this “son 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.”



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
eugenicist Julian Huxley (1887-1975) — in the very building that housed
the Kinsey Institute, which owed so much to the pioneering research of
eugenicist 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 remember 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 1 became curious about eugenics. I attended a reception for
members 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 don’t know which explanation is valid. In 1979, co-chairing a
department at the University of Maryland in College Park, 1 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
struggle for the rights of future generations, my efforts had been largely
focused 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
participated in a ‘Big Brother’ program, in which I took Afro-American
children to museums on weekends and had supported a Taiwanese
orphan, and his hostile tone and angry eyes were as surprising as they
were upsetting. An ideological coup d’état 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 — the best way
to learn anything, really — and eventually wrote Future Human
Evolution: FEugenics 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
deeper I dug, the more I found. It is now indisputable that much of what
might be termed ‘accepted eugenics narrative’ 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
scaffolding 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 ‘anti-Semitism’ having been
so elevated as to render dispassionate scholarly discourse nearly
impossible.

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 gen-
eric definers.

Aside from providing a few lists of persons with patently Jewish
names, [ have in all other cases relied on more weighty evidence of
Jewishness. Thus, to cite but one example, even though the name
‘Titmuss’ is indicated as a Jewish surname in the Family Tree of the
Jewish People (184,237 surnames)', I omitted Richard Titmuss of the
London School of Economics after corresponding with a colleague who
had written an article about him. The surname ‘Burt’ 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.

! Avotaynu, http://www.avotaynu.com/csi/csi-result.html, accessed July 5, 2008.
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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? 1 confess to being
a dyed-in-the-wool universalist, and instinctively recoil from such
discussions as invidious, but have taken up the topic only out of sheer
necessity. Considering the influence of the Jewish community in
America, the mixed attitude of Jews toward eugenics in reshaping the
human genome 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 ‘Jewish’ 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 ‘anti-Semitic’
ideology of genocide, however, historical veracity requires that the
distorted image produced over the last four decades be rectified. The
topic is not merely an important fragment in the rich and vibrant mosaic
of Jewish 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: “Human evolution has forced man to a
crossroad from which there is no escape.... The choice is between a
twilight, cultural as well as biological, or a progressive adaptation of
man’s genes to his culture, and of man’s culture to his genes.”"

If we — in the most fundamental fashion — 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
patrimony in the form of ‘natural selection’ (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 — including Jewish eugenics —
has not been on occasion abused in the most infamous fashion, and I

! Dobzhansky, T., Heredity and the Nature of Man, Harcourt, Brace and World,
1964.
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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
simplistic approach would have been repetitive and, frankly, tedious.
Instead I have attempted to present this fascinating jigsaw puzzle in all
its dynamism 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 authentic 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
contemporary politics and the even greater topic of our ongoing
evolution as a biological species. There are many who do not want the
facts documented here to come to light. Public discourse has been
molded by political realities. In Hans Christian Andersen’s tale The
Emperor’s New Clothes a kingdom’s naked ruler claims to be wearing
clothing that is invisible to those unfit for their positions or incompetent,
and everyone is intimidated into silence — until a child exclaims: “But he
isn't wearing anything at all!”

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 fotal 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
minority Jewish faction represents a frontal assault on the very essence of
Jewry.
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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 ‘playing God’ was a virtual non-issue
in Israel.’

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

! Shalev, 2008, 334.
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The Way It Was and Still Is

Framing the Topic

Despite, perhaps because of, the growing threats of
assimilation, 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
enterprise devoted to devising a plan — or plans — of
action to preserve the Jewish future.... 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'

Human ecology transcends political issues, even renders them trivial
relative to the long-term survival of our species, which requires four
conditions: a supply of natural resources; a clean, biodiverse
environment; a population no larger than the planet can comfortably
sustain on an indefinite basis, and, at a bare minimum, preservation of
our genetic patrimony — what in Yiddish is known as yichus, defined by
Manhattan Rabbi Simon Jacobson as — “‘good blood,” cherished genes.””

