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Karl Kautsky
Are the Jews a Race?

Chapter I: Race Theories

"On the Jew's faith | do not ook, hisraceiswhat | cannot

brook" [1] is the motto of modern anti-Semitism, which - contrary
to the naive anti-Semitism of earlier periods - is proud of its
scientific spirit and feelsitself free from religious prejudices. Just
as religion was once obliged, and is still obliged, to cloak or
justify all possible varieties of secular partisan interests, so
natural science must now aid in representing aspirations of
interests with strictly temporal and spatial limitations as natural
and eternal necessities.

This does not mean that religion formerly - and the nat-ural
sciences now - were actually created for such purposes by
interested parties, asis sometimes maintained with regard to
religion. Both grow from entirely different roots. But as soon as
either has become a force dominating the thought of men, each
social stratum finds itself impelled to make use of this force and
to justify itsinterests on the basis of this force. When, at the end
of the Eleventh Century, the nations of western and central
Europe had been relieved of the pressure of the Slavs and Arabs
to such an extent as to enable them to take the offensive and
plunder the wealthy Orient, they inaugurated their predatory
campaigns - the Crusades - with the battle-cry: Dieu le veult! And



when, afew centuries later, after the Turks had again pushed
back the Christians in the Mediterranean, and the rising
capitalism of western Europe was crying for colonial booty and
finding ready tools for its adventurous expeditions to new
continents in the declining knighthood and the expropriated
peasants, these continents were visited with fire and sword,
plunder and serfdom, in order to bring the light of true religion to
the heathen for the greater glory of God. And the class struggles
in Europe itself, which were then disintegrating feudalism and
ushering in capitalism, were conducted as late asin the
Seventeenth Century by the various parties with constant
invocations of the Bible and the Fathers of the Church.

Since then religion haslost its power. Asindustrial capitalism
advances, the religious mode of thought is replaced by the
scientific mode of thought. Religion still maintainsitself for a
period, by force of habit, as a conservative power, but the motive
springs of the ensuing social evolution cease to make use of
religious modes of thought and arguments. The advances of the
new, capitalist mode of production are closely connected with the
advances in the natural sciences. Each serves as a powerful
stimulus to the other. The bourgeois intelligentsia now demand
that all social aspirations be in accord with natural science, i.e.,
with the recognized laws of nature; each social interest must find
its justification in its compatibility with the laws of nature. In this
connection, however, human society sometimes still failsto be
regarded as a specific portion of nature, having its own laws, just



as organic nature has its own laws as distinguished from those of
inorganic nature. The inadequacy of this point of view easily
becomes apparent, producing a reaction in favour of isolating
human society, or man himself, as a social, ethical creature, from
the natural laws of causality.

The bourgeois philosophy of our times moves between these two
extremes.

Once Darwinism had completed its victorious procession through
the natural sciences, it was regarded as up-to-date to apply it
without further ado to social conditions also. There are no sudden
leaps in nature, but only imperceptible transformations, therefore
natural science forbids revolution as a violation of natural laws.
The struggle for existence is represented as an eternal process,
wherefor it is contrary to nature to construct a society without
competition, etc.

In the last few decades it is particularly the conception of race
that enjoys precedence as an explanation, or rather justification,
of social institutions and aspirations.

A colonial policy isrepresented by the theoreticians of race asa
natural necessity, as a consequence of the fact that nature creates
master races and slave races. Only the former have creative
ability; the others are devoid of independence, cannot exist
without foreign guidance, cannot evolve to a higher stage, but are
doomed to serve the master races.



But the law of natural necessity with which these race
theoreticians operate aso affords additional pleasant inferences
for certain bourgeois cligues of our time. Even within the master
races there are differences of race, the blond race being the most
magnificent of all. These blond (Nordic) gentlemen proclaim
themselves to be the cleverest, noblest and mightiest of men,
whom all others must serve. International politics must be based
on this conception, from which also results the necessity for the
existence of exploiters and exploited.

Viewed from this standpoint, the French Revolution assumes a
very peculiar function. Mr. Bornhak, Professor of Public Law at
the University of Berlin, begins with the fact that the area of
present-day France, formerly inhabited by Celts, and later
conguered by the Romans, finally succumbed during the
migration of nationsto Teutonic tribes, who there created a new
government authority, controlled by them with the aid of the
Catholic Church. This state appears to Bornhak as the exclusive
achievement of the Teutonic barbarians: "The Celts are
politically one of the most incapable races that have ever
existed." The Teutons, on the other hand, are "atruly state-
organising race of creative endowment". It is they who made
France a power, until their Celtic subjects exterminated the
master race in the great revolution, "with barbarous cruelty”.

"The Romanised Celtic race becomes the entire population. But



this result ssmultaneously, owing to the political incapacity of the
Celtic race, sealed the fate of the French nation."[2]

The same conception of the French Revolution as a rebellion of
inferior Celts against the noble blond race had previously been
advocated by Driesmans, who maintained that this revolution had
been "made by lawyers and journalists’, professions of

"unquestioned Celtic origin"[3] That isthe way our race
theoreticians understand the writing of history.

Their political economy is not any sounder. The anthropol ogist
Ammon in 1893 published awork on natural selection among
humans (Die nattrliche Auslese beim Menschen), in which he
finds, on the basis of material collected in Baden, that the class
distinction between capitalists and proletarians is based on the
existence of two races within the population, a blond,
dolichocephalic, Teutonic race, and a black, brachycephalic,
"Mongolian" race. The latter are declared deficient in
independence and mental endowment, differing in these respects
from the Teutons: "Like al Aryans, the Teutons are born to rule
other peoples. Wherever they appear, they are the ruling and
socially preferred classes, they are a people of fierce courage and
indomitable energy, of devotion and fidelity, of pride and
truthfulness, a shining race of demigods, the like of whom the
world has seen but once before, in the Greeks, and will probably
never see again."



Ammon investigates the story of the evolution of these demigods
on the basis of material collected in the little province of Baden,
where they live in the country as peasants together with the
Mongolian roundheads, and emigrate to the cities like the latter.
In the cities, owing to their demigod nature, they soon rise to
splendid eminence, being transfigured into city employees,
brewers, grain dealers, and other god-like forms, while the black-
haired Asiatics from the Schwarzwald are relegated to the well
deserved, contemptible servitude of wage-labour.

About the same time, even antedating Ammon, other
theoreticians of race came forward with the statement that it was
not the blond Teutons but the black-haired Asiatics who were
more and more gaining control of capital in the cities,
subjugating the Teutons and gradually displacing them even as
intellectuals, physicians, lawyers, journalists. But the victorsin
this case were not lauded as demigods, but denounced as a
dangerous rift-raff, who must be driven out or at |east
disfranchised, in the interest of the lordly Teutons. This race of
swarthy undesirablesis that of the Jews. The race argument is
used more in support of anti-Semitism than in any other social
movement of our times, having now completely displaced the
religious argument in western Europe.

The anti-Semitism inherited from the Feudal Era had long
seemed to be about to disappear, having dwindled to the same
extent, and under the influence of the same capitalist evolution,



as the power of religion, and being regarded as one of the
prejudices of backward persons.

But about a generation ago it began to come up again, becoming
modernised, and while it may not be a political factor in modern
countries, it is nevertheless everywhere a social factor. We shall
learn subsequently the causes of this condition, as well as why we
shall not be able to dispose of this anti-Semitism so quickly, but
also - of course - why anti-Semitism cannot count on avictory.

L et usfirst consider only the racial argument of anti-Semitism, an
argument which is not used by anti-Semitism alone, but also by
other domestic and international movements.

Characteristically enough, thereis rising within Judaism, asa
reaction against anti-Semitism, asimilar tendency to accept and
utilize the theory of race. It is anatural application of the
principle: If thistheory permits Christian-Teutonic patriots to
declare themselves demigods, why should Zionist patriots not use
It in order to stamp the people chosen by God as a chosen race of
nature, a noble race that must be carefully guarded from any
deterioration and contamination by foreign elements? A
considerable literature has been produced within the past decade
dealing with questions of this order. Already in 1904, these
arguments were well summarised and evaluated in Friedrich

Hertz's book on modern theories of race,[4] of which a second
revised and much enlarged edition was printed under another title



in 1915.15] Among the latest books on this subject, one of the best
Isthat of Dr. Maurice Fishberg: The Jews. A Sudy of Race and

Environment, London and New Y ork, 1911, 678pp.[€]

Fishberg uses not only material collected by other
anthropologists, but also much new data obtained by him by
measuring more than four thousand Jews from four continents,
and digesting this material in a most conscientious and scholarly
manner. It was to the many suggestions given me by this book
that | owe the idea of writing the present little work.

In this connection, | might mention that | am again placed in the
same embarrassing position that was mine when | wrote my book
Increase and Evolution in Nature and Society, and to which |

referred on pages vii and 17 of that work:L7] namely, | am
obliged, although | am alayman in thisfield, to discuss questions
connected with the natural science of biology. Here also thereisa
border region, one of the many points at which biology and
sociology meet, and which, strictly speaking, would require the
writer to be amaster in both fields. But the present state of
knowledge makes this impossible for any living man. No one
who enters such afield - and they are much entered - can be
required to have a mastery of more than one of the sciencesin
guestion, together with so much knowledge of the other asto
know the general state of the science. His own science must
always be such aman's point of departure; it is histask to show
the agreement between the conclusions of his own science and



those of the border science, which is by no means a simple matter
- let us say - far a sociologist, who finds the specialists in natural
science in such great disagreement in questions of race, as, for
instance, on the fundamental problem of heredity. The sociologist
may, therefore, consider himself justified in making his selection
among the conflicting theories of the natural scientist, though he
be alayman, and to favour such theory as may be compatible
with the firm basis he has gained in sociology.

