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earlier where what seems comparatively small can
turn out to make a very large difference. For where a
characterigtic is normally distributed — as in the case
with most characteristics measured by psychologists —
then a difference between two averages of only a
single standard deviation will produce quite dramatic
changes in the numbers at the extremes.

Take, for instance, the much measured characteristic
of 1Q. This certainly is both normally distributed and
at least in part genetically determined. And suppose
that we have two sets of people differing by one
standard deviation in respect of that characteristic.
Then al other things being equal we should expect,
absent either substantial hostile discrimination or gross
social disadvantage, that the set with the higher aver-
age 1Q will be by comparison heavily over-represented
in whatever sorts of occupation and achievement de-
mand very high 1Qs. On the same assumptions we
should also expect that set to be correspondingly
underrepresented among those rated, by whatever are
the prevailing standards, as educationally subnormal
(ESN).

Now the findings of the psychologists apparently
are that the set of US blacks differsin this respect and
to this extent from the set of US whites. (By Cantor’s
Axiom for Sets, by the way, the sole essential feature
of a set is that its members have at least one common
characteristic, any kind of characteristic.) These find-
ings are substantially confirmed by the further finding
that in the US blacks are proportionately overrep-
resented among the ESN and proportionately under-
represented among practitioners of mathematics and
the hard sciences.

Since these findings are all about averages they pro-
vide no basis for conclusions about any particular in-
dividuals. But collectivists, for whom individuals are
aways and only representatives of some collective,
must, if they insist on the truth of that US Department
of Labor pronouncement, find themselves promoting
systematic racist discrimination under the false banner
of ‘anti-racism’. For instance: as early as fifteen years
ago 1Q tests of schoolchildren in California were dis-
continued for no other or better reason than that they
were revealing disproportionate representation of
blacks among the ESN. Surplus to quota ESN black
children were in consequence excluded from special
ESN classes in which they would have got the spe-
cialized teaching which they so desperately needed.
Instead they were conscripted into ordinary classes,
where they — deplorably yet very understandably —
forthwith proceeded to disrupt the teaching and learn-
ing of all concerned.®

4. The challenge of sociobiology

Any consideration of the influence of genetics upon
human self-understanding has to attend to E. O. Wil-
son’'s Sociobiology: The New Synthesis, ‘ sociobiol ogy’

being defined as “the systematic study of the biologi-
cal basis of all social behaviour”.*” In the final chap-
ter an earlier treatise he had envisaged that “the same
principles of population biology and comparative
zoology”, which had

worked so well in explaining the rigid systems of
the socia insects, could be applied point by point
to vertebrate animals.’8

This application in the case of human societies will
apparently involve a takeover by evolutionary
genetics. For

Sociology sensu stricto ... sill stands apart from
sociobiology because of its largely ... nongenetic
approach ... Taxonomy and ecology ... have been
reshaped entirely ... by integration into neo-Dar-
winist evolutionary theory — the ‘Modern Syn-
thesis as it is often called — in which each phe-
nomenon is weighed for its adaptive significance
and then related to the basic principles of popula-
tion genetics.®

This particular paragraph, however, concludes cau-
tioudy:

Whether the social sciences can be truly biolo-
gicized in this fashion remains to be seen.'®

In subsequent writings Wilson has been less cau-
tious and more explicit in his reductionist ambitions.
The issue at stake is the extent to which human cul-
tures, and the behaviors which are a part of them, can
be accounted for by “genetic determinism”. So, in his
latest work Wilson stresses that it is on the interpreta
tion of this “key phrase” that

the entire relation between biology and the social
sciences depends.?

The final chapter of Sociobiology: The New Syn-
thesis gets off to a splendid start with the sentence:

Let us now consider man in the free spirit of
natural history, as though we were zoologists
from another planet completing a catalog of socia
species on Earth.

Suppose now that we actually do begin in this way, as
Wilson in fact did not. Then the first peculiarity
which we have to pick out is, surely, the far-extended
period between birth and maturity, the incomparable
capacity for learning, and the importance of learned
(as opposed to instinctual) behaviour.

This unrivalled capacity for learning, together with
its instrument and expression developed language,
provides our species with a serviceable substitute for
the (genetic) inheritance of acquired characteristics. It
is this serviceable substitute for the (genetic) inherit-
ance of acquired characteristics which congtitutes the
first threat to the project for a reductionist human so-
ciobiology. For it makes it impossble fully to under-
stand the workings of human societies, as it is



certainly not impossible to understand those of insect
societies, without constantly taking account of their
pasts as well as of the previously acquired information
stocks to which their members have access. (What is
peculiar to our species, it must be emphasized, is. not
the exogenetic (i.e. non-genetic) transmission of spe-
cific possible behaviors from one generation to the
next, as such; but the enormous number and variety of
possible behaviors which, thanks to the hypertrophy of
the human brain and to the presumably concurrent and
connected development of language, can now be trans-
mitted exogenetically.)

No doubt this “unrivalled capacity for learning”,
like all our other innate capacities and innate disposi-
tions, is itself genetically determined. But — and here
we come to the second of these peculiarities which
threaten the project for a reductionist sociobiology —
the directions to which we turn such capacities, and
how far we inhibit or pursue such inclinations, is pre-
cisely not already determined by our genes. It isin-
stead for us to decide. For we are creatures of a kind
the members of which are dl, to a greater or lesser
extent, agents;, and in so far as we are, we can and
cannot but make choices between alternative courses
of action. Agents as such always could have done and
could do other than they did do or will do — and this
too in a strong sense which can and perhaps can only
be explained ostensively.