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
degrees, 27% were childless, compared with 18% of women who did not
continue their education through high school.’ Thus it should come as no
surprise that Diaspora Jews, who constitute an exceptionally high-1Q
group, are likewise not having enough children to maintain their
population, 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.

1313

! 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
“Cloning should be permitted for producing individuals with high 1Q,”
and 35% believed that “cloning should be permitted for avoiding genetic
diseases.”!

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
Jewry that coincides with an identical fracture cleaving popular culture
from the grand thrust of modern science. The ongoing Jewish
demographic implosion is not a ‘final solution’ imposed by an
implacable outside enemy, but one generated from within the Jewish
community itself, albeit with the best of intentions. Denounced by
egalitarian (anti-hereditarian) thinkers as ‘racists,” ‘anti-Semites,” and
‘self haters,” advocates of eugenics found refuge in testing, demography,
genetics, and sociobiology — 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,
having 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
surprisingly, 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 contempt among some younger Jews, over the older generation’s
reported passivity in failing to resist their persecutors. When in the 1950s
the future historian Raul Hilberg (1926-2007) insisted on writing his
dissertation on the Holocaust, which later became the basis for his
Destruction of the European Jews, the topic was still — impossible as this
may seem today — 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

1120 Israelis (68 health professionals and 52 non-health professionals;
Barnoy/Ehrenfeld/Sharon/Tabak, 2006, 27.
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least five publishers rejected the book, and it was finally published by
a small Chicago house only after a wealthy patron agreed to buy 1,300
copies to go to libraries.! Now that the Holocaust topic is no longer
taboo, it is eugenics that has taken its place as pariah.

Almost inevitably, whenever the topic of eugenics is raised, it is
followed by the puzzled question: “Just what exactly is eugenics?” In a
private poll which I conducted in Maryland in May 2009, 76% of the
respondents were not even aware that it is not “a method for generating
electricity widely employed in Europe,” or a “General Motors hybrid car
intended to compete with Toyota’s Prius.”?

So let us begin with a definition: eugenics is a social and sci-
entific movement that seeks to replace natural selection with scientific
selection. 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 — at least usually, if not al-
ways.’

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
perusal of the membership lists of the (British) Eugenics Society and the
American Eugenics Society is sufficient to see that their members
numbered 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
ultimate goal of the eugenics movement, an even more persistent theme

' Martin, 2007.
2 Unpublished.

3 1 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.



15
is 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 other end of the spectrum, welfare programs provide incentives to
young women of low ability to regard reproduction as a greater source of
income than employment. The result, eugenicists argue, is a doomed,
dysgenic 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
future. Applied to animals, it would not be controversial. The
counterresponse 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 immutable, with only trivial intraspecies variation existent.
Even while conceding 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 (‘Eve’), and any subsequent or future
human evolution is only ‘skin deep.” 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 ‘Eve’
actually existed, 150,000 years of evolution in isolated groups living
under the most diverse conditions has produced enormous inter- and
intragroup diversity, 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 nature’s 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 planet’s 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,



16 Jewish Eugenics
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
encouraging 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
eugenics policy might be implemented. A government can opt either to
offer 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 ‘do jobs Americans
don’t want to do,” while Canada, whose immigrants are easily just as
ethnically diverse as are America’s, rates immigration applicants
according to educational levels and skills, which correlate highly with
intelligence.

Simultaneous with and analogous to China’s Cultural
Revolution 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
millennia, it was a repudiation of their own history.

The squandering of a group’s genetic patrimony is not by any
means an exclusively Jewish affliction. Humankind’s 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 — Christianity and
Islam — traditional Judaism is an explicitly tribalist religion, but as Jews
left the ghetto and were subsumed by modern secular culture, they
attempted to reconcile tribalism with universalism, creating an internal
tension which still rives Jewry today. The resolution of this tension was
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found in America in the 1960s and 1970s in the form of
‘multiculturalism.’