Footnotes

1 Was der Jude glaubt, ist einerlel, In der Rasseliegt die
Schweinerel.

2 C. Bornhak: Der Einfluss der Rasse auf die Staatsbildrtcng,
"Archiv fur Rassen and Gesellschaftsbiologie”, March, 1904,

pp.254 et seq.

3 Quoted by Hertz: Moderns Rassentheorien, p.10.
4 Hertz: Moderne Raseentheorien, Vienna, 1904.
5 Raase und Kultur, Leipzig.

6 Kautsky uses the German trandglation of L. Hepner: Die Raasen-
merkmale der Juden, Eine Einfthrung in ihre Anthropologie,
Minchen, 1913, 300pp. Our references are to the pages of the
English edition, except where the German trand ation, which



involved some changes, is specifically mentioned.-
TRANSLATOR.

7 Vermehrung und Entzericklung in Natur und Gesellsehaft,
Stuttgart, 1908.
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Karl Kautsky
Are the Jews a Race?

Chapter Il: Races of Animals
a. Domestic Animals

SOME of the most remarkable peculiarities of our theoreticians
of race, who call themselves "anthropo-sociologists’, is the fact
that they leave us all the more in the dark as to the true nature of
the concept of race, the more they have occasion to manipulate
with this concept in the explanation of social phenomena. A
man's being, action, performance, are due in their opinion simply
to his race; they have been inherited from his ancestors and are
transmitted with the certainty of natural law to his descendants.
Race is the modern Fate, asinscrutable and immutable as the
|atter.

It seems self-evident to the anthropo-sociological theoreticians of
race that those groups designated as human races should be
understood in the same way as we understand races of animals.
They seem to be not troubled for a moment by any question asto
whether the life conditions of man do not alter the concept of race
as applied to man. They do not even take up the question of
which type of animal race is represented by the human races.

As amatter of fact, the races of animals are not all of the same
type, but may be divided into two different groups: the races of



domestic animals, and the races of animalsin the wild state.

Zoologists and botanists distinguish these groups with great care.
Asarule, they apply the word "race" only to the former, while
the latter are termed "varieties' or "species’. The theoreticians of
race, the anthropo-sociologists, however, indiscriminately apply
observations and laws valid for both the races of domestic
animals aswell asfor the varieties of wild animals, to the human
races. This alone must give rise to dreadful confusion, altogether
aside from the fact that human beings are neither domestic
animals nor animals in the wild condition, but a tribe living under
guite peculiar conditions, conditions which do not resemble those
of any other animals.

Before taking up the problem of race, we must therefore first
attain clarity asto the distinction between the "race" of the
domestic animal and the "variety" of the wild animal. We speak
here only of animals, since only they are of importance to our
problem, which concerns the human races, but the following
remarks apply just as well to plants asto animals.

A phenomenon is best understood when its origin is known. In
the case of the races of domestic animals, it is not difficult to
ascertain this origin, for the process is being accomplished daily
before our eyes. The breeding of new racesis constantly going
on. On the other hand, the formation of varieties in nature cannot
be observed; it must be inferred as an hypothesis.



If we regard the organismsin nature, we shall find that none of
them serves a purpose lying outside of itself, but that each isan
end initself. Itsindividual organs must serve for the preservation
of the whole, and must therefore be adequate for - or at least
compatible with - self-preservation. An organism constituted
otherwise cannot continue to exist, and certainly not to multiply.

But in the case of the animal organism, not only its own organs
are important, but also those of other organisms with which it
comes in contact, which oppose it, or on which it lives. Only
man, however, has advanced to the point of altering in such
manner the organs of the organisms from which or by which he
lives, as to make them more subservient to his purposes. Thisis
one of the means by which he has advanced beyond his primitive
condition.

Hisfirst step in this processisto cause animals (also plants)
which he would otherwise be obliged to seek out and capture
with more or less difficulty, to live and multiply in his proximity.
Hisfirst object in thisis probably merely to diminish the
difficulties of seeking, perhaps also of overcoming, the organisms
on which he lives. But once the latter have been accustomed to
live together with man as tame companions, man is also impelled
to attempt to adapt the organs of the domestic animal, or of the
cultivated plant, to his own purposes, for which nature did not
intend them.



Thisis best attained by adequately altering their conditions of
life, by increasing their supply of food, perhaps by fertilizing or
battening, decreasing their expenditure of strength in thelife
process, for instance, by sparing them the necessity of looking for
fodder, of fleeing from enemies, of losing heat in the winter cold,
etc. But, ultimately, man comes to the point of atering these
organisms by making use of his observation that each individual
has the tendency to transmit his qualities to his posterity. Much as
al the individuals of the same species may resemble each other,
they are never completely identical. Slight variations are always
present, and these may easily be transmitted.

Most domestic animals finally become so amenable to man's
guidance that he is enabled to mate them, or prevent them from
reproducing, as he likes. Once he has advanced to this point, he
will, of course, prefer to permit those specimens to reproduce that
are most suitable for his purposes, that furnish most milk, meat,
or fat, or yield the finest wool, or lay most eggs, have most
traction power or swiftness, etc. If those of their posterity
continue to reproduce, who present these qualities in the most
emphatic form, these qualities will gradually be reinforced to
such an extent, and the bodies of the animals will alter so greatly,
as to be perceptibly different from those of their ancestors, thus
producing a new species from the old species, with permanent,
repeatedly transmittable characteristics, provided the breeding-
animals are aways mated only with their like.



This selection is at first predominantly an unconscious one. The
best specimens are reproduced because they are most prized.
Without any intention of securing a new race, this final outcome
of the process has not been apparent from the outset. But the art
of breeding is perfected more and more, becomes more and mare
conscious, and finally actually sets out to create specific races
with specific race traits. At times, new variations may
sporadically appear in isolated specimens. If these are of
advantage to man, he will attempt to reproduce them. Thus, in
1791, aram with short, crooked legs and a long back, which was
thus prevented from jumping over hedges, gave rise to anew race
in America, that of the Ancona sheep. Likewisein Francein
1828, a hornless ram with uncommonly soft, long wool, led to the
creation of a new race, the Mauchamp sheep. Asarule, however,
the creation of a new race is not such a simple matter, but
proceeds by means of aslow, gradual reinforcement of traits,
often discernible in the first generation only to the trained eye of
experienced breeders, and not attaining practical significance
until they have been reinforced to a sufficient extent in the course
of generations.

The uninterrupted selection of breeding-animals, continued for
generations according to the same plan, creates a new race which
is maintained by the fact that only such specimens are reproduced
as present this race trait in the most emphatic form, that a mating
with individuals of other racesis strictly avoided, and all
specimens of the specific race which present a variation that



deviates from the desired race trait are of course excluded from
further breeding.

The necessary condition for the formation of such new racesis,
of course, that the animals reproduce in the tame state and that
their mating be under man's control. The elephant, asarule,
reproduces only in the wild state and has created no new races.

On the other hand, the domestic cat leaves nothing to be desired
in the way of prolificness, yet the cat has preserved much of its
original freedom in spite of man. Itslove-lifeiscarried on not in
the stable but on the roofs, and therefore, according to Darwin, it

does not furnish any different races within the same country.[1]

However, the formation of new races under otherwise identical
circumstances will be the easier, the greater the certainty to mate
specific individuals, and the more swiftly the generations succeed
each other. Thisisthe reason for the great increase of races of
rabbits and pigeons; here the breeding of such races has become a

sport.

b. Wild Animals

L et us now examine the case of the formation of varieties of
animalsin the wild condition, which should - it would appear -
have been examined before we took up the races of domestic
animals, for the wild varieties, of course, arose earlier and
constitute the fundamental trunk from which the races of



domestic animals have branched off. But in a study of the history
of the theory of the evolution of races, the origin of the organisms
controlled by man is the proper point of departure, for it was the
observations made in artificial selection that led Darwin to
construct his hypothesis of natural selection.

Darwin assumed that the formation of varieties and species
proceeds in the natural condition, asin the case of domestic
animals and cultivated plants, by a selection of the best, most
adapted, specimens for reproduction, and excluding from
reproduction those less fitted, with the sole difference that the
selection, in the natural condition, is not conducted by man, in
accordance with his purposes, but by the struggle for existence,
which is a consequence of overpopulation, of the circumstance
that more individuals of each species are produced than can
continue to exist. A constant merciless struggle is going on
among them, in which the weakest, least fit, succumb, while the
strongest, most fit, maintain themselves and reproduce. Serious
objections were raised to this view at the very outset. If the
struggle for existence is a continuous, progressive selection of the
best specimens, the transformation of species must be going on
continuously, and at arather rapid rate. In the case of certain
domestic animals and garden plants a specific new race may be
produced in the course of afew years.

In nature, on the other hand, observation shows us that species
remain apparently unchanged for long periods. They may change



in geological periods, but remain unchanged for many thousands
of years within a geological period. In historical times, the great
mass of wild animal species has remained entirely the same. As
depicted on the ancient Egyptian and Assyrian monuments, they
look exactly like their prototypes of today. We are told this
difficulty may be eliminated by assuming that evolution proceeds
with tremendous slowness, by a gradua accumulation of
imperceptible alterations. But the slower this evolution, the more
imperceptible the alterations contributed to progress by each
generation, the more insurmountable becomes another difficulty
in the theory of selection: it becomes more and more impossible
to assume that each alteration bestows upon the individual
producing it a preponderance over other individuals not supplied
with it. In artificial selection, the selection is made by men who
aready have in mind the new type that is to be bred, grasping its
practical advantages and appreciating - through eyes that have
been sharpened by this prophecy - the significance of hardly
perceptible alterations, which are important not in themselves,
but merely as points of departure in along chain of development,
the new type being realised only at its termination. The theory of
evolution attempts to dispense altogether with providence in the
formation of natural species. Without the aid of far-sighted
selection, however, imperceptible alterations cannot become the
cause for the survival and reproduction of the individuals
supplied with them. Reference to artificial selection is here of no
value at all.



