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Foreword

This booklet reproduces the texts of four statements on the race
question prepared by groups of experts brought together by
Unesco in 1950, 1951, 1964 and 1967, as part of its programme
to make known the scientific facts about race and to combat
racial prejudice. The names and qualifications of the experts
responsible for the preparation of each of the statements are
given at the end of each.

The statements are preceded by two essays, one by Professor
Hiernaux, biologist, University of Brussels (Belgium), the other
by Professor Banton, sociologist, University of Bristol (United
Kingdom), on the four statements and the relationships among
them. The views expressed in the essays are those of the authors
and do noi necessarily refleci those of Unesco.
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Biological aspects
of the racial question

Jean Hiernaux

As stressed in the statement on race and racial prejudice of 1967,
the basic causes of racialism are economic and social. However,
those who show racial discrimination justify their attitude by
ideas and illustrations taken from biology: on the one hand,
the belief that there are innate value differences between human
groups; on the other, the representation of the hereditary
characteristics of the members of these groups in the form
of stereotypes. In the racialist’s view, not only is one group
(their own) naturally superior to all other groups, but any
member of their own group is superior to any member of
the other. This belief goes hand in hand with hostility to
the intrusion of ‘inferior’ blood into the genetic inheritance
of the group with which they identify themselves. This group
is most often defined in terms of race; it can also be a caste
or even a social class. The hierarchy established by the racialist
attitude is conceived mainly as affecting intelligence and be-
haviour, in which it attributes to each of the groups not only
innate but unchanging characteristics.

What is the opinion of those who devote their life to the
study of the biological differences between human beings and
groups of people—namely those doing research into human
biology or anthropobiology? The Unesco statements quoted
below reply to this question, particularly those of 1951 and
1964, emanating from meetings of biologists. The biologists were
represented insufficiently at the meeting of 1950, which gave
rise to that of 1951. The statement of 1967 restates the propo-
sitions adopted in 1964, while stressing the points of 1964
which it considered essential. The biological aspects of the
racial question will be presented here in the light of these



Jean Hiernaux

texts, in an effort to define present scientific knowledge of
the subject and its recent development.

The physical and mental development of the human being
is the result of the interaction of heredity and environment.
Apart from the qualitative aspect of such characters as blood
groups, which seems to be exempt from environmental influence,
heredity determines only a potential or a tendency. For example,
according to the conditions in which a person has grown up,
he will at maturity reach a height of which heredity will
have determined only the potential range; depending on diet,
out of two individuals who have inherited the same tendency
to diabetes, one may suffer from a serious form of the disease
while the other may not be affected at all. The idea of race
concerns the hereditary factor in the differences apparent
among human beings: no one would think of considering as
racial the effects of living conditions which bring about dif-
ferences in the outward manifestation of the same genetic poten-
tial in different individuals.

On the purely hereditary level (the assemblage of genes
which are elongated molecules of deoxyribonucleic acid or
DNA, form chromosomes in the cell nucleus), and on that
of the outward manifestation of the characteristics of the
body (the phenotypes), no two human beings are identical
(with the exception, on the genetic level, of monozygotic twins,
who have come from a single fertilized ovum which has split
into two, each of the parts giving rise to a complete human
being). For the man in the street, as well as for the anthropo-
logist, the idea of race includes the notion of stability of
the hereditary endowment from one generation to another, or
at least a tendency towards such stability. It follows from this
that the individual cannot be taken as the basic unit in a study
on race; none of his children, who also inherit from the other
parent, is exactly similar to him. Obviously the idea of race
has as its basic unit a group of individuals such that its
collective genetic inheritance (the sum of the inheritances of
its members) tends to remain stable throughout the generations.
This is the case of a population whose members normally
intermarry, in so far as genetic isolation is pronounced and
the influence of the evolutionary forces and events enumerated
below is slight. As regards the questions dealt with here, the
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Biological aspects of the racial question

units which form a basis for study are the sections of the
human race as a whole which most resemble a group of such
populations. There are many of them: in Africa, south of the
Sahara alone, there are well over a thousand.

