Race
Past, Present, and Future

JONATHAN MARKS

The relationships among anthropology, genetics, and race are far more
complex than commonly presented. In this chapter I will explore the
developmem of the race concept as a scientific theory in the 18th and 19th
centuries and the insights provided over the course of the 20th century by
genetics and anthrogology This chapter will show how race as an idea has
evolved over the last century, so that even people who swear 1o its existence
would not agree on its nature; how race involves a constant negotiation
between difierence (a biological state} and otherness (a cultural state), cre-
ating groups of people whose biological diversity is commonly at odds with
their sense of unity; and, finally, how the complexities of the usage of race
belie the possibility of it beneficially augmenting medical practice.

Origins of the Race Concept

The concept of race arose at the conjunction of two historical moments:
the Scientific Revolution (privileging the study of nature and particularty
its classification) and the Age of Colonialism {establishing hegemonic eco-
nomic relations with unfamiliar, and commonly fluid, political and social
entifies). -
Everyone everywhere (including pre-modern Europeans) nas always
identified themselves as distinct from and commonly in oppesition to their
neighbors, But the distinctions are rarely considered natural, immutable, or
global—-the core features of the race concept. Thus, although Josiah Nott and
George Gliddon (before the Civil War) invoked a tomb painting from i8th
Dynasty Egypt as putative evidence that the ancient Egyptians depicted and
conceptualized race roughly as we do today, this is a misrepresentation. The
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painting simply shows that they noticed physical diflerences in relation to
the people north of them and south of them—in other words, they weren’'t
blind (see isaac, 2004).

Race as we understand it today is a result of the encounter of early

modern Europeans with_exotic peopies and the new esieem accorded to

:mE_.m:m:n scientific explanations of the meaning of the diversity repre-
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is difficult to identify real intellectual afteced@nts Tor the works of Francois
Bernier in 1684 and Cart Linnaeus in 1735 (see Stuurman, 2000). Comte
de Buffon introduced the word “race” into the study of human diversity in
1749, but he used it in a casual and non-technical sense, meaning a “local

strain.” By the turn of the 1gth century Buffon's term (* race”) had become

wedded to Linnaeus's concept h,mcc%mn_mmd. and the modern scientific
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idea of race emerged—a Eanmam:»& taxonomic division of the human spe-

ciés. Racial ‘classifications of the 19th century are noteworthy principally for

‘their 58558:& end instability—one scholar emphasizing complexion;

another, hair form; another, skull shape; and still another, geography. While
there might be crude agreement in, for example, separating the peoples of
Northern Europe, West Africa, and Southeast Asia from one another, most
of the resi of the peoples of the world seemed to be in some degree of per-
petual disarray.

Race in the 20th Century

The fruits of racial classification were descriptions of types, like Platonic
essences. Linnaeus described Homo sapiens Eurepeaus albus in 1758 as having
blue eyes and long, flowing blond hair (“Pilis flavescentibus prolixis[;] Oculis
ceeruleis”), while knowing full well that the vast majority of Europeans pos-
sessed neither of those features. His purpose was not empirical, but ideal; he
was describing what Homo sepiens Europeaus afbus was suppased to look Hke.
Such a concept was difficuli to assimilate to Darwinian biology, and
Mendelian genetics made race-as-essence even more untenable. Mendelian
inheritance is quantitative and probabilistic; an individual has a one-eighth
chance of inheriting a particular gene from any great-grandparent, and that
holds across all genes and across all great-grandparents. At the same time
that “one drop of blood” sufficed to make a person non-white, it was becom-
ing unclear just what could be transmitted genetically in such a fashion.
*Passing,” the scourge of racial classifiers, was a simple lie under essentialist
logic, but an ambiguous fact of complex ancestry under Mendelian logic.
By the early 20th century, racial essences were being supplanted by
races that were concepiualized quite differently, as geographical subdivi-
sions. William 2. Ripley (1899) formalized the peoples of Europe not sc much
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into types as into regions: Nordic, Alpine, and Mediterranean. That each of
these divisions might also embody an average physical appearance created
much confusipn between race-as-essence and race-as-geographical-type.

In the first, however, a race was embodied in a person; while in the
second, a person was a member of a race. The very Jocus of race had been
altered, and its relation to the individual organism had been reversed. A
series of book-length works proceeded to explain what race “really” was,
stretching fromn Huxley and Haddon's We Europeans (1936) through Ashley
Montagu's Man's Most Dangerous Myth (1942) and William C. Boyd's Genet-
ics and the Races of Man (1950). Of considerable influence in this regard was
Theodosius Dobzhansky's magisterial synthesis, Genetics and the Origin of Spe-
cies (1937), which used *race” zoulogically, in a strictly geographical sense.