In addition, we have athird difficulty: Darwin called his theory
of natural selection an explanation of the origin of species. If
correct, this theory would merely afford an explanation of the
evolution of more highly organised individuals from those |less.
highly organised. Its whole emphasisis laid on the solution of the
problem of evolution. But, in order to explain the origin of
species, we must also explain the similarity between individuals,
which leads to generalising them as a specific species. Whence
this similarity?

In the case of artificial selection, the cause of the similarity
between individualsisin their common descent from the same
ancestors. The ancestral treeis here of great importance. But itis
impossible, in this case, to maintain a"pure race" without
constant intervention on the part of the breeder, who must
carefully guard his race animals against mating with others, and
who must eliminate from their posterity all those individuals that
present alterations deviating from the pure racial type.

In nature this breeder islacking. Unless the alterations are of such
variety asto doom the individual to early destruction, they will
not prevent it from mating with other differently constituted
individuals, and thus from reproducing. A constant mingling of
individuals with the most varied changes will take place.

A breeder producing anew race, furthermore, is concerned only
with a specific one-sided peculiarity, which he aimsto



perpetuate. His selection is made solely with this object in view.
But in nature, it is not merely a single quality which affords
advantage to the individuals possessing it; the most varied
qualities may be of value. Let us assume the theory of selection
to be correct to the extent that evolution takes place by reason of
the fact that individuals with advantageous alterations maintain
and reproduce themselves more easily than others. Even here, the
most varied alterations are possible, as we may see from the case
of the hare. Some hares will be benefited by longer legs, others
by greater endurance, athird variety by better protective mimicry
(perhaps they are white in winter and brown in summer), afourth
group by reason of enhanced productiveness, others again
through increased power of resistance to climatic influences
(perhaps they have athick pelt in winter, alight one in summer) ;
finer differences in the sense organs, sharper eyes, better hearing,
finer sense of smell, aswell as differencesin intelligence, in
swiftness and correctness of the judgments based on sensual
impressions, will be of advantage. One individual may present
one set of advantages, another may have other advantages.

If only such individuals should continue to mate as have
coincident traits, they might emphasise these traits and thus
create anew race. But since there are many such traits, asingle
species within the same region would not giveriseto asingle
new species but to many such. Thus, as contrasted with wild
rabbits, tame rabbits may be divided into many races.



But amating limited to individuals of the same peculiaritiesis
impossible in the wild state. The character of the mates there
depends entirely on accident, on the mating of certain individuals
at the moment of the mating season. There is not always sexual
selection; mating is often promiscuous. Where there is such
selection, it islimited to one sex. The victorious stag will have
relations with all the does of his herd, regardless of their
properties. And the selection - if present at al - is carried out
among a small number only.

In the wild state, therefore, the most varied deviations will be
transmitted within a certain species. These deviations continue to
mingle again. It isimpossible to see how natural selection can
here produce new important species with coincident traits. If a
constant progressive evolution takes place owing to the survival
of the fittest, with new properties and by means of their
transmission, this evolution must lead to a disintegration of
existing species into a confused mass of varying individuals, all
similarity among which will progressively disappear. The theory
of the origin of species becomes atheory of their dissolution, and
It remains impossible to grasp how species based on the
similarity of numerous individuals should ever arise. But, asa
matter of fact, we find in nature many more individuals having
coincident traits than we do among domestic animals. We have
already pointed out how great is the number of races of tame
rabbits, as compared with the uniformity found among wild
rabbits and field hares.



And the number of species of wild animalsis not increasing,
while almost each new year supplies us with anew racein the
case of many domestic animals

"But geology shows us, that from an early part of the tertiary
period the number of species of shells, and that from the middle
part of this same period the number of mammals, has not greatly

or at all increased."[2]

In the introduction to his fine book on the distribution of the
animal world, Kobelt says. "I have not been able to convince
myself that a sole, uniform transformation of the animal kingdom
IS taking place over long periods, as a strict interpretation of
Darwinism would require .. . . Beginning with the middie
Pliocene period (the geological period immediately preceding the
origin of man - K.), we cannot prove with any degree of certainty
the new origin of any species."[3]

Whence then the great ssmilarity between so many individualsin
the wild state?

We cannot explain this similarity by considering only the
individual and the evolution of theindividual. We are here
dealing with a mass phenomenon, which may be explained only
by means of afactor lying outside of the individuals, above them,
influencing them all in the same manner. It is not hard to discover
this factor if we consider the varieties of animals in the natural



state. Among races of domestic animals, the individual ancestors,
the ancestral tree, is of importance. But the varieties of wild
animals are "geographical races'. Thisistrue even for the
domestic cat, which resists artificial breeding; it isall the more
true of animalsin the unrestrained, natural state.

Thus, among lions, we may distinguish the varieties of the
Barbary lion, the Senegal lion, the Cape lion, the Persian lion, the
Guzerat lion. Among el ephants, we distinguish between the
Indian and the African. Rhinoceroses are divided into several
varieties: the Indian rhinoceros, "whose area of distribution
seems limited to the Indian peninsula’; the VVarana rhinoceros,
"as far as our knowledge goes, isfound only in Java'. "The half-
armored rhinoceros is found only in Sumatra (Cerator hinus
sumatrensis)." "The area of distribution of the double-horned
rhinoceros (Atel odus bicornis and Atelodus simus) now extends
over al of Central Africa" "The hornless rhinocerosis said now

to be limited to the southern half of Africa."[4]

Similarly in the case of the hare: "All of central Europe and a
small portion of western Asiais the home of the Continental hare.
In the south, it is the Mediterranean hare, a deviating species of
small size and reddish color; in the high mountains, it is the
Alpine hare, in the far north, the snow hare .... The African hares
differ from ours by their smaller size and also by their

uncommonly long ears."[5]



In other words, it is the geographical differences which produce
the differences between varieties in the natural state: differences
in climate, configuration of the soil, the nature of the nutrition
and the mode of obtaining it, the species of enemies, etc. On the
other hand, it is the uniformity of the conditions of life within a
certain region which produces the similarity between the
individuals of the species concerned. This similarity is more
powerful than the differences, the variations of the individuals.
The latter tend to be dissimilar, to diverge. The conditions of life
In nature, in a certain region, are the same, however, for al,
operate in the same way, and oppose the tendency.

If we thus consider the conditions of life, the milieu, asthe
decisive factor in the moulding of varieties and speciesin the
natural state, we are eliminating the difficulties that would arise if
we should proceed - in our explanation of natural varieties - from
the experiences obtained in the breeding of the races of domestic
animals.

We are now enabled to understand not only the similarity of the
individuals of the same species within a certain region, but also
the constancy, the tendency to immutability, of speciesin
historical times, as well astheir alterations in geological periods.
As long as the milieu remains the same, the species will not
change. But the milieu doe not permanently remain the same. The
earth changes, altersits position in the firmament. Passing
through space, together with the entire solar system, it may at



times encounter colder regions, at other times warmer ones, in
what we call the universe. Nor isits position always the same
with regard to the sun; its axis oscillates, and many portions of
the earth's surface may thus obtain a more polar climate than
formerly, while others obtain a more equatorial climate.

Far more certain than these changes are those arising from the
gradually growing coldness of the earth, its gradual shrinking.
Continents and oceans are formed, some of the latter deep, others
shallow; flat lands and mountains, marine currents and trade
winds, nothing permanent, everything changing, but changing
only in endless periods. For thousands of years the same
condition will prevail in acertain region; then it will gradually
change; moisture yields to drought, warmth to cold, low plains
are lifted up, twisted into mountain chains, or subside and furnish
sea bottoms. When such changes ensue, the organisms of the
region cannot remain the same. Some are destroyed, some are
driven out, forced to migrate, some adapt themselves to the new
conditions, which they may do in many ways, for which Lamarck
and Darwin, aswell as their disciples, have gathered very
interesting illustrations. But once the organisms of the region are
adapted to the new condition of affairs, we no longer find any
cause for further changes of their condition, and they will remain
in their new forms until new changesin their life conditions are
introduced.

Thisis not anew view. Darwin himself, in the historical sketch



introducing his book on the origin of species, points out that
|sidore Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire had stated it to be his opinion (in
1550) of the traits of species, "that they are permanent for each
species so long as it reproduces itself within the same conditions,
but that they change when the external conditions of life change".

Darwin fully recognised the effect of the atered conditions of life
aswell as of the use or non-use of organs. But he underestimated
their importance, since he was completely dominated by the
observations made in artificial selection, and by the assumption
of a constant struggle for existence under the pressure of over-
population. Thislatter view he owed to Malthus; it is still
considered a cast-iron law of natural science.

But if we examine the struggle for existence, we shall find that
overpopulation-in other words, the struggle between individuals
of the same species for fodder-plays but a small role, is only an
exceptional phenomenon.

A few concrete examples will help us. Hares, asiswell known,
are very fruitful. The female hare gives birth to a number of
young as early as the month of March; very few of these survive;
how many, depends chiefly on the weather. Snow, freezing
weather, will destroy ailmost all of them. Sunshine, warm breezes,
will enable many to live. It is clear that in these cases the
selection among the young hares is but little concerned with the
number struggling for existence. The struggle here amounts to a



struggle against the external conditions of life, not against
numerous competitors of the same species.