Thus defined, there are no two human populations with
identical hereditary endowments: at the very least, they will
differ in the frequency of certain genes. Race classifications
reduce the vast number of these unit-populations to a smaller
number of groups (races); they may be divided into several
headings (e.g. major racial group, race and sub-race}. The
statement of 1951 expresses the unanimity of anthropologists
in considering the idea of race as a classificatory device. That
of 1964 stresses that the concept of a major racial group is
only a tool of classification, but remarks that either smaller
groups or unit-populations themselves may be referred to as
races. This had already been expressed, though less clearly,
in the statement of 1950. In fact, a large number of anthropo-
logists today define a race as a population differing from others
by the frequency of certain genes; each population then consti-
tutes a race, and this term is no longer classificatory. It is
unfortunate that the same word should be used sometimes
to describe the unit-populations and sometimes the groups in
which these units are classified. Many people now are careful
to reserve the term ‘population’ for the former and ‘race’
for the latter.

The ambiguity of the word ‘race’ in recent anthropological
literature is due to the development of ideas, over the last
few decades, concerning the justification and the desirability
of establishing a classification of human populations. Those who
signed the statement of 1951 see the variations among human
groups essentially as a genealogical tree: race classification,
which names each branch and offshoot, sums up the evolution
that has taken place, and according to the statement, makes
studies of the subject easier. The diversity among human
populations is more often regarded today as a network formed
by the factors of local specialization and numerous genetic
mixtures. The evolutionary unit is the population; those which
are grouped together, in the classifications, as major stocks
may have very different evolutionary histories. There are those
who doubt whether it is possible to establish a classification
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Jean Hiernaux

of human populations for general use: they think it necessary
to develop a system of classification appropriate to the problem
in question. Most students acknowledge that there is a large
dose of the arbitrary in any race classification. An increasing
number of anthropobiologists are giving up any form of classi-
fication, which seems to them to be of minor usefulness in
comparison with the risk of encouraging false generalizations.
This development in modern human biclogy concerning race
classifications was evident in the text of 1964 and struck the
experts meeting in 1967, who drew attention to it in their
statement. Having regard to popular ideas on the subject, it
was essential to point out that the contemporary anthropologist
does not regard the human race as naturally divided into white
people, yellow people, black people, or any other sub-division,
but as composed of a vast number of populations,
its own history of development. Taken together, they form a
continuum such that any attempt at classification according to
selected combinations of characters leads to the conclusion
that many populations are unclassifiable (which was already
acknowledged in the statement of 1951).

each with

In modern human biology, what matters is to establish the
nature, extent, forms and genesis of the differences which can
be seen among human populations, the genetic part of which
is usually described as race difference.

Between populations of the same species, such as human
populations, the differences can only be minor in comparison
with what is possessed in common. Not only do the majority
of hereditary characters vary from one population to another,
but each of them shows a wide field of variation within one
population (polymorphism). As regards measurable character-
istics, the members of a population gravitate around an average
value; in almost every case, the distributions of the individual
values of two populations overlap. For example, if the average
height of one population is ten centimetres less than that of
another, there will be a noteworthy proportion of individuals

Frct man 3
first population who are taller than so

the second. As for the qualitative characteristics determined by
single genetic factors, e.g. blood groups, no two populations
are sharply distinguished by the general possession of different
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Biological aspects of the racial question

alleles.! Either the same alleles are present in all populations,
or else all populations have at least one allele and one genotype
in common. The ‘stereotype’ view, which regards all members
of one race as similar, is already at variance with reality when
only one population is in question, however little variation
there may be within it.

Given a difference in the average or in the frequency of a
character between two populations, it is often difficult to dis-
tinguish between what is due to a difference of inheritance,
and what to the influence of environment on the manifestation
of the inherited factors. For example, it is well known that
a deficiency in diet, particularly of calcium and proteins, has
an adverse effect on growth and reduces height at maturity.
If the average height of a population is higher than that of
another and the population is also better fed, it can be concluded
that it has an, hereditary greater-height potential only if it
can be shown that the difference remains when representative
groups from the two populations are placed from conception
onwards (this being the real moment of birth) in the same
environmental conditions.