No longer abstract forms, human races were now groups of real people,
that is to say, populations. They were the explicit focus of the 1950 Cold
Spring Harbor wﬂﬂﬁtﬁ.ﬂwﬂmﬂcﬁmiug by Dobzhansky and physical anthro-
pologist Sherwood Washburn. At the end of the symposium, Harvard’s race
expert, Earnest Hooton, sighed to the co-organizer, his former student,
“Sherry, I hope | never hear the word ‘population’ again!™

The political environment cof the 19305 had engendered a crisis in
racial studies, which culminated in a paradigm snift (in Kuhn's original
[1962} sense, with key terms being used incommensurably). The shift from
a Platonic to a geographical concept of race, or from an essentialist to a
populational concept, reflected & change in ideas apout what race is, but
not a negation of it (e.g., Krogman, 1943). Cultural anthropologists, while
downplaying the possibility of racial endowment as a significant cause of
behavior or history, accepted the existence of such taxonomic divisions
as a scientific fact. That our species could be divided taxonomically was
separated from questions of behavior and civilization by the progressive
students of Franz Boas, the founder of modern American academic anthro-
pology. Alfred Kroeber's 1923 textbook, Anthropology, for example, divided
the peopies of the world into three branches and sixteen sub-branches. Ruth
Benedict and Gene Weltfish’s T'he Races of Man, a pamphlet commissioned by
the USQ in 1943 for distribution to soldiers, and later declared subversive for
its egalitarian message, nevertheless proceeded from the assumption that
there indeed exists a small number of different kinds of people. Likewise,
Ashley Montagu’s 1950 “UNESCO Statement on Race” specified three “divi-
sions™ of Home sapiens, corresponding to European, Asian, and African, with
4n unspecified number of subdivisions.

Perhaps the last major exposition of this kind of taxonomic activity was
William Boyd’s genetic synthesis, published in Science in 1963, identifying 13
races, clustered into 6 larger groups (5 of the 13 hailing from Europe, but only
¥ each from Africa and Asia—testifying eloquently to the cultural aspects of

e ]




24 JONATHAN MARKS

the endeavor). Meanwhile, the political environment of the early 1960s—the
civil rights era—created a second crisis in racial studies and engendered a
second paradigm shift. With the sitting president of the American Associa-
lien of Physical Anthropologists (Carleton S. Coon) giving clandestine assis-
tance to the segregationists, Sherry Washburn (1963) proclaimed the study
of race to be an obsolete research program. Frank Livingstone wrote, “There
are no races, there are only clines” (1962, p. 279)—invoking & term coined by
julian Huxley in 1938 to describe geographical gradients of features in natu-
ral populations, which seemed 1C be a belter description of human diversity
(see Serre and Paabo, 2004). Local populations could be taken as the clos-
est thing to natural units of the human species, but higher-order clusters
were now recognized as arbitrary and ephemeral (Thieme, 1952; Hulse, 1962;
johnston, 1966). The British physical anthropologist ). S. Weiner described
the human species “as constituting a widespread network of more-or-less
interrelated, ecologically adapted and functional entities” (1957, p. 75).

In 1972, geneticist Richard Lewontin gave a quantitative basis for dis-
mantling the race-as-population, calculating that (hefeé was about sixfold
more within-group variation than between-group variation detectable in the
Jm\..ﬁ]mmmmwm.mmw_. This implied that the idea of races as discrete, geographi-
cally localized groups was unsustainable. Eric Woll's Europe and the People
igﬂm&oé (1982} refocused attention on the exchange and contact {eco-
nomic and genetic) that has always existed among human popuiations.

By the early 1980s, physical anthropology had withdrawn from the study
of race, which had defined the field’s scope for much of the century. The
principal aspect by which humans differed from one another was cuitural;
what was not cultural was principally polymorphic; what was not polymor-
phic was principaliy clinal; what was not clinat was principally local; and
what was left of human diversity--that which was not cultural, polymorphic,
clinal, or local—was not much. Race was therefore ebandoned to the cultural
anthropologists on one side (as a major set of social facts), and to the geneti-
cists on the other (as a minor set of natural facts). )

This leit a small window remaining open, however, for yet another shift
in the conceptualization of race. If biclogical variation could be seen as a
Venn diagram, with B5% overiap and a small amount of unique diversity
in each circle, then one could direct one’s focus very closely to the small
amount of localized variation, essentially contrasting the most extreme
members of any circle!

