
put forth the theoretical claim that g is not a 
cognitive process at all. Instead, he asserts, 
"[tlhe knowledge and skills tapped by mep- 
tal test performance merely provide a vehi- 
cle for the measurement of g....At the level 
of causality, g is perhaps best regarded as a 
source of variance in performance associat- 
ed with individual differences in the speed 
or efficiency of the neural processes that af- 
fect the kinds of behavior called mental 
abilities" (I). 

The scientific study of human intelli- 
gence was for a long time primarily an ap- 
plied activity focused on measurement 
rather than construction of abstract theo- 
ries. Times have changed and the search 
for human intelligence has become a ma- 
jor theoretical enterprise. IQ and Human 
Intelligence is a superb introduction to the 
current status of both facets of this impor- 
tant and fascinating endeavor. 

call each other the most dreadful names. 
The field of evolutionary studies is an 
appalling sinner in this respect. Well be- 
fore Charles Darwin put pen to paper, 
men were arguing bitterly over organic 
origins. Although the great Georges Cu- 
vier was a sincerely practicing Protes- 
tant, the things he said about his fellow 
Frenchmen, Jean Baptiste de Lamarck 
and Geoffroy Saint Hilaire, were really 
quite unchristian. 

This tradition continues. The most re- 
cent eruption has been over the extension 
of Darwinian selection theory to the topic 
of animal social behavior. It is true that 
Darwin touched on this topic in The Ori- 
gin of Species. But it was not until the 
early 1960s, when a number of people de- 
veloped new models for the evolution of 
behavior, that the field really caught fire. 
By the 1970s "sociobiology," as it was 
then called, was quickly moving for- 
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condemning every aspect of Wilson's 
thought: the fondness for Darwinian ex- 
planations, the extension of the science to 
humankind the belief that now we have a 
new ideology leading us progressively up- 
wards toward a brighter future. In Enn- 
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Front land, Dawkins came under attack fro& 
philosophers like Mary Midgley, who 

Michael Ruse dipped their pens in the purest venom and 
then wrote polemics with a sarcasm index 

S 
cience really ought to be all quite sim- almost equaling Jonathan Swift's. 
ple and straightforward. There is a real Opinion is divided on the significance 
world over there in one corner, and of controversy like this. Your bluff Nobel 

there is a bunch of bright people over here laureate physicist thinks it has little im- 
in another comer. These people port. Even discounting the 
want to find out about the 1 second-class status of evolu- 
world, and so they set to with i / tionary studies, real science 
vim and vigor. There will be 1 and the understanding thereof 
setbacks and disappointments, I have no interest in personali- 
and people outside the loop may 1 ties. The combatants and their 
not always like what is being 1 Simon Schuster~ Lon* / quarrels will pass. To the con- 
discovered, but the investigators ' lgg9- 255 pp. / trary, your cultural studies en- 

takes us through the sociobiology battles 
and, at the end, tries to draw some morals 
about the nature of science in general and 
evolutionary studies in particular. Al- 
though his account is tilted somewhat to- 
ward the British side of things, in basic 
respects Brown does a reasonable job. He 

themselves should not be quar- , I 
reling. They, after all, are united 

introduces us to the main characters, at- 
tempts to summarize the pertinent scien- 
tific claims, and shows us how and why 
people fell out with one another. Brown 
clearly has favorites and non-favorites- 
on the back cover there is a particularly 
scathing comment by the philosopher 
Daniel Dennett and between the covers 
the sentiment is returned sevenfold-but, 
by and large, the author tries to be bal- 
anced. Brown provides some good stories 
and reports of really rather funny conver- 
sations. I particularly liked John Maynard 
Smith's assessment of chaos theory, al- 
though I am afraid that in this post-Clin- 

L- - -- 1 versy is the very essence of 
in their quest of discovery. science. Science is all a social 

It never quite works out this way. No- construction anyway, and violent dis- 
toriously, scientists are a disputatious putes are just what one expects when so- 
crew. Again and again, they fall out and cial values are at stake. 

This disagreement over significance is 
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ton puritanical 'era there is no way I can 
repeat it in public. Some interesting judg- 
ments are also made; readers of Science 
will be interested to learn that Nature is 
"the most important and prestigious sci- 
ence journal in the world." 

Yet when this is all said, despite the 
fact that Brown finds me "one of the most 
subtle and interesting philosophers of 
Darwinism," Darwin Wars is more pedes- 
trian than inspired. The characters never 
really come alive as they do in the best 
science writing; the author is really not 
that comfortable with the science (for in- 
stance, he never dares to spell out the full 
details of Hamilton's explanation of hy- 
menopteran sociality); there is no histori- 
cal background; and Brown never truly 
engages the full import of all of the con- 
troversy for the really important questions 

; thusiast thinks such contro- 

about the nature of science. 
Brown apparently cut his teeth for this 

work with a "highly-acclaimed book on 
the London Metropolitan Police," clearly 
not a sufficient training ground. I am not 
just being a snob about the relative merits 
of scientists and professional writers. The 
writer Robert Wright's thumbnail sketch 
of Ed Wilson (Three Scientists and Their 
Gods) taught me more about the man 
than I had garnered from a year of being 
in his lab. Jonathan Weiner's book on Pe- 
ter and Rosemary Grant's research in the 
Galapagos (The Beak of the Finch) re- 
vealed more about the lives of real scien- 
tists than I had learned from my many 
years of sitting at the shoulders of my 
empiricist friends and colleagues. Good 
science writing is in a class of its own, 
with an irreplaceable value. I am afraid 
that The Darwin Wars does not make this 
grade. There is a good story out there still 
waiting to be told. 
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