Or, let us consider antelopes in an African steppe. Sometimes
there is drought for many weeks; springs run dry, pools of water
evaporate, many antelopes die of thirst. Only those remain aive
which can bear thirst longest, or whose organs are so delicate as
to enable them to sense the presence of water at great distances,
better than the other antelopes. The struggle for existence here
certainly produces an extensive selection, but it is a struggle
against the external conditions of life, and has nothing to do with
the number of antelopes. The quantity of water did not become
insufficient because it was drunk by too many antel opes.

Another enemy of the antelopesisthe lion. But the lion's strength
and cruelty do not depend upon the number of antelopes. There
may even ensue a struggle between two lionsfor asingle
antelope, if there are not many antelopes, the stronger lion being
victorious. But even thisis of rare occurrence.

Far from being the general and constant cause of the struggle for
existence, the great fruitfulness of certain organismsis rather a
weapon enabling them to maintain themselves in this struggle, in
which they would otherwise succumb. The struggle for existence,
asarule, is not a struggle between members of the same species
when it has become too numerous, but a struggle of the
individual or agroup of individuals of the same species against



the external conditions of life, which include not only the
inorganic surroundings, but also the organic surroundings.
Changes in these conditions of life also involve changesin the
mode of the struggle for existence, in the method of using the
organs; old organs or forms of organs become dispensable, new
organs, or new forms of old organs, become necessary. If the
species succeeds in evolving in the struggle with the new
conditions, and thus becoming a new species, it will maintain
itself; otherwise it will be destroyed. We may judge from remains
found in the bowels of the earth how many such species have
been destroyed in the earth's history.

The theory of overpopulation proves nothing, therefore, against
the assumption that the final cause for the formation of new
speciesisin the changes of the conditions of life. Another view
must still be mentioned: the view that acquired characteristics
cannot be inherited.

Modern physiologists distinguish between the body cells and the
reproductive cells, the "body plasm" and the "germ plasm". The
germ plasm, according to their view, isimmutable, being
transmitted again and again. But, according to Weismann, it is
immutable even to the extent that it is not influenced by the
gualities acquired by the body of the individual during hislife.
Theindividual cannot, therefore, transmit these acquisitions.
Thus the formation of new, transmittable traits of species by the
influence of new conditions of life on the body, is precluded. But



this view was emphatically opposed, from its first appearance,
particularly by Darwinists. Darwin, himself, assumed the heredity
of acquired characteristics, as did also Herbert Spencer. Recent
experiments show, on the one hand, that external influences do
produce changes which are transmitted, and, on the other hand,
that the germ plasm is by no means absolutely independent of the
body plasm. This question is excellently treated by Tschulok in
his little book on evolution; the following experiment is
particularly interesting:

"Two races of hens were treated, one pure black, the other pure
white. The races were pure, i.e., it was known definitely for each
individual that its parents, grandparents and great-grandparents
had all presented the same characteristics as the individual itself;
In other words, that no mixture had taken place. When such a
white hen was crossed with a white cock, their posterity were
white exclusively. Similarly, mating a black hen with a black
cock produced only black posterity.

"Now the following experiment was made:

"The ovary of awhite hen was removed and implanted in the
body of ablack hen; the black hen's ovary was also implanted in
the white hen. The operation was performed so neatly that the
animals remained alive and were capable, after the wounds had
healed, of producing posterity by the normal methods. The white
hen with the black ovary was now fructified by a black cock. We



should here expect the posterity to be black, for the ovain the
ovary of the white hen came from a black hen, and the male
semen was likewise obtained from a black cock. However, the
chickens were colored black and white. Similarly, the black hen,
with an ovary taken from awhite hen, was fructified by awhite
cock. The posterity included not only pure white chickens, but

also chickens with black spots."[6]

This result is the more astonishing in that it was attained by
powerful mechanical interference, not by a gradual, organic
ateration. The ovary in the body of the black hen had already
attained full development when it was implanted in the white
hen's body, and yet the influence of the new body cells on the
transferred germ cells was so strong as to enable the new body
fully to impress its typeupon the ovary. It might be assumed that
the influence of changed somatic traits on the germ plasm must
be still stronger in cases where the body suffers changes by
reason of the influence of altered conditions, before its germ cells
attain full maturity, with the result that the process of maturing
goes on completely under the influence of the new properties.

We, therefore, see no reason that would oblige us to assume that
acquired characteristics cannot be transmitted. The manner in
which heredity worksis, however, still completely hidden. Nor
may we assume that all acquired characteristics are inherited.

L esions and mutilations, for instance, are hardly transmitted.
Weismann cut off the tails of many generations of mice, without



ever obtaining atailless mouse. Many an apparent case of
heredity may also be explained by the fact that the posterity live
under the same conditions as their ancestors, and therefore
acquire and present the same characteristics, without necessarily
inheriting them.

There are many degrees among the inherited characteristics.
Some are more persistent than others. There are inherited
characteristics which the individual may easily loseif it entersa
milieu deviating from that producing these qualities. Other traits,
on the other hand, are stubbornly retained for many generations,
even with the greatest variations in the conditions of life.
Relatively, as compared with those traits that change easily,
inherited traits of the latter kind may be considered immutable.
But if they were acquired owing to the influence of special
conditions of life, it would be impossible to understand why they
should not be capable of changing under the influence of atered
conditions of life.

Many scientists distinguish between race traits proper, in man,
which are said to be absolutely unchanging, such as the color of
the eyes, the hair, the skin, the shape of the skull; and secondary
or fluctuating properties, such as bodily stature, bone structure,
muscular system, fatty tissue, etc.

No doubt there is a difference between race traits of these two
kinds. But perhaps this difference should be ascribed solely to the



fact that the conditions bringing about the fluctuating properties
are more susceptible and more swiftly susceptible to change than
those causing the apparently immutable race traits. The former
may change so quickly as to enable usto observe their influence
without difficulty. The other conditions we do not even know,
perhaps for the reason that they do not change perceptibly within
the period of our observations. But we cannot say of any race
trait that it is absolutely unchanging; such atrait would be the
sole unchanging phenomenon in this changing world.

On this point, Fishberg says.

"Recent investigations have led to a modification or even

compl ete abandonment of the theory of the constancy and
persistence of race traits. For along time, some anthropol ogists
have maintained that the external environment, particularly the
nutrition, the social and geographical surroundings, have a
powerful influence on the modification of some traits, such as
musculature, stature, etc. Many even go so far asto say that these
agencies may alter pigmentation and head-form. Ridgeway,
going further, assumes that the duration of human typesin a
certain region, and over long periods, is an expression not of the
influence of heredity, but of environment, and that, on the other
hand, modifications of the human form found in the
Mediterranean region, and in central and northwest Africa, may
be traced back to differences of climate, soil and national
products.



"This theory of the decisive influence of environment on the
alteration or modification of basic somatic traits may easily be
applied to some of theracetraits. . .. In some regions it has been
found that the soil has a powerful influence on the stature of the
inhabitants; for instance, the great height of persons inhabiting
the State of Kentucky is very probably to be explained by the
presence of hard water in thisregion. Similarly (according to
Rose), the stature of the population in Gotha, Germany, has been
undergoing changes since the introduction of hard water.
Observations have also been made on the influence of
environment on the head-form - atrait that has hitherto been
considered immutable under all circumstances ....

"Professor Franz Boas, of New Y ork, recently arrived at the
conclusion, based on his investigations, that the absolute
persistence of human types is an untenable theory. His
investigations of the physical characteristics of immigrants have
revealed an extremely interesting condition; he finds that the
children of immigrants are of higher stature and better bodily
development than their parents born in Europe. He has also
discovered avery remarkable alteration in the head-form of
children born in America after their parents had landed. Even a
child born abroad, and not more than one year old on itsarrival in
America, will retain the foreign head-form. But achild born in
America, though only afew months after the parents have landed,

has the American head-form."[7]



Other investigators before Boas had found that the whitesin the
United States acquire more and more Indian traits in the course of
afew generations, thus becoming "Indianized".

But it would be premature to infer from these facts that the
American milieu will ultimately make Indians of the whites.

Even among animals, the milieu is only one of the circumstances
determining somatic forms and physical these conditions will
strength. Other things being equal, produce both; but these
conditions also include the organism on which the milieu is
working. The same milieu will not necessarily influence different
organisms in the same way, but may have different effects on
each. If various races are transplanted from the milieus producing
them, into a new environment, they will all be changed by this
environment, but not necessarily al in the same way.

The American conditions may have adifferent effect on awhite
man than on aMongolian or on a Negro.

Other factors enter also, however, which make the race problem
in the case of man much more complicated even than among
animals.

Footnotes
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Are the Jews a Race?

Chapter lll: The Races of Man

We have found that the races of animalsin the natural condition,
and the races of domestic animals, are two very different things.
It would, therefore, be erroneous to apply to one of these groups
observations made in the case of the other.

The pure race of domestic animals may always be traced back to
a specific parent couple. A specific race (variety) of wild animals
may be traced to a certain region. The naive view of primitive
peoples derived each species of wild animals from a specific
parent couple as they also derived each nation from such a
couple. When the Deluge was impending,, Noah, in order to
preserve the animal creation, took of each species"amale and his
female" into the Ark, later liberating them again. We are not told
how the carnivorous animals kept alive when only two specimens
of each variety of herbivorous animals were available.

Primitive though this view may be, it still prevailsto a great
extent even in present-day thinking. In the case of related
varieties and species, we still speak of a"common blood"”, a
common descent.

Darwin says. "All the individuals of the same species, and al the
species of the same genus, or even higher group, must have



descended from common parents; and therefore, in however
distant and isolated parts of the world they are now found, they
must, in the course of successive generations, have passed from

some one part to the others."[1]

This common descent from a single parent couple, which may be
observed in races produced artificialy, is extremely improbable
in the case of natural species.