This approach {ocuses on the extremes, however, at the expense of the
majorities. It fails to tell you how many natural groups there are (which
is decided a priori, as Bolnick details in this volume), fails to classify
properly most of the world’s living peoples (who do not hail from the geo-
graphic extremes), and fails as well to classify diachronic populations. An
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archaeological population from East Africa can be allocated heuristically to
the comners of the globe in this fashion {Williams, Belcher, and Armelagos,
2005), and a 9,500-year-old skeleton from Kennewick {in America) is infa-
mously allocated first to France, and then re-assigned to Polynesia (Chatters,
2001; Powell, 2005).

The word remains the same {(yes, “race”), bul the concept underlying
it has again been radically relormulated. 1{ 1s now @ very careful look at the
most divergent qualities of the most geographically separated peoples, so as

to maximize detectable diflerences between groups. This is exemplified by
the study of Ancestry Informative Markers. or AIMs—an analysis of the resid-
uals of human genelic variation once the major features of that variation are
dismissed. Here, an individual’s African ancestry is inferred from genelic
similarily along a few dozen genetic markers (sampled across 25,000 genes
and 3 biliion DNA bases in a human gencme), derived {rom a few dozen cell
lines from Central-Wesl Africa, carefully chosen to be maximally different
from a comparable sample of East Asians and Northern Furopeans. While
this is not “race” in any previously familiar sense of the term, it is readily
conflated with such notions, whether ingenuously or not.

Ta enter into a discussion of whether race is “real” today, then, is to miss
the fact that race has itself evolved over the last century, from a qualitative
judgment of “what vou really are” to *where you really come from,” and
finally to a crude quantitative assessment of your similarity to the gene pools
of the most divergent peoples.

Race as a Theory of Kinship

Anthropologists know that we “make sense” of human diversity; its sense or
meaning does not come ready-made for us. In Claude Lévi-Strsuss’s famous
phrase, race can be best understood as a scheme of classification that is
“good to think with,” in that it imposes an order uporn nature, which helps
to confront, understand, and manipulate it. That is true of many things that
are not tangible, but which help us make sense of the world and stimulate
social action (Lévi-Strauss, 1962).

Race—in any guise—is a theory of kinship. It tells you who you are and
what you are, Kinship is a system of classification, in which complex rela-
tionships of biology (procreation) and law (marriage) are organized into a
coherent framework {Bohannon 1963; Fox 1869; Carsten 2003; Franklin and
McKinnon, 2002). This framework provides the basic social orientation for
an individual: it defines who is a member of your family and who is not. As
new forms of marriage and new forms of procreation appear, they are per-
ceived as threatening and potentially disorienting because they challenge
this social order.




e
f

26 JONATHAN MARKS

While procreation is biological, descent is not. Descent depends on the
assignment of a status based on the facts of birth. This is why “bastardy,”
for example, is a cross-cullural jnsult. “No primate other than man can
remember his ancestors up to the thirteenth and fourteenth generations,
nor can he conceptualize ‘second cousin once removed,” even though he has,
hiologically, such a reiative. And certainly he could not attach legal, politi-
cal or economic significance to such a relationship” (Fox, 1969, p. 30). The
facts of nature are quickly overtaken by the facts of culture, Kinship systems
are codes of meaningful similarity: Your mother's sister and your father’s
brother's wife may be equivalent relations to you (“aunts™), or they may not
be, given that the former is a blocd relative and the latter is not. Since mar-
riage is & political status and coexists as an economic, social, sexual, repro-
ductive, and residential unit, it can take many diverse forms—each of which
has a direct impact upon one’s ideas of what the family is. The boundaries
of the famiiy are consequently symbolic and powerful: a first cousin may be
a preferred spouse in one setting (like Charles Darwin’s) or an incestuous
mating in another (like Jerry Springer’s).

Kinship, then, is a symbolic system of classification that adopts some
aspects of natural relationships and sufluses them with arbitrary cultural
distinctions. In this way, one’s identity is established and the appropri-
ale expectations for particular social interactions can be lormalized and
learned. One knows on whom one can count, who can be approached by
virtue of sharing a common bond (that of ancestry), and who is alien. The
distinction between “ingroup” and “outgroup” is undersiood as hierarchi-
cally inclusive and oppositional: two rival groups may readily unite against a
common outsider (Leach, 1968).

