




















Biological aspects of race

A DOCUMENT
OF PARAMOUNT
IMPORTANCE

- The undersigned, assembled by Unesco in order to
give their views on the biological aspects of the race
question and in particular to formulate the biological
part for a statement foreseen for 1966 and intended

.to bring up to date and to complete the declaration
on the nature of race and racial differences signed
in 1951, have unanimously agreed on the following :

are derived from a common stock. There are differences of opinion

regarding how and when different human groups diverged from this com-
mon stock.

-' All men living today belong to a single species, Homo sapiens, and

Biological differences between human beings are due to differences
in hereditary constitution and to the influence of the environment on this

genetic potential. In most cases, those dlfferences are due to the inter-
action of these two sets of factors.

- There is great genetic diversity within all human populations. Pure
races—in the sense of genetically homogeneous populations—do not:
exist in the human species.

_ There are obvious physical differences between populations living
in different geographic areas of the world, in their average appearance.

Many of these differences have a genetic component.

Most often the latter consist in differences in the frequency of the
same hereditary characters.

into more restricted categories (races, which are groups of populations,
or single populations) have been proposed on the basis of hereditary
physical traits. Nearly all classifications recognize at least three major
stocks.

5 Different classifications of mankind into major stocks, and of those



Since the pattern of geographic variation of the characteristics used
in racial classification is a complex one, and since this pattern does not
present any major discontinuity, these classifications, whatever they
are, cannot claim tg classify mankind into clear cut categories; moreover,
‘on account of the complexities of human history, it is difficult to determine
‘the place of certain groups within these racial classifications, in particu-
lar that of certain intermediate populations.

Many anthropologists, while stressing the importance of human varia-
tion, believe that the scientific ‘interest of these classifications is limited,
and even that they carry the risk of mv:tmg abusive generallzatlons

Differences between individuals within a race or within a populatlon
~ are often greater than the average differences between ‘races or popu-
lations. '

Some of the variable distinctive traits which are generally chosen as

- criteria to characterize a race are ‘either independently inherited or show

only varying degrees of association between them within each population.

Therefore, the combination of these traits in most individuals does not
correspond to the typological racial characterization.

In man as well as in animals, the genetic composition of each popu-
lation is subject to the modifying influence of diverse factors: natural
selection, tending towards adaptation to the environment, fortuitous muta-
tions which lead to modifications of the molecules of desoxynbonuclelc
acid which determine heredity, or random modifications in the frequency
of qualitative hereditary characters, to an extent dependent on the pat-
terns of mating and the size of populations.

Certain physical characters have a universal biological value for the
survival of the human species, irrespective of the environment. The dif-
ferences on which racial classifications are based do not affect these char-
acters, and therefore, it is not possible from the biological point of view
to speak in any way whatsoever of a general inferiority or superiority of
this or that race.

specific to the species.

The human species, which is now spread over the whole world, has
a past rich in migrations, in .territorial expansions and contractions.

As a consequence, general adaptability to the most diverse environ-
ments is in man more pronounced than his adaptations to specific envi-
ronments.

For long millennia, progress made by man, in any field, seems to have

been increasingly, if not exclusively, based on culture and the transmiss-

_ion of cultural achievements and not on the transmission of genetic

endowment. This implies a modification in the role of natural selection
in man today. ' '

On account of the mobility of human populations and of social fac-
tors, mating between members of different human groups which tend to .
mitigate the differentiations acquired, has played a much more important
role in human history than in that of animals. The history of any human
population or of any human race, is rich in instances of hybridization and
those tend to become more and more numerous.

For man, the obstacles to inter-breeding are geographical as well as
social and cultural

7 Human evolution presents attributes of capital importance which are
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At all times, the hereditary characteristics of the human populations
are in dynamic equilibrium as a result of this inter-breeding and of the
differentiation mechanisms which were mentioned before. As entities
defined by
process of

Human

sets of distinctive traits, human races are at any time in a
emergence and dissolution.
races in general present a far less clear-cut characterization

than many animal races and they cannot be compared at all to races of
domestic animals, these being the result of heightened selection for spe-

cial purposes.

g

It has never been proved that inter-breeding has biological disadvan-
tages for mankind as a whole.