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,
‘radicalization,” and the pursuit of poorly compatible goals. The
Holocaust had been seared into their collective memory, and they were
determined 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 defended 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' and whose worldview had been formed by Soviet life,
brought equally ‘conservative’ 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
‘right,” some of whose Zionist predecessors made no secret of their
admiration for Mussolini’s fascism, and the ‘left’ under the banner of
unconditional support for the state of Israel. The phrase ‘Jewish lobby’
became synonymous with ‘Israeli lobby,” 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.? 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
determinism, members of a 1970s radical Jewish New Left formed the
Sociobiology Study Group (SSG). The historian Neil Jumonville
commented that the sociobiology debate should be viewed as an inter-
generational conflict, with scholars active before the ‘cultural revolution’

"' Tolts, 2003.

2 Washington Post, 2010; CNN exit poll, http://www.cnn.com/ELECTION/2008/res-
ults/polls/#val=USP00p2.
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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.'

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 — revolution — counterrevolution. Such fundamental ideological
changes create competing and essentially irreconcilable worldviews:
divine dictate (for example, Judaism’s mandate that Jews abstain from
pork, circumcise males, worship God, and observe the Sabbath); and
logic-derived systems, as in utilitarian ethics, that proceed from the
‘greater good’ postulate, which itself is accepted a priori and not on the
basis of any logical justification. These two systems exist in such
separate dimensions that they are often mutually exclusive or, at the very
least, irrelevant to each other. Modern thought attempts to find common
ground and thus reconcile them, stressing commonalities and glossing
over contradictions and irrelevancies. It was a less than harmonious
marriage even without the advent of Darwinism, which studies man as
just another animal 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
Darwin’s children, but Nietzsche’s as well — ‘beyond good and evil’?

I here attempt to demonstrate that both traditionalism Judaism
and the modern Jewish reconciliation of divine dictate with secular
logical systems happen to fall into the domain of Darwinism to an
unusual degree, promoting eugenic selection and co-optation of talent
from without. One could also make a strong case for polygamy in Islam,
whereas monogamous Christianity comes off relatively badly. The
priestly celibacy 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 ‘democratic’ worldview is based on a
skepticism about the intents of the state, whose goals indeed all too often

! Jumonville, 2002, 569.
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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: “Wonderful idea, wrong species.” Not
surprisingly, Wilson’s 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
species’ genetic patrimony. But gloomy as the future may appear,
thinking, moral individuals (whatever ‘moral’ 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
humanity.

So let’s get started. We are not dealing here with a narrow,
technical area, and the range of topics and disciplines could not be
broader. Forget what you think you know about the subject and wait till
you’ve finished reading the book to make your own judgment. The meat
is not in my summary remarks, it’s in the timeline. As Jack Webb, in the
1950s television detective series Dragnet, liked to phrase it: “Just the
facts, Ma’am.”

To Be or Not to Be

1 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
descendants 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
driven policies in education and national achievement, and dysgenic
fertility patterns form a soothing dreamworld of taboos forbidding even
the mention 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
Demography and Statistics at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem,
cautiously wondered if “the organized Jewish community was able to
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withstand objective scrutiny of its own trends,” and pointed out the
“sometime conflict of interests between researcher-sponsoring
organizations and the community of professional investigators.”"

When in 2002, United Jewish Communities and the Jewish
federation system released just some of the doomsday findings of the
National Jewish Population Survey 2000-01, the Survey’s results had to
be radically reworked to make them more palatable. The Survey had
failed to confirm 1960s optimistic hypotheses about supposedly
‘converging’ 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
sustainability 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® — a new Holocaust every
quarter century. But this time the event is not only voluntary, it is even
celebrated by Jewish liberals themselves as a triumph of
‘multiculturalism.’

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
surrounding the Survey’s findings and even its release, its authors
optimistically, and perhaps naively, expressed hope that its themes would
“serve as the basis of important policy discussions in the American
Jewish community.””