Most significantly, however, kinship uses metaphors of nature to
express social norms—blood is thicker than water, incest is a crime against
nature, blood will tell, and the like—and thus commonly misrepresents itself
as a natural system by obscuring or concealing its historical or constructed
aspects (Schneider, 1968). i

This is the intellectual context in which to understand race. Race is
simply one aspect of the complex system of identity formation. Identity is
itself a negotiation among statuses rooted in genetics (dwarf? diabetic?),
other aspects of biclogy and behavior (teenager? transgender?), sociopoliti-
cal categories (Catholic? Cuban? doctor?), and what slots are even available
to be occupled (witch? Hispanic? mulatto? Brooklyn Dodgers fan?). These run
a gamut from mostly naturally constituted to mostly historically constituted,
but what they share is that they orient you in a social universe, give meaning
to life, and regulate behavior and social interactions by indicating just who
arxd what you are and to whom you may be fundamentally akin.
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Corporate Genelics

It is thus not surprising thal kinship would emerge as a potentially lucrative
market for genetics companies. Certainly, the most noteworthy aspect of the
life sciences over the last generation has been the transformation of genet-
ics. The development of technologies from 1860 to 1985—gel elecirophoresis,
the isolation and production of restriction enzymes, DNA sequencing, and
the Polymerase Chain Reaction—made it possible to conceive of a Human
Genome Project. But the project could not be justified solely as a chance to
apply these technologies on a large scale. To secure the billions in federal
funding it would take, the Human Genome Project had to convince the
public of its value. In large part, the Human Genome Project was justified
by recourse to familiar hereditarian soctal philosophies. Said James Watson

famously in Time magazine, “We used to think our fate was in the siars. Now
we know, in large measure, our fate is in our genes” (Nelkin and Lindee,
1995}. Finally, through the investment of capital, biotech stari-up companies
began 1o transform the Human Genome Project into profit ventures. This is
not necessarily bad, but it is not the science that we grew up with, nor that
our professors taught us. This is not the science of Theodosius Dobzhansky
or of James Neel—which was by no means “pure,” but whatever it was, it
was science. And the nonscientific issues it grappled with were relatively
simple: notably, ideological prejudice. That, of course, is still with us, but
now there is a profit motive; there are products to sell and a market to cre-
ate and maintain.

Capital has transformed genetic science, but into what? There is not
even a word for a science in which the production of capital is so intimately
associated with the production of knowledge, in close synergy with the
creation of a market for that knowledge. You can't call it pseudo-science
because the people doing it have impeccable scientific credentials.? What-
ever modern human genetics has become, it is not the science of a gen-
eration ago, and it now uses technology, professional expertise, and the
authority of the scientific voice in support of goals that are not classically or
normatively scientific.

An unprecedented amount of it is taking place outside of academic con-
texts, producing unprecedented questions of conflicting loyalties, interests,
and motivations. And it need hardly be pointed out that it is in the interests
of this transformed science to overvalue the significance of genetics in life.
The more of life you think genetics controls, the larger the potential market
for its products. But hiow can you possibly then know what to believe amid
ihe conflicted interests, intellectual prejudices, and cultural naiveté of the
practitioners?
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In 1937, Earnest Hooton struggled (largely unsuccessfully) to differenti-
ate his own racial science from that of his German colleagues. “There is,”
Hooton wrote, “a rapidly growing aspect of physical anthropology which is
nothing less than a malignancy. Unless it is excised, it will destroy the sci-
ence. I refer to the perversion of racial studies and of the investigation of
human heredity to political uses and to class advaniage. . . . [T|he output of
physical anthropology may become so suspect that it is impossible to accept
the resuits of research without looking behind them for a political motijve”
(1937, pp. 217-218). To the extent that genetics now leads the way in the study
of human variation, the same class values, naiveté, and enlightened self-
inlerest remain--witness the reluctance of the American Society of Human
Genetics to repudiate the folk ideas about heredity peputarized by R, Herrn-
stein and C. Murray's The Bell Curve in 1994 (Andrews & Nelkin, 1996) and
the confusion over the analysis of 1the human gene pool with the computer
program structure and its relation to the ontology of race (Rosenberg et al.,
2002; Wade, 2002; Feldman & Lewontin, this volume; Bolnick, this volume).
But the financial conflicts introduced in the last generation by privatized
interests make it even more difficult to gauge the truth value of any claims in
human genetics, as evidenced by the public discussion of race precipitated
by BiDil {(Kahn, this volume) and the boon in scientific genealogy that tends
to gloss over the fine print (Greely, this volume).

This confusion has proved to be easily exploited. There ate severai areas
of contemporary racial/genelic science where Hooton’s worst fears, it would
seem, have come true.

