Origin of Races

In the 15 February issue of Science
was printed a brief report on the meet-
ing of Section H, Anthropology, of the
AAAS in Philadelphia, late in 1963.
I was not there. In this report Th. Dob-
zhansky is quoted as having said that
my theory of the origin of races is
wrong and that I showed irresponsibil-
ity and naiveté in writing without con-
cern for the impact of my “pronounce-
ments.”

If Dobzhansky will again read care-
fully Bernhard Rensch’s book Evolu-
tion Above the Species Level (Columbia
University Press, New York, 1960), the
foreword to which he himself wrote, he
will see that Rensch’s book (un-
known to me before 27 February
1963) had anticipated, in principle if
not in detail, virtually everything that
I said that Dobzhansky doesn’t like.

On page 8 Rensch states that owing
to “a single gene mutation various
characters can be altered that control
whole systems of physiological proc-
esses, e.g., mutational alterations in the
quantity of active tissue of a hormone
gland like the pituitary.” (That is just
the kind of mutation probably involved
in crossing the erectus-sapiens thresh-
old.) :

On page 18: “Primitive and more
advanced geographic races may live at
the same time.”

On pages 89 and 90: “The ‘normal’
geographic races usually differ in sev-
eral genes as they have been subjected
to natural selection for tens of thous-

ands of generations.” (In man 10,000 .

generations
years.)
Dobzhansky’s chief objection to my
work, however, revolves around the
fact that, in a 3%2-page introduction,
no specific mention was made of the
possibility that the races of man had
evolved from Homo erectus into Homo
sapiens from a single mutation through
peripheral gene flow, whereas I had
discussed this possibility at length in
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the body of the book. However, if one
grants the possibility of such a muta-
tion as that exemplified by Rensch on
page 8, happenirg once in some 100,-
000 individuals in a generation, as both
Rensch and Neel [J. V. Neel, “Muta-
tions in the human population,” in
Methodology in Human Genetics, W. J.
Burdette, Ed. (Holden-Day, San Fran-
cisco, Calif., 1962), pp. 203-224] say
is possible, then the chance that such
a mutation might appear in more than
one geographical race of man is not
out of the question.

Much more serious to me personally,
than Dobzhansky’s discrimination in ac-
cepting statements from Rensch which
he denies if I make them, is his charge,
repeated many times since my book
came out, that I wrote it irresponsibly,
naively, or “mischievously.” I wrote it
without evasion or provocation and as
truthfully as I was able, fully aware of
the abuse that would follow, but not
expecting an officious rebuke from a
man of Dobzhansky’s stature as a sci-
entist.

CARLETON S. CooN
207 Concord Street,
West Gloucester, Massachusetts

Restrictive Research Fund Policies

The reports referred to by Congress-
man Fountain [Science 139, 578 (15
February 1963)] contain only one of
the several types of evidence relevant
to a decision to make more restrictive
the regulations governing the use of
funds granted for medical research by
the National Institutes of Health. The
Intergovernmental Relations Subcom-
mittee has served a useful purpose in
pointing out irregularities in expendi-
ture of some of these funds, and clear-
ly these must be corrected. The more
general issue, however, requires esti-
mates of:

1) The amount of funds that have
been or are being misused. (There is

no evidence that this is anything more
than a very small proportion in rela-
tion to the total size of the program.)

2) The amount by which this loss
can be reduced by more detailed and
restrictive regulatory policies.

3) The cost of implementation of
more restrictive policies.

These items would all appear to be
susceptible to documentation and even
quantitative estimation, and yet the
issue is being joined on the basis of
individual examples rather than on a
logical comparison of items two and
three. Provided only one side of a
case is documented it is fairly easy to
make a decision as to which way to
go, although the decision may not be
the correct one.

The financial cost of more restrictive
policies does not end with the direct
cost to the government of administra-
tion and enforcement programs. It in-
cludes an increased proportion of the
limited scientific manpower available
that will be absorbed into bookkeeping.
It is my impression that the proportion
of time spent by the highest paid and
presumably most competent members
of the scientific community in admin-
istrative and fiscal matters is already
higher in this country than in any other
major scientific country in the world.
Every increase in this proportion occurs
at the expense of the scientific effort of
these individuals. Also to be reckoned
are the instances in which inflexible
regulatory procedures prejudice or de-
lay research projects in such a way as
to lead to increased cost—most scien-
tists can quote examples of such situa-
tions having occurred even under the
present “liberal” policies. No congres-
sional committee has yet undertaken
the documentation of the expenditures
and waste involved in over-regulation
of grants. It is to be hoped that some-
body will undertake this before further
moves are made.

The above considerations are quite
independent of the more general ques-
tion as to whether science flourishes
better under liberal or restrictive ad-
ministration. Although strong opinions
are held on this subject, and it is a
crucial question to be faced, the opin-
ions are difficult to support empirically,
and it does not seem to be a point that
can be argued strongly.

The procedures so far instituted by
the National Institutes of Health in re-
sponse to the hearings of Congressman
Fountain’s subcommittee are irksome
but not seriously incapacitating. How-
ever, the phrase “Congress is moving
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