We know nothing of the origin of life, but we must assume that,
like all other phenomena, this origin is subject to the law that like
causes under like circumstances will always produce like effects.
As soon as the conditions and causes of organic life were present
on earth, it is not probable that an isolated speck of albumen took
shape, with living functions, multiplying its number by growth
and fission, thus becoming the parent of all existing organisms,
but we must assume that primitive organisms, however we may
conceive their shape - were formed in all places in which the
conditions for their existence were given - and that they
immediately expanded and peopled their entire "nutrition area’".
They began to multiply as soon as suitable areas were available,
and they began to assume varying forms as these areas, and with
them the conditions of life, became more manifold. Each new
higher species therefore must have been present in numerous
specimens from its very beginning.

And we must make this assumption even in the case of the



highest forms. We have no evidence that humanity is descended
from a single couple of ape-men. It is more probable that the
evolution proceeded on the basis of an entire species of ape-like
animals, which had become subject to conditions bringing about
their development into humans. Common racia traits among
animalsin the natural condition do not therefore by any means
point to acommon origin - not to the remotest degree - in asingle
parent couple, and therefore not to blood relationship. But it may
be assumed that a great number of them are more or less closely
related. The number of blood relations within a variety will
probably be the greater, the longer this variety has been in
existence and the smaller the territory now inhabited by it.

The varieties of an animal speciesin the natural state within a
certain region are extremely limited; therefore, thereis only one
such variety in a specific region, and this variety does not change
as long as the conditions of the region remain the same. The races
of a species of domestic animals within a certain region may, on
the other hand, be quite numerous. They are being constantly
transformed, become constantly more numerous, and become
more and more different from the primitive race from which they
take their origin.

This condition is brought about by the fact that man is able to
provide an artificial environment for the animal races shaped by
him, thus abolishing in great measure the effects of the natural
environment. In the case of animals in the natural state, the



organism is adapted to its life conditions:. in the case of domestic
conditions, the life conditions are adapted to the organism which
man is breeding in accordance with his needs. High-breed
domestic animals could probably no longer exist without the aid
of man.

This new kind of adaptation - not of the organism to its
environment, but of the environment to the organism - conducted
by man for his domestic animals, he, of course, appliesin the
highest degree when dealing with himself. It is this process which
causes man to cease to be awild animal, but it does not make him
adomestic animal.

In the accommodation of its life conditions to the organism, the
domestic animal is purely passive; this adaptation is undertaken
by man for the animal. Man is the active element in the process.
But the animal ceases to be an end in itself. Its organism becomes
subservient to the purposes of man. But, like the animal in the
wild state, man knows no higher end than himself; he alters his
milieu to suit himself.

To be sure, the purpose served by man may not be exclusively his
own personality. Even among animals in the natural state there
are socia animals, among whom the individual cannot exist for
itself alone, or at least it cannot exist fully for itself alone; eachis
obliged to cooperate with others; its welfare depends on the
welfare of the social group to which it belongs. Society is higher



than the individual; its purposes are higher than those of the
individual.

Even in the animal world, the dependence of the individual on the
group to which it belongsis carried to a high stage. It is probably
not an accident that precisely those animal species were best
fitted to become domestic animals which were able to
subordinate their individuality to an outer compulsion. In the case
of man, the socia cohesion, owing to language and economy, is
much closer than in most animals - perhaps excepting bees and
ants. The individual's dependence on society increases. But great
as may be the occasional contradiction between the interests of
the totality and those of the individual, in the case of man, the
social interests are always human interests, and are therefore
aways directly or indirectly the interests of the individual

himself. We are here dealing with a primitive, ssmple society, and
are therefore disregarding class differences.

Removal from the natural state usually has not the same effect on
man as on the other animals. Thisremoval is man's own work,
the product of his knowledge of the conditions of life, of his
mental superiority over the rest of organic nature. It isthe
outcome of his ability to strengthen and variegate his organs of
sensual perception and motion by means of artificial organs, and
thereby to surmount the obstacles in surrounding nature to a
greater extent than he could in the natural condition, i.e., aided by
his bodily organs alone. Each new advance in thisfield, each



victory over anatural barrier, makes man face a new difficulty,
new problems, but also provides him with new, hitherto unknown
means and knowledge for their solution. The natural environment
to which the organisms of wild animals are adapted do not
changein historical times, i.e., as measured in human records.
The artificial environment adapted by man to his own organism,
has been changing considerably in historical times. Doubtless
nature also isin constant flux, but the rate of changeis
imperceptible, as measured by the advances in the evolution of
technology and social forms among men. The natural
environment of wild animals may therefore be considered
unchanging as compared with the constantly changing artificia
environment of man.

This environment is adapted to the needs of the human organism.
But it also hasits effect on this organism. It makes no new
demands on most of the bodily organs, perhaps even reduces the
number of its former demands; for example, in the case of the
teeth, which may deteriorate as aresult. But it makes more and
more demands on those organs which have created this
environment, the organs of cognition and judgment, or, in other
words, of mental activity in general.

In the natural state, the same situations repeat themselves again

and again with very dlight differences for each animal species, so
long as no alterations ensue in the environment. The experiences,
judgments and actions arising from these situations therefore tend



to uniformity, to become fixed habits. And, like other acquired
characteristics, habits practised for generations and turning out to
be expedient for the organism, finally become hereditary; they
become impulses, instincts, which are followed without thought.

In the case of man, the instinctive life is more and more forced
into the background, as the natural environment is replaced by an
artificial environment and as the changes in the latter proceed
more and more rapidly, as they introduce more and more new
problems, which cannot be solved without careful investigation.
The organs of mental activity are therefore made to deal with
more and more varied new tasks, are put to more and more
exertion and thus develop more and more. The demands made
upon the mental organs are of increasing complexity and variety;
likewise, the manner in which these organs are called upon to act.
Simultaneously, the relations of men to each other, both between
individuals and tribes, become quite varied, with the result that
the most manifold possibilities arise for mental development. The
organs of the human spirit become the most valuable, but also the
most adaptable of all organs, those subject to the swiftest and
most powerful transformations.

We find an opposite evolutionary trend among domestic animals,
the development of whose organs depends on man. But from
most of these animals man asks only more meat, milk, wool,
eggs, traction power; he rarely asks increased intelligence, never
independent judgment. Aside from dogs, the progress of



breeding, in the case of domestic animals, is accompanied by a
decrease of intelligence, and even in the case of the dog, it is
doubtful whether the "noblest" races are also the most intelligent.

As man's intelligence and technology improve, he becomes more
able to offer resistance to the influences of the life conditions
surrounding him. He may, therefore, when geographical
conditions change, maintain his hereditary somatic traits, his
racial peculiarities, better than in the natural condition. This
reduces the effect of accommaodation in man, and emphasi ses that
of heredity. But this applies only to the somatic traits in the
narrower sense, not to the organs of mental life, which, when
enhanced in sensitiveness and variability, at once react to any
ateration in the life conditions.

But in the case of man, a change, not only in the artificial
conditions of life, but also in those that are natural, may easily
ensue, while such changes are rare in the natural state. In nature,
we have usually only slow changes, aterations over geological
periods, such asinice ages, in the rising and subsiding of
continents, which cause important and permanent migrations of
animal species. Such processes take place so slowly that the
organisms concerned are eliminated almost imperceptibly, step
by step, thus facilitating their adaptation to the new conditions of
neighbouring regions. Man, however, acquires means of
locomotion enabling him to cover great distances with increasing
speed, and his technology in the winning of foodstuffs, the



manufacturing of clothing, the construction of houses, the uses of
fuel, illumination, etc., enable him to enter regionsin which he
could not possibly maintain himself in his natural state.

But with the possibility of undertaking swift and extended
journeys, man's desire for such journeys is awakened. In the
natural state, the fruitfulness of each species of organismsis
adapted to its life conditions, with aresulting state of equilibrium
between the various species. My book on increase and evolution
takes up this question more in detail. | am here obliged merely to
suggest this thought, like so many others.

Man's technology disturbs this condition of equilibrium. His
fruitfulness is now subject to changing conditions, likewise his
mortality. This may sometimes lead to the dying out of certain
tribes, while at other times it may cause so extensive an increase
as to deprive posterity of the necessary space in the home
country. Later, the attraction of certain regions for strangers also
IS an element, even when such strangers are not driven from their
homes by overpopulation. This attraction itself depends on the
evolution of technology and economy and may be of varying
nature. River constructions or improvements in navigation may
render the shores of rivers or the coasts of oceans, formerly
desolate and inaccessible, so attractive as to make them agoal for
poorer tribes. In our own days, the gold resources of Alaska have
caused amigration into that region.



The most varied causes and opportunities for migrations arise.
The same race may now be found living in the most varied
regions and climates. These migrations may proceed so swiftly,
and be so temporary, as to preclude any possibility of the race's
adaptation to the new conditions, its acquisition of new hereditary
traits. But even when a migration leads to permanent settlement
in anew region, the artificial environment created by man in that
region will be so powerful asto enable it to resist the influence of
the natural environment over periods that may be of relatively
considerable duration.

We know nothing of man in the natural state. Even the most
primitive men we know have a certain technology. We do not
know whether man in the natural state inhabited only a specific
region of uniform character, or severa regions with varying
character, whether he then constituted a single geographical race
or several such. At any rate, his race character must have been
entirely dependent on nature.