Racial Taxonomism

The first claim centers on the racial taxonomists, those who reify race and
claim that human beings do, indeed, fall into a small number of largely
discrete natural categories. Spurning the last half century of research into
vm.nmsm of human variation, the argument here is that left-wing cuitural
prejudice has suppressed an obvious fact of biology (Entine, 2000; Sarich
& Miele, 2004; Leroi, 2005).3 The precise composition of these ostensibly
natural categories, or what they represent, is rarely made explicit; and where
it is, the assertion is easily refutable.

Philosopher Robin Andreasen (2000, 2004) has recently attempted to
resuscitate the race concept formally, by reference to what she calls a “cladis-
tic™ race. Cladistics is a philesophy of biological classification that privileges
recent common ancestries in the establishment of taxonomic categeries
ﬁm._n:wamm & Cracraft, 1980). Race here is a node of the tree of population
bifurcations, popularized in the work of Cavalli-Sforza, Menozzi, and Piazza
(1995). Actually, however, the tree itself is a statistical reification and not
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at all a series of historical events, upon which cladistics relies (Templeton,
1998). These trees are phenetic {based on similarity) rather than cladistic
{based on monophyletic descent, ihal is, from a series of unique ances-
tors) and Incorporate many kinds of groups {(Moore, 1994), often subsuming
recently re-merged lines of ancestry of varying degrees (see fig. 1-1).

Real human populations are connected genetically, and the labels that
Andreasen takes as racial generally do not satisfy the cladistic stricture of
monophyly (that is, unique single ancestry). What is most confusing here is
that race and cladistics are both about classification. If “cladistic races” are
real, then they imply a system of classifying people into natural monophyl-
etic groups; but such groups do not exist and are simply being inferred from
a specious interpretation of the genetic literature. If a cladistic race concept
contains such internal contradictions, and must mythologize human history
in order to be applicable, it is difficult to see much anthropological value
in it

The study of human diversity would be better served by the recognition
that human populations are in reality variably sized bio-cultural units. Each
has its own genetic idiosyncrasies, the result of adaptation te local circum-
stances and to the historical accidents of survival and proliferation. Each
has the properties of being (1) historically ephemeral (as Hittite or Anasazi);
(2) hierarchically organized (as in the nested categories Caucasoid, Nordic,
Slavic, Baltic, and Latvian), (3) genetically porous (in manners that run a
gamut {rom exogamy and adoption to kidnap and mass rape); and (4) cultur-
ally bounded (as a species with little genetic variation relative to apes and

Living peoples Living peoples

me
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FGURE 1-1, Left, 8 bifurcating tree, the product of applying clustering methods to
genetic data derived from discretely defined populations, to estimate the patterns
of similarity among gene pools. Right, a reticulating tree, depicting the complex
biclogical histories of human populations.

—————



30 JONATHAN MARKS

with a concomitant tendency to identify our group by adornment, speech,
movement, and custom, whether or not biological distinctions exist).

This is what human variation is about. Race—that is to say, the existence
of a fairly small number of naturally distinct or different kinds or types of
people—is not.

Population Genelics

The second area in which conflicts of interesi of one sort or another have
led to confusion, and to an erosion of confidence in its claims, is population
genetics. Al the same time that Lewontin was undermining the existence
of geographical rate, ofher population geneticists were USIAE it unprob-
lematically as an analytic category. As late af ihe 19908, population geneti-
cists were coming forward with claims such as “ancestral Europeans are
estimated to be an admixiure of 65% ancestral Chinese and 35% ancestral
Africans” {(Bowcock et al., 1991, p. 840), duly publicized as *All Europeans are
thought to be a hybrid population, with 65% Asian and 35% African genes”
(Subramanian, 1995).

This ambiguity recapitulates earlier states of affsirs in the genetic
analysis of human diversity. Utilizing the earliest genetic data on ABO blood
groups, Laurence Snyder proceeded to identify basic races; but since the ABO
allele frequencies only vary within a fairly narrow range, it is not uncommon
for distantly related peopies to have similar ABO frequencies. Thus Snyder
(1926) was obliged 1o associate {spuriously) the peoples of Poland and China,
for example. [n ather words, the available genetic data were largely useless
for studying race, as Hooton {1931, p. 490) dismissively noted. The argument
was not about what the basic patterns of human variation are, but rather,
how genetic data reveal the basic patterns more clearly than other classes of
data. The self-serving assumption that genetic data superseded all others in
this area prompted a heated exchange at the Royal Anthropolegical Society
in 1932 (discussed in its journal, Man) and similar arguments in the journal
Science in the 19405 and the American Journal of Physicel Anthropolegy in the
early 1950s (Marks, 1996).