On the contrary, it contributes to the maintenance of biological ties

‘between human groups and thus to the unity of the species in its diver-

sity.
The biological consequences of a marriage depend only on the indi-
vidual genetic make-up of the couple and not on their race.

Therefore, no biological justification exists for prohibiting intermar-
riage between persons of different races, or for advising against it on
racial grounds.

Man since his origin has at his disposal ever more efficient cultural
means of non-genetic adaptation.
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Those cultural factors which break social and geographic barriers,
enlarge the size of the breeding populations and so act upon their genetic
structure by diminishing the random fluctuations (genetic drift).

As a rule, the major stocks extend over vast territories encompass-
ing many diverse populations which differ in language, economy, cul-

ture, etc.

There is no national, religious, geographic, linguistic or cultural group
which constitutes a race ipso facto; the concept of race is purely bio-

logical.

However, human beings who speak the same language and share

the same culture have a tendency to inter-marry, and often there is as a
result a certain degree of coincidence between physical traits on the one
hand, and linguistic and cultural traits on the other. But there is no
known causal nexus between these and therefore it is not justifiable to
attribute cultural characteristics to the influence of the genetic inheritance.
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Most racial classifications of mankind do not include mental traits
or attributes as a taxonomic criterion.

Heredity may have an influence in the variability showh by individuals
within a given population in their responses to the psychological tests
currently applied.

However, no difference has ever been detected convincingly in the
hereditary endowments of human groups in regard to what is measured



by these tests.

On the other hand, ample evidence attests to the

influence of physical, cultural and social environment on differences in

response to these tests.

The study of this question is hampered by the very great difficulty
of determining what part heredity plays in the average differences ob-
served in so-called tests of overall intelligence between populations of

different cultures.

The genetic capacity for intellectual development, like certain major.
anatomical traits peculiar to the species, is one of the biological traits
essential for its survival in any natural or social environment.

The peoples of the world today appear to possess equal biological

potentialities for attaining any civilizational level.

Differences in the

achievements of different peoples must be attributed solely to their cultural

history.

Certain psychological traits are at times attributed to particular

peoples.

Whether or not such assertions are valid, we do not find any

basis for ascribing such traits to hereditary factors, until proof to the

contrary is given.

Neither in the field of hereditary potentialities concerning the overall
intelligence and the capacity for cultural development, nor in that of
physical traits, is there any justification for the concept of “inferior” and

“superior” races.

The biological data given above are in open contradic-
tion to the tenets of racism. Racist theories can in no
way pretend to have any scientific foundation and the

anthropologists should endeavour to prevent the results
of their research from bheing used in such a biased way
as to serve non-scientific ends.
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A century ago a Moravian monk discovered one of nature’s
great secrets—the mechanism of heredity. All his life he
sought to have his ideas accepted but he died disheartened,
unknown and unrecognized. Today, the world salutes an extra-
ordinary genius who was the father of the science of genetics.
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EXACTLY one century ago this year, the
Austrian monk Johann Mendel—Brother Gregor
in the Augustinian Order—submitted to the Natural History
Society of Brunn a paper entitled “Experiments in Plant
Hybridization.”

Mendel's paper, which he communicated in two parts,
on February 8 and March 8, 1865, is one of the most astonish-
ing masterpieces ever conceived by the mind of man. In
some fifty pages, in which the author consigned the fruits
of eight years of patient research, a new science and an
entirely fresh approach to biology was revealed. Mendel
was not, as is sometimes said, a precursor of genetics; he
was its veritable founder. All the essentials of the modern
science of heredity, all those aspects of it which continue
to evolve and develop along the most divergent paths,
were already contained explicitly or implicitly in that
memorable paper. Not a single line of it has become
dated, for it reports only faultless experiments and presents
hypotheses the future was to confirm.

Mendel's life was simple and obscure. Born in Hei-
zendorf, Moravia on July 22, 1822—the year of Louis Pas-
teur's birth—lohann Mendel came of a peasant family. In
his eleventh year he entered a school in Leipnik, then, after
attending a schoo! in Troppau and reading at the Uni-
versity of Vienna, he decided on a monastic life. In 1843,
he was admitted as a novice at the Augustinian Monastery
of Briinn (today Brno in Czechoslovakia), where he took
orders in 1847,

Although he held no university degrees Mendel was
to teach natural history and elementary physics at Brinn.
Twice he sat for the examination which would have qualified
him for a higher post, but without success.

l N 1856, he began experimenting in the cloister
garden with hybridization of the common pea.
His aim was at first a modest one: to bring about artificial
fertilization of ornamental plants with a view to obtaining
new colours. But as he proceeded with his crossings and
extended and varied his experimental material, his ambition
grew; he realized that he had raised the whole problem of
heredity and that he would have to elucidate it if he
were to understand his findings.