Intermarriage also has relevance for the qualitative aspects of
Jewish demography. DellaPergola has pointed out that “historically out-
marriage was strongly related to upward social mobility, and was more
frequent among the better-educated, wealthier, and more socially
mobile.” The obvious conclusion is that the mean Jewish IQ is being
lowered by these losses.*

! DellaPergola, 2005, 123.

2 DellaPergola, 2005, 106; citing F. Mott and J. Abma in “Contemporary Jewish Fer-
tility: Does Region Make a Difference?” Contemporary Jewry, 13, 74-94

3 Updated 2004 version.
* 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 “little bright-
eyed Jewish lad hawking newspapers in his ragged clothes” in London’s
East End would “better himself” if only given the chance thanks to his
natural ability.'Although Salaman’s 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 Gilman’s 1996 book Smart Jews: The
Construction of the Image of Jewish Superior Intelligence rejects the
concept of Jewish intelligence as a ‘construct,” 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 Gilman’s 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 “a
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 record”:

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 ‘National Socialism’
and the other pseudo-egalitarian crusades against human
accomplishment?’

The topic is thoroughly covered in Richard Lynn’s The Chosen
People: A Study of Jewish Intelligence and Achievements.’

! 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, “The Waste Land,” (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- | In Berlin Jews have lower fertility than do non-Jews.'
1923

1851- | Italian Jews have a lower fertility rate than the total popula-
1962 tion.”

1889 A study of over 10,000 U.S. Jewish families reveals a Jewish
birth rate lower than the non-Jewish birth rate.’

1896- | In Budapest Jews have lower fertility than do non-Jews.*
1934

1900- | In Warsaw Jews have lower fertility than do non-Jews.’
1936

! Liebman Hersch, “Jewish Population Trends in Europe,” Jewish People: Past and
Present, 11, 11, Table 10, cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200.

% Roberto Bachi, “The Demographic Development of Italian Jewry from the Seven-
teenth Century,” The Jewish Journal of Sociology, IV, Dec., 184, Table 13; cited in
Goldscheider, 1967, 200.

3 John S. Billings, “Vital Statistics of the Jews in the United States,” Census Bulletin,
No. 19, Dec. 30, 1889, 49; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 197.

* Liebman Hersch, “Jewish Population Trends in Europe,” Jewish People: Past and
Present, 11, 11, Table 10, cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200.

> Ibid.
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1910- | In St. Petersburg, Jews have lower fertility than do non-
1920 Jews.!

1900- | The Jewish birth rate is lower than the general birth rate in
1930 Romania, Hungary, Prussia, Vienna, Amsterdam, and Lenin-
grad.?

1926 Canadian census data show a Jewish birth rate only 70% of
the total population.’

1931- | Not only in Warsaw, but in other Polish towns Jews have
1932 lower fertility than do non-Jews.*

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.’

1945- | In Great Britain the Jewish fertility rate is 11.6 per 1,000,
1947 compared to 16.8 for the total population.®

1948 Jewish families seem to be relatively unaffected by the ‘baby
boom.””’

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.®

1949 Canadian data indicate an urban Jewish fertility rate lower
than the non-Jewish fertility rate.’

" Ibid.
3 Mortimer Spiegelman, “The Reproduction of Jews in Canada, 1940-42,” Popula-
tion Studies, IV, Dec. 1950. 299-313; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 199.

2 Uriah Z. Engelman, “Sources of Jewish Statistics,” in Louis Finkelstein (ed.), The
Jews: Their History, Culture, and Religion; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200.

* Liebman Hersch, “Jewish Population Trends in Europe,” Jewish People: Past and
Present, 11, 11, Table 10, cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200.

3 Uriah Z. Engelman, “A Study of Size of Families in the Jewish Population of Buf-
falo,” University of Buffalo Series, XVI, Nov., 195-210; cited in Goldscheider, 1967,
203.