In retrospect we can see that, ironically, the genetic data did have it
right—human variation, indeed, just does not sort out racially—but since

race was understood ta be the organizing principle of human variation at the
Lifi, it was crudely assumed that the genelic datd had to show it and would
necessarily reveal it more compellingly than other classes of data. In other

————

words, the geneticigts were finding what they were looking for and were find-

ing it with an astounding lack of intzospection or intellectual breadth.
The sad case ol the recent Human Genome Diversity Project reveals the
ambiguities of contemporary human population genetics. The project failed
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to grapple adeguately with the issues that large-scale collection of indig-
enous people’s cells might incur: the patenting of cell lines, the manipuia-
tion of rights and identities, the meaning of voluntary informed consent
in a cross-cultural context, the social and political legacy of colonialism,
ownership of the body, and personhood, much less the widespread fear of
witchcraft by blood theil and the possible development of weapons of mass
genelic destruction. The best the Diversity Project could do was to avow that
at least they weren’t racists and that they didn’t care aboul making money
irom the venture. Rather than resolve the problems, however, human popu-
lation geneticists instead turned to private sources of funding: and now the
Genographic Project makes much the same claims about their good inten-
tions, with even less attention given to the actual issues that undid the
Diversity Project {Smazll, 2006; Harmon, 2006).

Today, with massive federal junding failing to materialize for the Human
Genome Diversity Project {Reardon. 2004), pharmaceutical money may be
poised to take its place. The niche marketing of BiDii as a race-specific drug
(Kahn, 2004) violates the patierns of human genetic diversity as surely as
a perpetual-motion machine violates the laws of physics. Nevertheless, it
represents the foot in the door and can readily be complemented and ratio-
nalized through the reification of race. Not surprisingly, there is consider-
able overlap between the scholars advocating racial taxonomism and those
touting BiDil and racialized medicine (Satel, 2002; Leroi, 2005).

Behavioral Genetics

Tn behavioral genetics we find perhaps the greatest amounl of confusion.
The broad convergence of interest between innatist theories of human
beRavier and conservative social politics has been acknowledged for close

1o dCEentury (Davenpott, 1911, Darrow, 1926; Lewontin, Rose, & Kamin, 1984).
This-wasthe €rix of the controversy over The Bell Curve, co-authored by &
political scientist (Herrnstein & Murray, 1995).

In principle, behavioral genetics should not be politically threatening
since the basic patterns it seeks to sludy are well known., Haman genetic
Ymriation is, in the main, clinal and polymorphic; human behavioral varia-
tion is, in the main, discrete and polytypic and is the product of historically
ind socially produced differences. That is to say, in the grand scope of what
human beings think and do, the major differences are cultural, Some people
may be genetically happier or more impulsive or better spellers, but such
people dress the same, speak the same language, eat the same kinds of foods,
and pray to the same gods as the people with different alleles.

" In other words, to the extent that people differ in temperament or
brainpower, and that such differences may be genetic in origin, those
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differences can only explain at best why two people in the same population
do slightly different things. For example, there might well be an imaginary
brain hormone receptor with an allele that makes you a little happier. We
shouid expect its distribution, however, to be similar to other genetic varia-
tion: that is, clinal and polymorphic.

This has an important correlate, however. The same brain hormone
receptor allele in a Harvard professor and & Yanomamo would not make
their lives any more similar. They might get through the day a litile more
kappily than other Harvard faculty members and other Yanomamo, but no
significant aspect of their lives would thereby converge—for what makes
their lives so different lies not in their brain genes, but in their social his-
tories and circumstances. Thus, to the extent that there exists the possibil-
ity of studying the effects of genelic variation upon human behavior, that
opportunity exists for studying only those features of human behavior that
vary as genetic diflerences tend to—within populations. That is to say, only
the most minor features of the diversity of human thoughts and behaviors.

The interests of the behavioral geneticist and the racist differ, but they
converge if the discordant patterns of human behavioral and genetic varia-
tion are ignored. Then, genetic variation in behavior, which may be useful

—

in_explaining within-group dillerences, can casually be extrapolated to

explain between-group differences in mind and deed. Such an extrapolation

is entirely THEgITIMaTE: el every generation seems 1o be confronted with It

{Lewontin, 1970; Marks, 2005). Thus, the argaments of Herrnstein and Mur-
ray (1995) are identical in structure to those of Arthur Jensen (1969)—includ-
ing especially the misapplication of “heritability” (a within-group calculation
misapplied to explain between-group differences).