Presumably there are in some non-human mammals
embryonic developments on these lines; just as there
certainly are in several species other than ours cases of
the exogenetic inheritance of the acquired charac-
teristic of a learned behavior. In both instances, how-
ever, the prehuman anticipations of what has in our
species become a vastly extended and elaborately
sophisticated development appear to be comparatively
minor. It is this second peculiarity of our species,
even more than the first, which makes the human
sciences irreducibly different from the natural.?* Wil-
son does in his own way recognize the reality of
choice. But, once again, he fails atogether to appreci-
ate its revolutionary and relevant significance.

The issue at stake is the extent to which cultures,
and the behaviors which are a part of them, can be
explained in terms of a “genetic determinism”. It is
on the interpretation of this “key phrase”, as Wilson
stresses, that

the entire relation between biology and the social
sciences depends.?

So, as an example of the organism whose behavior is
genetically “predestined”, he instances the mosquito:
“The mosquito,” he writes,

is an automaton [with] a sequence of rigid beha
viors programmed by the genes to unfold swiftly
and unerringly from birth to the final act of ovi-
position.?

He then goes on to offer one of an abundance of
possible examples of a “restricted” as opposed to a
“rigid behavior”, in which

the genes have their way unless specifically con-
travened by conscious choice.

Yet it will not do, as Wilson does, to leave it at that.
For whenever genes have causally necessitated their —
shall we say owners, or subjects, or whatever else? —
to have not uncontrollable reflexes but inhibitable and
controllable desires or dispositions or orientations or
inclinations; then this must open the possibility that
choice will intervene to contravene.

5. A scientific Calvinism?

In 1932 in an essay published under what would
now be deemed a provocative title, The Inequality of
Man, J. B. S. Haldane, at that time Britain's leading
geneticist, told how his distinguished predecessor Wil-
liam Bateson had during World War | been lecturing
about innate differences. A Scottish soldier com-
mented:

Sir, what you're telling us is nothing but scientific
Calvinism.

Haldane then proceeded to develop this theme by
reference to Johannes Lange Crime as Destiny: A
Sudy of Criminal Twins translated by Charlotte Hal-
dane (London: Allen and Unwin, 1931). This book,
first published in Germany in 1929, Haldane thought
might one day be seen as “the most important ... of
this century.” It reported the results of a study of pairs
of brothers at least one of whom was serving time in a
south German jail. Of the 428 non-twin brothers stu-
died, only about one in twelve had a record of crimi-
nal imprisonment.

Of the sixteen undoubtedly dizygotic (two-egg)
twins, only two had crimina brothers, and in one of
these cases one brother was a habitual criminal while
the other after going off the rails one year had kept
straight for the following fifteen. So the record of the
dizygotic twins seems fairly similar to that of the non-
twin brothers.

But the case of the thirteen monozygotic (one egg)
pairs was very different. Ten of these pairs were both
criminals. The stories of these ten pairs are given in
great detail, and the behavioral resemblances between
one twin and the other are often quite extraordinarily
close. Hadane, echoing Lange, construed these find-
ings as counting against a doctrine of the freedom of
the will. They tend to show that most if not all

of those moral decisions that land us in jail or
otherwise are predetermined.

So what do these and similar more recent findings,
including the claims about supposedly crimina chro-
mosomes, actually tend to show? Since there is here
no reference either explicit or implicit to a creator



God, these findings can at most be compatible with,
without in any way providing positive support for, the
specificaly theological doctrine of predestination; a
doctrine which, though commonly identified with Cal-
vin and Calvinism, was in fact substantially shared by
Aquinas, Luther and other classical theologians.?* It is
important to be clear about this. For it is that specifi-
cally theological doctrine which carries the infinitely
appalling implication that we are al creatures of an
omnipotent creator God who secretly and irresistibly
makes us freely choose to act in ways which, absent
gratuitous exercises of divine grace and forgiveness,
are to earn the punishment of eternal torment.

So do such genetic findings, considered in an en-
tirely secular and this-worldly context, congtitute any-
thing more than an approach to a genetic explanation
of something which everyone knew to be the case
long indeed before there was such a thing as a science
of genetics or any science at all; namely, that most of
us have some, though by no means in everyone the
same, natura inclinations? Surely they do not even
begin to show that none of our behaviours are — to
reemploy Wilson's terminology — “restricted” as op-
posed to “rigid”. The former are those in which “the
genes have their way unless specifically contravened
by conscious choice’; those in which, that is to say,
agents are strongly inclined to behave in particular
ways yet could do differently if they so chose.

To conclude, it is necessary to distinguish more
from less fundamental senses of “having a choice” and
“could have done otherwise”. When Martin Luther
before the Diet of Worms protested “Here | stand. |
can no other. So help me God,” he was not asserting
that he had been afflicted with a general paraysis
leaving him physically incapable of withdrawing to his
Saxon refuge.  In the more fundamental sense he cer-
tainly could have done that. But for him any such al-
ternative was altogether intolerable. When some
unfortunate businessman receives from The Godfather
“an offer which he cannot refuse” we may say that he
has no choice but to sign the document transferring his
property to The Organization. But that in the more
fundamental sense he did have a choice can be
brought out by comparing his situation with that of the
treacherous Mafioso who is without warning simply
gunned down from behind. And to anyone who
nevertheless tries to maintain that those who in those
fundamental senses did have choices and could have
done otherwise realy did not, what can be said but
that those expressions are definable only by reference
to the sort of situations to which they are convention-

aly applied.
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