Many differences remain to be clarified in this way, but it is
certain that many populations differ in inheritance with respect
to a large number of characters which show genetic variations
within each one of them (leaving aside the variations which are
only maintained on a very low level by recurrent mutations).
The situation presented, at any period, by this diversity in
hereditary endowment is the result of the continual play of
a series of evolutionary factors mentioned in the statements of
1951 and 1964: mutations, which can produce similar abnormal
variants of the same gene in parts of the world far removed from
each other; genetic drift, the random fluctuation of gene frequen-
cies in small populations; selection and interbreeding.

Natural selection tends to make the population genetically ad-
apted to its environnement. According to whether two populations

1. Alleles are variants of a gene. Each individual has a pair of them in his
cells, one coming from his father, the other from his mother; they form
the genotype for the character thus determined. The individual is said
to be a homozygote if the two alleles are identical, a heterozygote if they
are different.
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are living in the same or in different environments, natural
selection will tend to produce convergence or differentiation. In
one of its forms, favouring heterozygotes, it maintains poly-
morphism and preserves in each population those frequencies
of the alleles which correspond to adaptative equilibrium.
Whether this equilibrium demands a state of genetic uniformity
or of polymorphism, it can only be achieved by a population
which has maintained its environment over a certain (often
considerable) number of generations. As stressed in the state-
ment of 1964, however, man’s presence all over the earth, the
mobility of human populations, episodes of territorial expansion
and shrinkage, and frequent cross-breeding give to the natural
history of the human race one of its distinguishing features:
far from splitting up into subspecies which would be definitely
adapted to the particular environment in which they had settled,
and would differ from each other all the more for being geneti-
cally isolated (a frequent occurrence in animal species), the
human race is composed of populations whose inheritances are
being continually modified by gene exchanges and are moving
towards states of stability which are themselves in process of
change. The idea of separate and unchanging races is the exact
opposite of the truth.

The result, according to the statement of 1964, is that the
ability to adapt to widely varying surroundings is more marked
in man than adaptation to particular environments. Moreover,
man commands more and more effective cultural means of
guarding against the harmful effects of environment ('culture’
here meaning the total sum of knowledge and behaviour acquired
through contact with other human beings). Many genetic dif-
ferences are the result of selective forces which man can reduce
or eliminate today. If, as the modern anthropobiologist thinks,
a dark-skinned child runs a higher risk of developing rickets
in a climate with little sun than does a fair-skinned child
(because the melanin which colours his skin filters the scarce
ultra-violet rays which are needed for the synthesis of vitamin D
in the deeper layers of the skin), a few vitamin D tablets taken
each winter will eliminate his handicap. The development of
appropriate cultural means, moreover, is often the preliminary
to man’s settlement in habitats presenting extremities. Although
the Eskimos show certain signs of biological adaptation to extreme
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Biological aspects of the racial question

cold, they would not have been able to migrate to the polar
region without fur clothing, and it is chiefly by advanced
adaptation of their way of life that they have been able to
maintain themselves there.