These findings impressed him by their regularity, their
clarity and their constancy, all expressed with mathematical
precision. Certain hypotheses became apparent and these
called for verification through further experiments. Finally,
after bringing about thousands of artifical fertilizations and
examining tens of thousands of seeds, Mendel believed
that he was in a position to formulate general conclusions,
equivalent to laws, and these he set forth in his paper
of 1865. Alas, the very magnitude and remarkable ori-
ginality of his work was to render it incomprehensible to
his contemporaries. Despite all his efforts to bring it

to the attention of the specialists, he received no encour-
agement from them and finally abandoned his research.
Elected abbot in 1868, Mendel died in 1884.

Thirty-five years elapsed before Mendel's work was rescu-
ed from oblivion and it might have remained forever buried
had it not been briefly mentioned in a work on plant hy-
bridization by the German botanist Wilhelm Focke.

Early in 1800 a Dutch botanist, Hugo de Vries, published
two papers on the hybridization of various plants and in one,
which appeared in Germany, he indicated that his disco-
veries had in all their essentials been put forward long
before by a monk named Mendel, but in a paper so rarely
mentioned that De Vries did not learn of its existence
until his own work was to all intents completed.

In April of the same year, it was a German botanist,
Carl Correns, who reached findings in every way similar
to Mendel's. He, too, thought he had made an original
discovery.

Finally, in June 1900, an Austrian botanist, Erich Tscher-
mak, corroborated Mendel's observations, which came to
his knowledge only after he had completed his own.

T HREE scientists remaking, almost at the same
time and independently of each other, the disco-
very an obscure monk had already made, unknown to the
world; an astounding paper buried in the annals of a modest
local scientific society; an amateur botanist of genius who
in his cloister garden had outdistanced the prominent
scientists of his day—here were facts to stir the imagination
and the emotions.

Mendelism, thus rediscovered, was straightway to meet
with an enthusiastic response and arouse exceptional in-
terest all over the world. Confirmation was forthcoming
from all sides: the laws of hybridization—immediately dub-
bed Mendel's laws—were to be extended to the animal
kingdom by Bateson in England, by Lucien Cuénot in
France.

Why was Mendel's revelation so important?

Mendel was certainly not the first to investigate the phe-
nomena of heredity. Before him many observations had
been made concerning the transmission of organic charac-
ters—in plants, in animals, in the human species. Even
the experimental study of heredity had been undertaken
by scientists such as Kéhlreuter, Wichura, Lecoq, Sageret,
Goss and Seton, Naudin and others. But none of these
studies had produced anything clear or decisive. The re-
sults of cross-fertilization or cross-breeding were always un-
predictable to the investigator. It was as if the pheno-
menon of heredity was essentially freakish, or at least too
complex to lend itself to exhaustive analysis.















T HE Republic of South Africa has... uprooted
thousands of families from their homes in the
urban areas and expelled many thousands of Africans to
distant reserves. It has arrested and convicted hundreds
of thousands of persons under pass laws and other racially
discriminatory measures. It has excluded non-Whites (1)
from new categories of employment. It has instituted a
reign of terror against opponents of “apartheid”: the leaders
of the non-Whites have been jailed or restricted, and thou-
sands of persons have been thrown in jail for opposition to
“apartheid”, with no certainty of ever being set free. Harsh
penalties have been imposed on members of the major
non-White organizations...

Meanwhile the government has spent much effort in
propaganda at home and abroad, describing its policy as
“separate development” of the races in order to deceive
world public opinion. The policy itself remains basically
unchanged.

Prime Minister Dr. Verwoerd stated in the House of
Assembly on January 25, 1963:

“Reduced to its simplest form the problem is nothing
else than this: We want to keep South Africa White...
‘Keeping it White' can only mean one thing, namely, White
domination, not ‘leadership’, not ‘guidance’, but ‘control’,
‘supremacy’. |f we are agreed that it is the desire of
the people that the White man should be able to continue
to protect himself by retaining White domination... we
say that it can be achieved by separate development.”