Technical and economic progress then creates two different
tendencies. Increased impulses and opportunities for migrations
induce many races gradually to spread over the most varied
regions, the varying natural conditions of the new environments
have an influence in the direction of substituting changed race
traits for old race traits, of substituting for the old race, or placing
by itsside - if not al of the race has emigrated - a group of new
races. The alteration in race traits takes place either directly,



through the influence of natural factors: heat, cold, drought,
moisture, light, darkness, etc.; or, indirectly, through the struggle
against these factors, through the use of certain organs, disuse of
others. Depending on the development of technology and of the
social conditions, this struggle may assume different forms, and
in the same region may therefore produce various race types
among varying modes of production. If a steppe becomes
inhabited by fugitive nomads, it will produce different traitsin
these nomads from those produced in alater population with a
sufficiently developed technology to enable it to transform the
steppe into fruitful farm land by means of irrigation, and
therefore cultivating this land as a permanent peasantry.

Therefore, the advances in technology and the migrations
Increase the number of race differences and create new
geographical races. On the other hand, however, technology,
beyond a certain level, may retard the formation of such races.
The higher the evolution of human technology, the more
Independent becomes the race of the nature of the environment.
The race may maintain its character in the most varied regions,
even such as have no similarity with the region in which the race
originated. Thus, we find Europeans, Chinese, Negroes, in the
most varied parts of the world, living under the most different
climates.

But no matter how highly developed its technology, no race can
permanently and completely escape from the influence of the



environment. It may most easily escape from the organic
environment, the flora and fauna, which may be changed rather
easily by human intervention. On the other hand, the influence of
telluric factors-altitude above sealevel, configuration of the sail,
guantity of sunlight, heat, cold-can never be entirely eliminated.

But even here our remarks refer only to somatic race traits
proper. Even the most temporary change in the location of arace,
producing no alteration in the physical appearance, may, by
opening up new regions, with new conditions, produce new
Impressions, new problems, may not be without effect on the
mental life, and therefore also on its organs, whose quality, like
that of any organ, depends on the degree and nature of their use.
The more diligently the race applies itself to resist the influence
of the new milieu, the more its somatic race traits are thus
retained, the more will its organs of mental life be exertedin a
new manner and consequently be subject to change under the
influence of the new environment.

The possibility that a race may pass beyond the geographical
boundaries set up by nature, that therefore the human races may
cease to be geographical races, like the varieties of animalsin the
natural state, often leads - and has led more and more of late - to
the presence of a number of racesin the sameregion, living
together more or less amicably. There results a new possibility
which is very exceptional in the natural state, namely, that of race
mixture, which may at times lead to the creation of new races, but



very often merely disintegrates the old races, for which it
substitutes a conglomeration of the most varied ingredients. This
process of race mixture has been going on for tens of thousands,
perhaps hundreds of thousands, of years:

"The present presents millions of cases of this, asdid also the
past, and there is no such thing as an unmixed race on this small
planet with its easy communications. . . . On this earth, all the
races gradually merge into each other, and each race is composed

of various subdivisions."[2]

The further arace is removed from its original habitations and its
original conditions, the greater its migrations, the richer its
history, the more devel oped its commerce; in other words, the
higher its status, the more will be the opportunities it has had for
race mixture, the lesswill it retain of itsoriginal "race"; the more
has it ceased to be a"pure’ race, and the more varied will be the
race elements of other provenience which it has absorbed. Unless
the rather permanent influence of uniform natural conditionsin a
certain region has opposed this manifold character and tended to
create a new homogeneous geographical race, cross-breedings
and atavism in such a population will produce the greatest variety
of somatic, and particularly, of mental, traits, the latter being far
more variable than the former. The higher the technical and
social stages of evolution, therefore, the smaller will be the
influence of the natural conditions.



But social progress produces not only atendency to dissolve the
old traditional forms, but also givesrise to factors tending to
create new types within apopulation. Thisis brought about by
the division of labour, which is but rarely found in the animal
kingdom - again excepting bees and ants - but which attains
considerable proportions in human society and becomes one of
the most important bases of its progress.

The division into callings sometimes becomes a division into
classes, ruling and ruled classes, exploiting and exploited. The
division of labour finally leads to adivision of society into
workers and non-workers. Such divisions result in the formation
of groups within a people, each of which makes use of its natural
organs differently, or makes use of different organs, and in their
living each under different conditions, in adifferent environment.
Under these circumstances, each of these groups acquiresits
special properties, sometimes somatic traits, but chiefly mental
traits, for the economic and social divisions create more
differences in mental aptitudes than of occupation in those that
are physical in the narrower sense.

We have already observed that the same race, by scattering over
various regions, with different modes of production, may suffer
changes. We now find that the same race, within the same region,
may present such divisions, owing to economic influences. On
the other hand, similarity of occupation may impress the same
trait upon members of different races and tend to eliminate such



differences as may have been present.

Ratzel, for instance, observes. "In many cases, when we speak of
‘race, it would be better to speak of “class. Throughout all
peoples, somatic differences accompany the division into castes,
which division is the more emphatic, the further removed the
races are from culture and freedom. . . The distribution of skin
pigment most frequently accompanies differences of castes, for
obvious reasons. . . We cannot trace the precise scale of colour
dividing the upper and lower classes upon one and the same
Island. Cook and Forster state that the former are lighter in
colour, also taller and more refined in bearing. G. Forster, in his
exaggerated manner, imagines that these nobles are so far ahead
of the ordinary man as to appear an entirely different type of
human. Y et, he expressly emphasises the relation between a
lighter skin and delicate features with a more comfortable,
Inactive mode of life. But he found in the mind and character of
these individuals a certain refinement, if not a certain nobility.
The nobles, being both chieftains and priests, were also the will-
power and the intelligentsia of Polynesia, with a monopoly of

knowledge and of philosophy based on knowledge."[3] Such is
Ratzel's view of this question.

Different classes may assume the character of different races. On
the other hand, the meeting of many races, each developing an
occupation of its own, may lead to their taking up various
callings or social positions within the same community; race



becomes class. Particularly frequent is the case of a poor but
warlike nomadic race attacking a prosperous, peaceful peasant
population and subjecting it, the former race then assuming the
function of awarrior nobility with a monopoly of national
defence. This nobility will develop exclusively warlike
properties, despise productive labour, and the workers will
become poor, badly nourished, defenceless, and unmilitant,
which gqualities may, in some cases, develop to the point of
cowardice.

When race traits coincide with vocational traits, they are further
sharpened and intensified by the division of |abour.

On the other hand, the intensification of a property acquired in
vocational life or classlife into arace trait may be encouraged by
the fact that the members of aclass or of acalling are forced to
marry only within their own group. This may bein part a
consequence of the arrogance of the upper class, which despises
the other classes, but it may also result from reasons of selection:
the ruling class wishes to preserve undiminished its predominant
gualities, by which it has obtained power, and therefore seeksto
avoid any mingling with other groups, lacking in such qualities.
The heredity of the traits of the dominant class must be rendered
safe. On the other hand, groups that have been depressed to the
lowest level are prohibited from mingling with, the rest of the
population, in order that the latter may not be contaminated with
the defects of these outcasts.



Asin the case of domestic animalsit is also sought to conserve
predominant traits among the classes by maintaining the race
"pure’. But man is not a domestic animal, and purity of race
encounters many difficulties in the human existence.

It is not sufficient, in the case of domestic animals, that the stud-
animals be preserved from breeding with foreign species. Even
among these race animals, it is always the best specimens that are
chosen and used as reproducing animals. The others, less
excellent, are often destroyed and always excluded from
reproduction.

But no class among humans may proceed so harshly toward its
own members, no matter how far superior the class interest may
appear in its eyesto that of the individual. A class often arrogates
to itself, or bestows upon the child's father, the right to decide
whether the child isto be brought up or killed. The Christian
order of Teutonic Knights were freed from the necessity of
making this choice by their opportunity to put into a monastery
weak or unwarlike boys, and thus prevent them from producing
legitimate offspring. But these methods of selection were not
aways applied in accordance with considerations of breeding
only, often being crossed by other considerations. A father
desiring an heir, and not having obtained one that was healthy,
probably did not kill hisweak child, but brought him up, and
instead of condemning him to celibacy may even have married
him off.



In order to preserve the race pure asaclass, it is necessary to
have complete control of the sexual life of woman - not of man.
The man'sillegitimate offspring do not become members of the
ruling class, but adultery on the part of the legitimate wife, unless
discovered, impairs the purity of the race. The freer woman is,
the easier it will be for her to commit adultery. Lack of freedom
for the woman, when it goes so far asto shut her up in a harem,
like acow in astable, is aways associated with polygamy, but
since the number of women everywhere is about equal to that of
men, it implies that women not belonging to the ruling class may
be elevated to the status of wife. Furthermore, even the woman in
the harem is by no means a cow in a stable and completely
deprived of her freedom of action. Even such a woman may find
opportunities for adultery, as was already observed by the Sultan
Scheherban, who said there was only one means of assuring
oneself of awoman's fidelity: killing her after the first embrace.

If, in spite of all these obstacles, the purity of arace is maintained
intact, further misfortune threatens from inbreeding. Inbreeding
may remain harmless for long periods, when only healthy
individuals are chosen for reproduction. The exploiting class,
which has consolidated its power and controls great wealth, is,
however, likely to yield to alife of idle enjoyment, with its
degenerating results. When thisis the case, inbreeding still
further accentuates decay, and it does this the more, the purer the
race.



We thus find that the phenomenon of raceis far more
complicated in man than in the animal world. The sharpness of
race demarcation, which is evident in the case of animals,
disappears more and more among men. In the place of sharply
distinct races, unchanged for long periods, we find a constant and
increasingly rapid process of race disintegration; the formation of
new races, race mixtures, conditioned by the general process of
technical, economic, social evolution, arising from this process
and closaly interlaced with it. It becomes more and more difficult
to distinguish between inherited properties and those acquired by
the individual; races become more manifold, also the race traits,
more and more varied are the individual s within each human
group, more and more variable and important become the
extremely changeable mental traits, instead of the less easily
changing somatic traits; these mental traits cannot be completely
defined by any measurement, and may often be inferred only
from the most fugitive observations.