Interestingly, some of the strands are connected through the philan-
thropic activities of a wealthy textile magnate named Wyclifie Draper. Draper
sponsored projects ranging from the deleterious effects of race-crossing in
the 1920s, through the demonstration of 1Q differences between whites and
blacks, and up to activism against school integration in the early 1960s. The
focus of his philanthropy gradually expanded to include research committed
to demonstrating innate variation in behavior and personality, accompanied
by the seductive (if invalid) extrapolation from the causes of within-group
variation to the causes of between-group variation, Draper’s money also
subsidized the publication of the Mankind Quarterly, an ostensibly scholarly
journal that scandalized the scientific cornmunity with its racist orientation
in the early 1960s, and went on to fund Arthur jensen and William Shockley
generously in the 19605 and 1970s.

In the 19805, Draper's Pioneer Fund sponsored the research of the psy-
chologist Thomas Bouchard on identical twins separated at birth. These
well-publicized studies, invoking the genetic basis of intelligence and
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personality, are usually intertwined with stories about the psychic abiii-
ties of these twins, apparently on equally firm scientific footing. And in the
19903, it sponsored the racial research of J. Philippe Rushion, currently the
Pioneer Fund's president.

The Pioneer Fund did not subsidize The Bell Curve, but The Bell Curve
cited many of the researchers it had sponsored as well as several articles
published in the Mankind Querterly. Philippe Rushton’s bizarre ideas—that
Africans evolved to be dumb and promiscuous: Asians, to be smart and
under-sexed; and Europeans, to be the happy medium-—are alse cited in The
Bell Curve, along with a pre-emptive appendix defending them.

Even work in human behavioral genetics that is not so avertly politi-
cal usually turns out to be unreliable, a path to headlines and best-sellers
with little scientific merit—such as the genes for male homosexualily, nov-
elty seeking, and religiosity {Hamer, Hu, Magnuson, Hu, & Patlatucci, 1993;
Hamer & Copeland, 1998). What research can actually be believed in this
area is frankly anybody’s guess; and its connections to race are even more
tenuous, but those inferences are readily drawn. As Hamer and Copeland
nonchalantly explain, “There is still such great variation in the [novelty-
seeking] gene in modern day humans. ... [D]iflerent ethnic and racial
groups, who evolved under diflerent environmental circumstances, have
noticeably different frequencies of the different variations” {1998, p. 49).

Health Care, Race, and Genelics

Anthropology has produciively studied human diversity for decades without
the underiying belief that a small number of natural divisions of the species
exists, and it certainly will continue to do so. It stands 10 reason that health
care would benefit more from the scientific knowledge of how human varia-
tion is patterned than from racial mythology.

"7 let us consider some napracial research strategies. First, we can contrast
groups as social units. The health diflerences between blacks and whites can
be contrasted as readily, without reifying them, as one mighi contrast the
heaith of a sample of tailors and coal miners. Second, we ¢an contrast groups

~-ag phenotypic units: darkly versus lightly complected, tall versus short,

blond versus brunet: fat versus thin. Third, we can study geographical or
ecological units: high-altitude dwellers in the Andes, circumpolar peoples,
rainforest peoples, industrialized peoples in temperate climates. And fourth,
we can contrast human populations in terms of their local histories: adapted
to their conditions or disproportionately expressing the genetic legacy of an
ancient founder by “accident.”

It is criticl to distinguish also between risk assessment and diagnosis
(on the one hand), Ea intervention (on the other). Knowing the identity or

e —

—————— e ]




34 JONATHAN MARKS

~identities of a patient can be of obvious value, as the health risks associated
with being a prostitute, Ashkenarzi Jew, Pima Indian, or computer program-
mer may be quite specific (for example, gonorrhea, Gaucher’s disease, dia-
betes, or carpal tunnel syndrome, respectively). Nevertheless, it seems hard
to imagine that the same heaith probiem would necessitate distinct kinds of
treatment in different groups (unless the difference involved adapting the
intervention 1o particular sociocullural norms).