Government leaders admit that the non-Whites cannot
be treated forever as inferior, nor would they accept con-
cessions which do not provide for equal rights. They claim
that the move towards self-determination of both the major
groups is the only solution which will preserve the nation-
hood and the vital interests of the Whites. Hence the
development of “Bantustans”™ in the African reserves is
given great emphasis in government policy.

Under the government's plans, the African reserves will
be progressively granted the rights of self-government.
The Africans will exercise their political rights only in the
reserves and the Whites only in the rest of the country,
described as the “"White" area.

(1) According to Information supplied to the International Labour
Organization by the Government of South Africa in 1962, the popu-
lation of the Republic of South Africa comprises four very distinct
population groups of whom eleven million are Bantu, three mullion
of European origin, 500,000 of Asian origin and one and a half million
of mixed origin.

This ingenious formula represents, in fact, a serious
attack on the rights of a great majority of inhabitants. It
means that Africans will lose all existing rights, and all
hope of equal rights, in 87 per cent of the territory of the
country in return for self-government in the reserves which
constitute only 13 per cent of the territory.

The idea that the African reserves constitute the home-
lands of the Africans is based on a distortion of history
and a negation of present-day realities. Only 38 per cent
of Africans today reside in the reserves, which cannot
provide an adequate livelihood for even their existing
inhabitants. The Africans constitute a majority in both
the “White" urban areas and “White” rural areas. A large
percentage of the Africans were born or have lived for long
periods outside the reserves and have little contact with
the reserves...

0 NE of the first acts of the Union of South Africa,
formed in 1909 by agreement between the two
major White elements in the country, was the promulgation
of the Native Land Act of 1913, which limited African land
rights to 10 1/2 million “morgen* (about 21 million acres).
The Native Trust and Land Act of 1936 provided for the
acquisition of an additional 15 million acres for African
occupation, and for the liquidation of the “Black spots”
(African-owned land) in the rest of the country. When this
additional land is acquired, the African reserves will cover
less than one seventh of the country.

The traditional geographical separation is mainly a
restriction on landownership imposed by the government
in which the Africans had no voice and which the African
leaders had protested strongly. The reserves contain only
38 per cent of the African population of the country, and
even a government commission found that they can decently
support only half of their present population. The majority
of Africans live outside the reserves. The Africans out-
number the Whites in the urban areas. The number of
Africans is about four times the number of Whites in the
“White" rural area.

The National Party came to power in 1948 after a cam-
paign in which it stressed the alleged dangers of increasing
African population outside the reserves, and the trend
towards economic integration. It embarked on a series of
laws to outlaw all social intercourse between the racial
groups, to restrict the rights of Africans outside the
reserves, and to reinforce tribalism.

CONT’D ON NEXT PAGE
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fruitful dialogue may yet take place among the different
sections of the South African population.

Chief amongst the encouraging factors is the insistence
on constitutional measures and methods advocated over
many years by the parties and organizations opposing
“apartheid.” Their leaders have displayed outstanding
political responsibility and have throughout emphasized
that all South Africans of whatever race should enjoy equal
rights.

Chief Luthuli, in his Nobel lecture delivered in Decem-
ber 1961, made his famous declaration:

“The true patriots of South Africa, for whom | speak,
will be satisfied with nothing less than the full demo-
cratic rights. In government, we will not be satisfied
with anything less than direct individual adult suffrage
and the right to stand for and be elected to all organs
of government. In economic matters, we will be satisfied
with nothing less than equality of opportunity in every
sphere, and the enjoyment by all of those heritages which
form the resources of the country which up to now have
been appropriated on a racial ‘white only’ basis. In
culture, we will be satisfied with nothing less than the
opening of all doors of learning to non-segregatory insti-
tutions on the sole criterion of ability. In the social
sphere, we will be satisfied with nothing less than aboli-
tion of all racial bars. We do not demand thege things
for people of African descent alone. We demand them
for all South Africans, white and black.”

At the Conference at which the Pan-Africanist Congress
was established in 1959, Robert Sobukwe said that every-
body who owes his only loyalty to Africa should be
regarded as an African; and that there is only one race,
the human race.