Thereis probably no more difficult task than that of observing
the influence of race, as an isolated factor, in any specific
phenomenon of human history. The task becomes the more
difficult and - at least for our present ways and means of
investigation - more hopel ess, the more we advance in history,
the more the races mingle, the more varied and powerful become
the artificial conditions under which they live.



Our race theoreticians regard that which is perhaps the most
complicated problem in human history as the ssmple and self-
evident explanation of this history. The concept of race,
extremely fluctuating even in the case of animal and vegetable
organisms, where it is not complicated, is regarded by them asa
firm basis upon which the entire theory and practice of human
society may be built up without hesitation.

Footnotes

1 Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species, New Y ork, 1860,
p.400.

2 Ratzel: Anthropogeographie, vol. ii, p.587.

3 Ratzdl, op. cit., vol. ii, pp.690, 691.
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Are the Jews a Race?

Chapter IV: Differences and Opposotions Between The Races of Man

WHILE the literary and journalistic race theoreticians regard the
concept of race in the case of man as something self-evident,
natural scientists are by no means agreed on the division of
human races, but are obliged to admit that everything isin a state
of flux. Darwin tellsus

"Our naturalist would likewise be much disturbed as soon as he
should discern that the distinctive traits of man are extremely
variable ...We may doubt whether any trait may be adduced that
Is distinctive and constant for a certain race .... The form of the
skull varies considerably in certain races; likewise every other
trait ... The races of man graduate into each other, independently,
IN many cases, as far as we can judge, of their having
intercrossed. Man has been studied more thoroughly than any
other organic being, and yet there is the greatest possible
diversity amongst capable judges whether he should be classed as
asingle species or race, or astwo (Virey), as three (Jacquinot), as
four (Rant), five (Blumenbach), six (Buffon), seven (Hunter),
eight (Agassiz), eleven (Dickering), fifteen (Bory St. Vincent),
sixteen (Desmoulins), twenty-two (Morton), sixty (Crawfurd), or
sixty-three (Burke)."[1]



These words were written half a century ago, but are just as
applicable today. In their embarrassment, many anthropologists
finally resort to the device of classifying a series of races not by
their somatic traits, but by language, concerning which Ernst
Ha ckel maintains with astraight face that it "is transmitted far

more rigidly than the skull forms'[2]

Of course, the only thing inherited is the ability to speak, not the
gpecific language. Language is acquired, the earliest and most
important teachers being the persons among whom the individual
grows up when achild, not necessarily the parentsin every case.
Owing to migrations, to altered environment, to contacts with
strange peoples, the ancestral |anguage may be forgotten, and a
foreign language acquired, while the native pigmentation of hair,
eyes, skin, the form of the nose, etc., are not lost. Any races may,
without in any way changing their racial character, change their
language and, vice versa, the most different races may appear in
succession in acertain region, each supplanting the other, and
each recelving its language from its predecessors. In present-day
Greece, practically the same Greek language is spoken as two or
three thousand years ago, and yet, how many races have
succeeded each other in that country! On the other hand, the Irish
have abandoned their Celtic language in the course of the last few
centuries, without noticeably changing their "race". If language
were arace trait, the Negroes of the United States would have to
be counted as Anglo-Saxons, and many Negroes and Indians of
Central and South Americaas Latins. In fact, some Negroes



would also have to be classified as Germans. A German scientist
was much surprised to encounter, in the primeval Brazilian
forest, a Negro who spoke Low German. His master was a
colonist who had immigrated to Brazil from the Waterkant, a part
of Germany where Low German is spoken.

As amatter of fact, language is even less an indication of race
than skin, hair, or head-form. Thereis no Semitic race, thereisno
Aryan race. The Aryan race is not a primitive race, but merely an

"invention of the closeted scholar."[3l

This does not mean that language may not be of great importance
in defining the groups of mankind. Language is their means of
communication, of social cooperation. WWhen men speak the same
language, it is easy for them to live and work together. When
brought together by the material conditions of life and labour,
they must seek to make themselves understood by each other by
means of a common language. Thus, language isin a state of
constant and close interaction with the compass of this social
grouping of men; it becomes one of the most important means of
uniting and segregating men; and the study of old linguistic
survivals may at times help usin reconstructing the history of
social groupings in periods that afford no other evidence on this
point. It is no doubt justifiable to divide mankind according to
language groups, but this division by no means coincides with the
division according to race. Originally, while each race of man
represented a geographical race, a human group inhabiting



certain regions for many thousands of years, under like
conditions, each race may also have developed a type of language
peculiar to itself, alanguage dividing off into many dialects. A
common language tree pointsin the first place to aformer
common home, and to the common life conditions of this home,
and, in very primitive peoples, to membership in the same
geographical race. But there is probably not a single tribe today
that inhabits the primitive seats in which the language now
spoken by this tribe was formed, without any mixture with other
tribes. The more varied its wanderings, its mingling with other
races, its historical destinies, the more will language and race
become independent of each other. And, as the means of
intercourse grow, as the groups of men become larger and larger
who are united by their economy in permanent social
cooperation, the sooner will very different races and race
mixtures be embraced in asingle linguistic and cultural group.
On the other hand, this same increase in the means of intercourse,
as the members of the same race are drawn into the most different
regions of the earth, attaching them to the most different human
communities, must divide many races into a number of
linguistically different sections, so that many descendants of the
same race will understand each other less and less, will become
mentally less and less connected with each other.

Language as arace trait is therefore of no value.

And modern anthropologists are of quite different opinion on the



matter of race from those "anthropo-sociologists’ who term
themselves thus because they know as little of anthropology as of
sociology. Professor Felix von Luschan, of Berlin, presented a
very interesting outline of the "anthropological view of race" at
the First General Racial Congress held in London in 1911. We
are giving his remarks in some detail, including those in which
excellent light is thrown upon the pseudo-scientific raceconceit of
our colonial fanatics of the Rohrbach type. Luschan said, among
other things

"Coloured people are often described as savage races, but it is
comparatively rare to find any attempts to give a proper
definition of coloured and savage.

"A certain order issued by a European governor in Africa once
stated what Negroes, Arabs, Hindus, Portuguese, Greeks, and
other coloured people had to do on meeting a white man, and in
the German Reichstag one of the successors of Bismarck once
spoke of the Samoans as a "handful of savages. Again, many
books have been written on the differences between races of men,
and serious scientists have tried in vain to draw up an exact
definition of what really constitutes the difference between
savage and civilised races. It isvery easy to speak of "Greeks and
other coloured people'’; but some assign the ancient Greeks to the
civilised races, and are so severe in their division asto exclude
from that group the ancient Romans as half-barbarians.



"The division of mankind into active and passive racesis an old
one. Since then an attempt was made to put twilight' races
between the "day’ races and the "night' races, and the Japanese
were included in this group of D& mmerungsmenschen, - the
Japanese, who are now in the van of human civilisation in Asia,
and who have, perhaps, saved the mental freedom of Europe at
Tsushima and on the battlefields of Manchuria.

"Still weaker and more objectionable is the division as to colour.
We now know that colour of hair and skin is only the effect of
environment, and that we are fair only because our ancestors
lived for thousands, or probably tens of thousands, of yearsin
sunless and foggy countries. Fairness is nothing else but lack of
pigment, and our ancestors lost part of their pigment because they
did not need it. Just as the Proteus sanguineus and certain beetles
became blind in caves, where their eyes were useless, so we poor
fair people have to wear dark glasses and gloves when walking
on aglacier, and get our skin burned when we expose it unduly to
the light of the sun.

"It istherefore only natural that certain Indian races and the
Singhalese are dark; but it would be absurd to call them "savage'
on that account, as they have an ancient civilisation, and had a
noble and refined religion at atime when our own ancestors had a

very low standard of life."[4]

With the aid of many examples, Luschan then shows that the



alleged inferiority of savagesisin many cases only an apparent
inferiority, the proofs adduced in favour of thisinferiority being
often merely a consequence of the simplicity and impatience of
their observers, who inferred the absence of intelligence where
intelligence was absent only from the observers. Luschan
continues, in the same paper from which we have already quoted:

"In former times it was not so much the mental and material
culture of foreign races as their anatomical qualities, which were
taken as the starting point, in showing their inferiority. Especially
in America, before the Civil War, anthropology (or what they
called by that name) was engaged in showing that the Negro,
with his black skin, his prognathism, his blubber-lips and his
short and broad nose, was no real human being but a domestic
animal. How to treat him was the owner's private affair; it was
nobody else's business, any more than the treatment of his cattle
or horses.

"Even today there are scientists who claim a separate origin for
the various human types, and who link one palaeolithic race to
the Gorilla and another to the Orang. The author of Anthropozoon
biblicum goes still further and wants us to believe that the dark
races are the descendants of incestuous intercourse between
"Aryans and monkeys. But the great majority of our modern
authorities now claim a monogenetic origin for all of mankind.

" So the question of the number of human races has quite lost its



raison d'ére, and has become a subject rather of philosophical
speculation than of scientific research. It is of no more
importance now to know how many human races there are than
to know how many angels can dance on the point of a needle.
Our aim now isto find out how ancient and primitive races
developed from others, and how races have changed or evolved
through migration or interbreeding.