% Hannah Neustatter, “Demographic and Other Stastical Aspects of Anglo-Jewry,” in
Maurice Freedman (ed.), 4 Minority in Britain, 1955, 82; cited in Goldscheider,
1967, 200.

7 Liebman Hersch, “Jewish Population Trends in Europe,” Jewish People: Past and
Present, 11, 11, Table 10, cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200.

8 Myer Greenburg, “The Reproductive Rate of the Families of Jewish Students at the
University of Maryland,” Jewish Social Studies, X, July, 230; cited in Goldscheider,
1967, 203.

% Nathan Goldberg, “The Jewish Population in Canada,” Jewish People: Past and
Present, 11, 35-39; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200.



24 Jewish Eugenics

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."

1955 The “Growth of American Families” study indicates an aver-
age size of Jewish families of 1.7, as opposed to 2.1 for Cath-
olics and Protestants. Furthermore, Jews expect significantly
fewer children (2.4) than either Catholics (3.4) or Protestants

(2.9).

1957 Swiss Jews are shown to have a lower fertility rate than the
total population.?

1960 The “Growth of American Families” study continues to in-

dicate that Jews expect and desire fewer children than do
either Catholics or Protestants.’

1961 Dutch Jews are shown to have a lower fertility rate than the
total population.*

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.’

So there is the eugenic argument in a nutshell: while natural
selection favored intelligence during most of human history, in modern
society, intelligent people — including Jews — are not having enough
children even to replace their numbers, and society is in genetic decline.

Two poems — separated by millennia — come to mind: Isaiah’s
reference to the Jews as “a light unto the nations” and Dylan Thomas’s
famous villanelle “Rage, rage against the dying of the light.” The Jews
are not so much decimated by an external enemy, as being slain by their

10 L ouis Rosenberg, “The Demography of the Jewish Community in Canada,” The
Jewish Journal of Sociology, I, Dec., 1959, 217-233; cited in Goldscheider, 1967,
199.

! Freedman/Whelpton/Campbell, “Differential Fertility among Native-White Couples
in Indianapolis,” XXI, July, 226-271; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 199.

% Kurt B. Mayer, “Recent Demographic Developments in Swtzerland,” Social Re-
search, XXIV, Summer, 350-351; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200.

3 Campbell/Whelpton/Patterson,1960.

* “Dutch Jewry: A Demographic Analysis,” The Jewish Journal of Sociology, 111,
Dec., 195-243; cited in Goldscheider, 1967, 200.

> Goldscheider, 1967, 202.
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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
in great isolation from each other under the most radically differing
conditions over the 500,000 years within which we modern humans share
common ancestors.' 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
interbred 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
‘subspecies’ unattractive with regard to people, the mighty wave of
freedom that swept over the world in the last third of the twentieth
century rendered ‘race’ unacceptable as well. ‘Race,” it was declared,
was still another ‘social construct’ 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 “social
construction.”) T was proofreading the manuscript of this book when I
received a note from a Jewish intellectual, to whom I had written that it
was “silly to have to argue that health and intelligence are better than
sickness and stupidity.” His response:

Health is an wunsuccessfully chosen grouping of
symptoms. There is no such thing as health, nor can one come to
productive conclusions using this concept. Intelligence is not an
objective thing. There are more kinds of mental and spiritual
activities 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
determined. With very few exceptions one could teach anyone to

! Green, et al, 2010.
2 Ruse, 1999.
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be what you would call healthy and smart. We are ideologically
too far apart. Too many basic axioms and even definitions are
different for us. I never should have opened this discussion.’