Still on the question of the interaction between genetic and
cultural factors, to which the major original contribution of the
statement of 1964 relates, two basic points are set forth: on
the one hand, the genetic capacity for intellectual development
depends on biological characteristics which are of universal
value on account of their importance for the survival of the
species in any natural and cultural environment; on the other
hand, the progress made by man, in whatever respect, seems to
have been taking place for many thousands of years mainly—if
not solely—on the level of cultural acquisitions, and not on that
of genetic endowment. In the light of present knowledge, the
differences in cultural achievements seem to be accounted for
entirely by the cultural history of the peoples. This is in direct
opposition to racist thought, whose beliefs with regard to racial
superiority relate mainly to intelligence and behaviour, and
which attributes the cultural backwardness of certain peoples
to genetic inferiority. No genetic difference between peoples,
however, has ever been proved in this sphere. Admittedly,
research on this point is very difficult. There is no psychological
test by which the innate factor in mental capacities or affective
tendencies can be measured alone. But whenever the conditions
for the mental development of two populations begin to resemble
each other, the differences in the average of the test results are
reduced or eliminated; they tend to become reversed when the
inequalities of environment are reversed. Biology today can not
deny the possibility that one day differences in hereditary
endowment may be shown to exist between human populations
for mental characteristics which depend in the individual on
the interaction of heredity and environment, the hereditary
component varying from one person to another in the same
population. It can say, however, that if this is so, these dif-
ferences are such that the distribution curves of the innate
precluding any generalization or stereotyping. The state of affairs
reflected in the statement of 1951 on this question remains
strictly the same today. The points made in the statement of
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1964, referred to above, add to this the basis of an explanation,
in terms of evolution, of the apparent equality of human
populations with regard to a character partially determined by
heredity, when these populations differ in so many other respects:
so far as this character is concerned, on account of its funda-
mental value for the species, the whole of mankind has progressed
genetically en bloc, until a similar level has been reached every-
where.

There is one last prejudice which the Unesco statements
show to be quite unfounded: the belief that race mixture is
harmful. It must be remembered that there is no pure human
race, in the meaning which biologists give to this term, a
genetically homogeneous population; on the contrary, every
human population presents wide diversity. No population has
lived long in genetic isolation, and the very fabric of man’s
natural history is intermixture. Like that of 1951, the statement
of 1964 notes that interbreeding presents no biological dis-
advantage for mankind (incompatibilities, such as those presented
by the Rh blood groups, depend on the genotype of the couple
for the system involved, and not on their race); but further it
stresses the beneficial side of interbreeding, which contributes
largely to the maintenance of biological ties between human
groups, and thus to the unity of the species in its diversity.

With regard to the fundamental questions raised by the
diversity of humankind, the successive statements of the bio-
logists called together by Unesco constitute so many landmarks
in the development of anthropobiology. The conclusions reached
in this subject refute more and more completely the racist way
of thinking and deny any biological justification for discrimi-
natory practices between human groups.
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Social aspects
of the race question

Michael Banton

Race is a relatively new idea. It emerged in the nineteenth
century as the evidence for evolution began to accumulate. Prior
to this time Europeans generally had believed that the book of
Genesis furnished a historical account of man’s creation and
the peopling of the world. Race was an exciting idea. Scientists
thought it offered a key to human history, one that would
explain why the peoples of the world differed so much in their
civilizations and in their technological achievements. They were
wrong, but it took some years before the mistake became
apparent. In the meantime the error was seized upon, magnified,
and publicized, because it was convenient from the standpoint
of those who held power in the Europe of that day. Europeans
were flattered when they were told that they were superior to
the peoples of the technologically backward countries. The
possibility of a biological origin of these differences was therefore
entertained more sympathetically than the evidence warranted.

Doctrines of racial distinction and superiority cast a dark
shadow over the history of the world in the first half of the
twentieth century. They played an important part in imperialist
arrogance. Then they were utilized for political ends within
nations, most notoriously in Nazi Germany. Six million Jews
were sacrificed to beliefs about race which had no scientific
validity. After the Second World War, Unesco naturally identified
racist doctrines as a major source of world tension. Unesco was
the international institution best placed to collect and diffuse
scientific findings about the nature of race and the significance
of differences between human groups.

A team of experts was asked to explain in simple terms the
outcome of scientific inquiry into the nature of racial differences,
and to indicate what were the implications for social relations.