Even the principal and most familiar genetic risks do not sort them-
selves out “racially” in any ordinary meaning of that term. Human popula-
tions have their own particular genetic risks, the result of their biosocial
histories. Sickle-cell anemia, so familiar for its prevalence in Equatorial
.ﬁznmhm is rare in Southern Africans and more common in Saudi Arabians.
._.3 Sacks disease is more common in Ashkenazi Jews, but what have they to
do with race? Porphyria variegata is common among South African whites of
Dutch ancestry (by virtue of founder effect) and also among Coloureds (by
virtue of gene flow). Ellis-van Creveld Syndrome is famous for its incidence
among the Pennsylvania Amish, but again, what have they 1o do with race?
Alpha-thalassemia is found cominonly among East Asians and Melanesians,
apparently adaptive a la sickle-cell. Cystic fibrosis is most prevalent in
Northern Europeans, and lactose intolerance is common in everybody else.
The appropriate mode] here is not a racial one, but a biosocial one.

Health care can benefit by knowing something of the sell-identification

of the subject, given that different groups have different risks, due to their

histories or life circumstances. But race 1s ot the cause of it; in Hwnﬂ race
will positively obscure it. So of what henefit would racigliz
bly be? A therapeutic intervention would have 1o be based on the genotype,
not on any racialized identity. And if there is anything that is secure as posi-
tive knowledge in the study of human variation over the last few decades, it
is that race is a very poor surrogate for genotype.

Conclusion

Perhaps the most extraordinary aspect of the revival of race in biomedicine
is iis explicit rejection of decades of professional scholarship on the subject
of human variation and the acceptance instead of common, or folk, knowl-
edge. It has zn interesting parallel elsewhere on the ideological spectrum,
Anthropologists have grown accustomed to hearing that they are pawns in a
conspiracy to deceive the public and to indoctrinate them into the counter-
intuitive dogma of evolution. That the creationists and the race reifiers
would find a common enemy in the anthropologists, and adopt paraliel
rhetoric against them, is a great irony. The race reifiers, after all, generally
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claim to be speaking in Darwin's name, just as the creationists claim to be
speaking in Jesus’ name, against their enemies, the anthropologists.

There seems to be little else binding the creationists and the scientific
racists together, aside from their common hostility toward the accumulated
scientific knowledge of anthropology. This bond of anti-intellectualism
would be unremarkable in American society (Hofstadter, 1963) were it not
for one crucial diflerence between the anthropology-bashing scientific rac-
ists and the anthropelogy-bashing creationists: nemely, that racialized bio-
medicine puts actual lives at risk by ignoring natural patterns of variation
and mistaking the confabulations of social history for authoritative knowl-
edge about the world, while creationism only threatens minds.

NOTES

1. Thisisin fact what forensic anthropologists had been practicing. aithough with very
little reflection. If you know that the extremes of human groups can be crudely
distinguished on the basis of metrics describing nasal breadth, facial conforma-
tion, cranial shape. and femoral curvature, it is not dificult to apply those mea-
surements to make a better-than random guess about the origin of an unknown
skeleton.

2. You could call it "schmience,” I suppose.

3. Thischarge, denying the acteal empirical patterns of human variation and clalming
that scholarly determinations about race had been ideclogically hijacked by left-
wing anthropologists, was leveted initially by segregationists a half-century ago
{Putnam, 1961).
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What Genes Are and Why
There Are No Genes for Race

-
i
E
i
H

JOHN DUPRE

|—..m:... of the genetic basis of race has resurfaced in the aftermsth of spec-
tacular progress in the development of genetic technologies, most especially
technologies that provide genetic lests, allegedly “for race,” thal coincide
quite closely with self-reported racial identities. In a much discussed Op-Ed
piece for the New York Times (March 14, 2005), Armand Lerui, an evolutien-
ary biologist at Imperial College, argued that the classic claim by Richard
Lewontin (1972} that human variation was overwhelmingly within rather
than between races, so that traditional racial categories could be seen as
socioeconomic constructs, was based on an elementary statistical error.!
Whereas, taking all genes separately, Lewontin's claim was true, the cluster-
ing together of genes characteristic of particular groups was able to show
a distinctive genetic inheritance to traditional racial groups. These devel-
opments carry a signhificant danger of lending new respeclability to con-
troversial speculations about racial differences in such politically charged
characteristics as 1Q.

Unfortunately, the further these discussions move away from the tech-
nical contexts in which these genetic tests originate, the more misunder-
.Gtandings appear. Other chapters in this volume (see Bolnick, Fullwiley)
explain in detail the statistical procedures to which Leroi is referring and
the limitations of conclusions drawn from them. As I shall try to show in
this chapter, insights from recent genomic science have helped clarify and

o highlight the ambiguities and misunderstandings that threaten incautious
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interpretations of genetic data and even of the very concept of a gene. 1 shall
show how misunderstandings of these concepts can and do lead to spu-

Hous conclusions of the kind just outlined with regard to race and that, in
—
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