Politics generally amounts to the horizontal struggle between
organized groups and wealthy individuals in the pursuit of their real or
perceived interests. By contrast, eugenics represents a vertical effort —
lobbying 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 pur-
ported “rift between the human and the natural”: while animals are viewed as
being instinct driven in a positivist sense, people lay claim to reason and ‘free
will.* But once the recognition is made of the continuity of humanity with
other species, it becomes more and more difficult to “characterize humans in
contradistinction to other animals,” to use Heyd’s phraseology. That continu-
ity in its turn rests on the recognition of causality, as opposed to intervention
by deity. Based as it is on a theory of human particularism, the “software
heresy” of egalitarianism must be able to stand up to the piercing gaze of sci-
entific 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.
Eugenicists believe that since we now understand the mechanism of
evolution and know that human beings are a biological species, the road
to perfection is clearly laid out along the lines of scientific selection. In
this sense, eugenicists are entirely accurate in their appraisal of
humankind, but unrealistic in their assumption that humans are rational
and altruistic enough to implement this knowledge for the good of distant
‘future generations.” 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.

! Anonymous at request of author.
% Heyd, 2003.
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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
laying out this extraordinary worldview that so appealed to Joseph Stalin
and that was soon to become so popular in the West.

Research in man’s genetics will be based on the fact
that man in his development has reached a stage where he is
excluded from the evolution of the animal world. Man’s
evolution is guided by the laws of society, by class struggle, by
the development 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 man’s 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 — social
biology. It is going to make progress in the future.’

Although Dubinin’s version of ‘social biology’ was
diametrically 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 Dubinin’s homeland,
where the censor’s chief advice to scholars was expressed in the
ubiquitous slogan ‘Don’t generalize!” A bloodless purge had taken place
in America. Even as Russia was shaking off the mythology of
Lysenkoism, the West was celebrating its betrothal to Lysenko’s heirs.
An intellectual coup d’état had taken place, and many of the purge
masters were Jews shoving aside other Jews.

! Dubinin, 1968, 145.
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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
comprehended by Lessing, Herder, and Schiller as the deepest
secret of history. Qurselves an anthropological and
philosophical union, 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 historical events for the nation. That is
why the nation-states consolidated 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 humanity out of which we have
all sprung, become differentiated, and gone our separate ways.’

The nineteenth century had accepted race implicitly and
absolutely, and Jewish leaders and thinkers were themselves enthusiastic
adherents 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
indisputable 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
themselves in terms of biology. With the majority of Jews either atheists
or ‘non-religious,” what else remained? Gefilte fish and matzah ball
soup? (I know, I’'m 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. Russia’s 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
to resist the inevitable — illustrated by 60,000 Ethopian Jews in Israel.
Even without this latest infusion, genetic tests have shown that the

! Stein, 1905.
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present Jewish population would appear to have a total Negro
admixture of the order of five to ten percent.' The distinctions between
races are inexorably being erased. As the popular phrase runs, ‘Deal with
it.”

Infiltration Theory (IT)

There have been a number of theories on the origins — both
environmental and genetic — of superior Jewish intelligence, none of
them entirely convincing, at least to this author.

A ‘winnowing out’ of persons of lower intelligence by death
and/or assimilation would raise the mean 1Q, but would probably reduce
the absolute number of high IQs. In any case, ‘marrying brains’ would be
a zero sum game if practiced only within one’s own community.

My belief that the source of high Jewish 1Q may very well be
found in selective infiltration into the gene pool has led me to formulate
‘infiltration theory.’

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
gospel of America as a ‘universal nation,” summed up the Jewish attitude
toward infiltration: “Unlike Christians, we Jews are not missionaries. If
someone wants to join the Jewish people, we’re going to make it difficult
for them.”” So infiltration was not easy, but membership provided (and
continues to provide) significant advantages within a social system
consisting of persons inclined to individualism and, at most, immediate-
family relations. A team will regularly win out over a single person.
Outsiders seeking to gain membership so as to benefit from such
nepotism would have to overcome major obstacles, thus self-selecting for
intelligence and persistence.

If the infiltrator had himself achieved social rank and wealth
(both of which correlate positively with intelligence) or was himself a
‘learned man,’ traditional group resistance to infiltration was lessened,
and the individual managed to be accepted and ‘marry in.” For example,
in 1879 Chic