"We do not yet know where the first man began to develop from
earlier stages of zoological existence. . .. We shall probably not
be far from the truth if we say that the Palaeolithic man of Europe
was not, essentially different from the modern Australian. If we
are allowed to draw conclusions as to the soft parts from the parts
of the skeleton, our Palaeolithic ancestor had dark skin, dark
eyes, and dark, more or less, straight hair. His home was
probably in some part of Southern Asia; but we find similar types
even now among the Toala of Celebes and the V eddas of Ceylon.
In fact, millions of dark men in India belong to the same stock,
and so do all the dark tribes of Afghanistan and Beluchistan.

"So we can trace an early and primitive type of mankind from
Gibraltar, Moustier, Spy, Neandertal, Kropina, etc., to Ceylon,
Celebes, and Australia. This certainly isawide area, but every
year is now bringing fresh proofs of this direct continuity of a
distinct human type from the earliest paloeolithic ages to modern
times.



"The question naturally arises how it isthat our Australian
brothers have remained for fifty or a hundred thousand years, or
longer, in such a primitive state of mental and material culture,
while we Europeans have reached the height of modern
civilisation. The answer is not difficult. Australiawas isolated
from the rest of the world through an early geological catastrophe
soon after the immigration of palaeolithic man. Every impulse
and incentive from without ceased, and human life began to
petrify.

"It was quite otherwise in Europe and in Western Asia. The
thousand advantages of the environment, the broken coastlines,
the many islands, the navigable rivers, and especially the constant
passing from Asiato Europe and from Europe to Asiaand Africa,
the ready exchange of inventions and discoveries and
acquisitions, the incessant trade and traffic, have made us what
we are.

"This primitive but uniform human type began to change chiefly
in two directions. To the southwest of the line connecting
Gibraltar with Australia, man, in some way or other, devel oped
curly and woolly hair, and so became what we now call
Protonigritian. We find his descendantsin Melanesiaand in
Africa. The Pygmiesform avery old branch of this protonigritic

group ...

"On the other side of thisline, in Northern Asia, primitive man



acquired, during many thousands of years, straight hair and a
shorter or broader skull. The modern Chinese, and the typical,
now nearly extinct, American Indians, are at the end of this
northeastern line of development, while the typical Negro
represents the southwestern end.

"We have thus three chief varieties of mankind - the old Indo-
European, the African, and the East-Asiatic, all branching off
from the same primitive stock, diverging from each other for
thousands, perhaps hundreds of thousands, of years, but all these
forming a complete unity, intermarrying in all directions without
the dlightest decrease in fertility.

"From these three varieties came all the different types of modern
mankind, generally by local isolation. A very interesting example
of such mutation is found in the earliest known inhabitants of
Western Asia. Thisisthe land of those extremely narrow and
high-arched noses, we generally call Jewish or even Semitic.
These remarkabl e noses, however, do not belong to the Semitic
invaders, of whom Abraham is the eponymic hero, but to the pre-
Semitic population which might be called Hittite or Armenoid, as
the modern Armenians are their direct descendants.

"These old Hittites or Armenoids emigrated in very early timesto
Europe, where the "Alpine Race' descended from them. In the
most out-of-the-way valleys of Savoy, Graubtnden, Tyrol, and
Carinthia, more than half of the population has the head-form and



the nose of this second immigration from Asiato Europe, and
from the mingling of this short-headed “Alpine Race' with the
descendants of the long-headed Palaeolithic or Neanderthal or
proto-Australian Race, all the great modern European races have

sprung.

"While the first varieties of primitive man were certainly formed
and fixed by long isolation, later variations were caused by
migration and colonisation ...

"In former times ethnol ogists used to admire the apparent unity in
the direction of the human mind, and to wonder how it was that
in all parts of the earth men had similar ideas and ways. Now this
Vdkergedanken theory is nearly abandoned, and we are forced to
admit the real unity of mankind. Fair and dark races, long and
short-headed, intelligent and primitive, all come from one stock.
Favourable circumstances and surroundings, especially a good
environment, a favourable geographical position, trade and
traffic, caused one group to advance more quickly than another,
while some groups have remained in avery primitive state of
development, but all are adapted to their surroundings, according
to the law of the survival of the fittest."

This mode of thought can hardly be better characterised than in

the words of Luschan, and we have therefore given them in full.
Essentially, thisisthe attitude of all of modern anthropology; of
course, the various scientists differ considerably as to matters of



detail, but this does not alter their essential agreement.

But we shall not take up this subject here. The important point is
that modern anthropology does not consider differences of race to
be an impassible gulf. The races are in a state of constant flux and
transition, all are of the same origin in the long run; none of the
dominant races may boast that its present superiority is based on
its blood and isimmutable so long as the race preservesits purity.
We may not maintain that any of the subject races owes its
servitude to a natural immutable inferiority. The superiority of
one group isto be ascribed only to favourable circumstancesin
the environment, the backwardness of the other group to
unfavourable circumstances. We may say of any race that under
the same favourable circumstances it will accomplish as much as
the highest races - not necessarily, however, at once. The Teutons
mentioned by Tacitus lived about one hundred and fifty years
after those mentioned by Caesar, and seem to have remained just
as barbarous as the latter. Fully ten centuries were required, after
the Teutonic migrations, before society again attained the level of
the defunct Graeco-Roman civilisation, and further centuries
have intervened before the attainment of our present level of
civilisation. It is sometimes carelessly denied that Negroes have
any cultural aptitude because in the United States, in the sixty
years that have elapsed since their liberation, they have not yet so
far emerged from the state of barbarism in which they had lived
before their liberation, as to produce a Darwin or aKant. And

yet, the Negroes in the United States are methodically kept in a



state of the greatest ignorance, having great difficulty evenin
obtaining such necessary and "inalienabl€e" rights as the most
rudimentary schooling.

Only afew years after the liberation of the Negroes, Ha ckel
considered it his privilege to write: "The ulotriches (woolly-
haired) are incapable of any true inner culture or of ahigher
mental training, even under such favourable (?) conditions of
adaptation as have now been offered them in the United States of

America."[3]

A fineview for an "evolutionist" to hold! Truly, H& ckel has no
ground for this view, which is being relinguished more and more
by anthropologists, except where the demands of a"scientific"
pretext for a colonial policy revive such prejudices.

One thing is no doubt true: the leading races of modern
civilisation have advanced with such immense rapidity in the last
few centuries, particularly in their technology, that their lead has
become more and more extensive, leaving the backward peoples
farther and farther behind along the path the latter must follow in
order to attain the level of the civilised races. But this by no
means signifies that the backward peoples will and must continue
to remain backward. The rapid progress of the European nations
since the Sixteenth Century was due only to an expansion of
trade which brought all the races and peoples of the earth into the
closest contact with each other. The first effect of this process



was to destroy the weakest races, for modern society is based on
brutal hostilities of interests: it destroyed them body and soul.
Some were exterminated, forced down into the status of domestic
animals and doomed to the stupidity of the latter like the present
condition of the European proletarians. But this tendency did not
everywhere have a permanently degrading effect. Asin the case
of all the more energetic strata of the proletariat, there will also
come atime for the more energetic of the backward races
subjugated by capitalism, when their degradation will lead them
to rebel against this degradation and thus proceed along an
upward course. Thisrise can only be accomplished by taking
possession of the mental and material weapons by which the
"master races' have created their dominant position. The
handicap of the dominant capitalist nationsistoo great for any
one of the oppressed nations to believe that they may overcome it
by self-devised means. They hasten to follow the lead of the
"more civilised" and are gradually catching up with them by
means of the processes devised and prepared by the leading
nations themselves. The backward nations are spared the
necessity of this labour of seeking and trail-blazing, and they may
thus accomplish in afew decades that which required many
centuries on the part of the leading nations. Of course, in order to
achieve this, they must relinquish their originality, their origina
native traits, their spiritual independence.

Man's teeth have suffered owing to the cooking and the artificia
dividing of foodstuffs. His memory has very probably suffered



owing to his use of writing and printing. Similarly, the inventive
spirit of the backward peoplesis probably being much weakened
by their acquisition of so many superior inventions ready-made,
requiring the use of their full mental powers to absorb them. The
greater half of mankind is transformed from intelligently
Investigating creatures into imitative creatures, into mere pupils
of superior teachers.

But this aso is merely atransient stage, from which each people
emerges as soon as it has attained the level of modern
civilisation, after which it begins to partake actively in this
civilisation.

The permanent result of this process of development must finally
be amental similarity of the human race, on the basis of this
civilisation, in which the already very variable and indefinite
mental race traits will be far more quickly eradicated than bodily
traits, in order to be absorbed in anew body of traits, within
which other, greater, individual differences wilt arise. Types
disappear, individualities grow. The point of departure in human
evolution was probably a uniform human race. Thisraceis
divided into an increasing number of races, which is now again
forming a new community of the human race, but a community
of adifferent kind. Ratzel, in his Anthropogeographie, has
already mentioned this process, which, like his "negation" and his
"negation of negation"”, is adialectic process resembling that
expounded by Marx in Capital, there ending with the



expropriation of the expropriators. Ratzel's words, taken from the
book above mentioned, are as follows:

"The similarity of speciesin present-day mankind is of far
different origin than the similarities between the various animal
and plant species. The latter similarities are caused by a more and
more emphatic development of specific traitsin a certain definite
direction, while mankind has become more and more a unit - and
will become even more so - by the combination of its formerly
far diverging groups. These two groups of similarities have
therefore come into being by entirely different paths, the former
by segregation, the latter by conjoining and combining. Therefore
the former are more limited in area, while the latter embrace the
entire earth. And therefore these similarities are of different
character also. The closed system of animal and plant species
may be contrasted with the varied character of the branches of
mankind, which are based on a great mass of reduced or
attenuated differences which, however,' tend more and more to
combine, to make mankind a more unified mass. Present-day
humanity may be concelved as standing, in time, midway
between a humanity of the past, with greater internal differences,
perhaps even differences of species, and a humanity of the f