Nelson Mandela of the African National Congress when
on trial in 1962 before being sentenced to five years
imprisonment told the court: )

“I am no racialist, and | detest racialism because
| regard it as a barbaric thing, whether it comes from a
black man or from a white man.”

The struggle in South Africa is not a struggle between
two races for domination; it is a struggle between the
protagonists of racial domination and the advocates of
racial equality.

WE believe that if a new course is set now it is
still possible to envisage all South Africans
enjoying political justice and freedom under a constitution
guaranteeing human rights and providing for a democratic
system of government. Removal of the restrictions on
employment and residence and movement will open up
possibilities for far greater industrial and agricultural pros-
perity. The economy of South Africa can surge forward if
the barrier of discrimination is removed. Reduction of
expenditure on military and repressive measures will free
large sums for development and welfare. And if equal
opportunities for education_ are granted, a great new
reservoir of human capacity and skill will be created to
contribute to fruitful and peaceful progress. When the
burdens of oppression and discrimination and isolation are
lifted all South Africans will benefit.

We have no doubt that the cause of emancipation will
prevail in South Africa. The great majority of the popula-

ordeal of violence and hate

tion cannot be forced back into already overcrowded
reserves constituting less than 13 per cent of the country.
The right of the human person, the right of each individual
to live and work and move freely in his own country cannot
long be denied. A political, economic and social system
built on the domination of one race by another by force
cannot survive,

What is now at issue is not the final outcome but the
question ‘whether, on the way, the people of South Africa
are to go through a long ordeal of blood and hate. If so
all Africa and the whole world must be involved.

We believe that the course of reason and justice which
we have advocated—a course which could be promptly
and honourably accepted by all—offers the only way and
the last chance to avoid such a vast tragedy.

*

The report of the U.N. Group of Experts was submitted to the
U.N. Secretary-General on April 20, 1964.

In a letter dated May 22, 1964, the Permanent Representative
of South Africa claimed that the report of the Group of Experts
“consists to a large extent of inaccuracies, distortions and
erroneous conclusions on false premises” and declared that
“for obvious reasons the South African Government can see no
useful purpose In commenting on the detailed proposals for a
National Convention and its agenda.”

# On June 9, 1964, the Security Council urged South African
Government to “renounce the execution of the persons sentenced
to death for acts resulting from opposition to the policies of
‘apartheid’ and to end forthwith the trial In progress, instituted
within the framework of the arbitrary laws of ‘apartheid’.”

@ On luly 13, 1964, the Government of South Africa replied, and
reiterated that South Africa regards “intervention by the United
Nations in the judicial processes of a member state as completely
illegal...” -

M On lune 18, 1964 the Security Council renewed its appeal
to the Government of the Republic of South Africa “to liberate
all persons imprisoned...” and to accept the main conclusions
of the Expert Group that- “all people of South Africa should be
brought into consultation and thus be enabled to decide the
future of their country at a national level.”

# On the same day, the Security Council invited the Secretary-
General of the United Nations, in consuitation with appropriate
United Nations specialized agencies. to establish an educational
and training programme to allow education and training abroad
for South Africans.

M On November 6, 1964, three leaders of the African National
Congress, Vuysile Mini, Wilson Kjayinga and Zinaxile Mkaba
were executed in Pretoria.

# On November 16, 1964, the South African Government declared
that it would not respond to the appeal and invitation addressed
to it by the United Nations to examine the conclusions of the
report by the Group of Experts.

W The case for economic sanctions against South Africa has often
been stated in the General Assembly and has been taken up by
the Special Committee and the Group of Experts. Recommen-
dations have been made for states to place embargos on the
supply of arms, oil and rubber to the Republic of South Africa;
to ban the import of gold, diamonds and iron-ore from South
Africa; to refuse docking facilities to ships and servicing facilities
to aircraft bound for or returning from South Africa; and, among
other measures, to refuse to furnish technical assistance or equip-
ment to the Republic of South Africa. The report of the Group
of Experts concludes: *“ It is only through a unanimous decision
of the Security Council that the weapon of sanctions can be
rapidly effective. Only if action is agreed and complete can the
threat of sanctions achieve its purpose.”
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