17
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They were quite clear that the central issue is that of equality.
Ideas about race had been built into a social myth which had
been used to deny equality to peoples of another race. The scien-
tific facts, they said, contradicted this myth. But, they insisted ‘it
must be asserted with the utmost emphasis ‘that equality as an
ethical principle in no way depends upon the assertion that
human beings are in fact equal in endowment’. Men are not
equal in talents, this is a fact. But it is generally believed that
the weak deserve sympathy. The unfeeling treatment of the
unfortunate is held to be inhuman. Therefore, so people say, all
men must be showed respect: they are equal in dignity and
rights. This is a moral precept. It is independent from statements
about actual equality or inequality. Nor does it lose any of its
moral force because it is so often ignored by men.

In retrospect, it looks as if there were two weaknesses in the
1950 declaration. Firstly, it appears to assume that once the
erroneous nature of racist doctrines had been exposed, the
structure of racial prejudice and discrimination would collapse.
The eminent scholars who signed the document did not them-
selves believe this, but the committee did not consider explicitly
the other sources of racial hostility. Secondly, the document has
what now seems a slightly out.of-date air in that the experts
were primarily concerned with the equal potential of different
racial groups and did not treat explicitly the problems of contact
between groups—apart from a reference to race mixture, a
statement that biological differences should be disregarded from
the standpoint of social action and the possibly ambiguous
reference to man’s need to interact with his fellows. Today the
chief racial questions are not those of separate development but
of the interrelations within nation-states of people assigned to
different racial categories.

Yet these were not the grounds on which the statement of
1950 was criticized at the time. It was the biologists who
complained that the phraseology did not fully reflect the shift
towards the statistical conception of racial traits. Some felt that
the statement about an ‘ethic of universal brotherhood’ went
beyond what could be affirmed on scientific grounds. Yet others
were disquieted by what they regarded as ‘attempts to solve
scientific questions by political manifestos’. In science the only
authority is that of the facts. The Nazi episode showed how
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dangerous it could be for any doctrine to be regarded as
authoritative. Was Unesco repeating the Nazi error in reverse?
Expert opinion on such problems was collected and published
in the Unesco booklet The Race Concept: Results of an Inquiry.
This report provides useful background material to the statement
of 1951. :

‘What happened? Unesco publicized these statements and
undertook other projects designed to improve understanding of
racial questions. Educational campaigns were mounted. More
important, probably, most colonial nations won their indepen-
dence and were admitted to the United Nations. Whether racial
prejudice and discrimination were much reduced it is difficult
to say. African students in European cities thought the changes
brought them a new pride and dignity. But political leaders in
their home countries complained that they were still dependent
upon Europe and North America for the capital resources they
wanted to finance development programmes. New population
movements occurred which brought previously separated peoples
into closer contact and increased the points at which the sparks
of hostility could be struck. African, West Indian, Indian and
Pakistani workers migrated to their former metropolitan coun-
tries, the United Kingdom and France, in search of work.

Indanesians whao ad
Anaonesians wiio 1n1aa

never previously left the land of their
birth, but were Dutch citizens, took ship to the Netherlands.
Negro farm workers in the Southern region of the United
States were driven from the land as tractors and mechanical
harvesters were adopted; they, and their families, travelled north
and to the cities. In South Africa the government intensified its
efforts to enforce a pattern of separation. Over much of the
globe it seemed as if racial friction was growing more frequent
and more intense.

In 1964 another group of experts assembled to bring up to
date the statement of physical anthropologists and geneticists.
They reinforced the earlier document in testifying that ‘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’ (para. 6). But inevitably, being concerned with the
biological aspects of the question, they could say nothing directly
relevant to the changes in the world situation. The one move in
this direction was the concluding observation that ‘the biological
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data... stand in open contradiction to the tenents of racism’.
This was the first occasion in which the word racism had been
used in one of the Unesco declarations. The word is a relatively
new one and it is employed in different senses. One of the first
writers to make extended use of it was Ruth Benedict who comes
nearest to a definition when she writers that ‘racism is the dogma
that one ethnic group is condemned by nature to congenital
inferiority and another group is destined to congenital superio-
rity’? Social scientists have, in general, followed this lead in
viewing racism as essentially a doctrine. The kernel of this
doctrine is found in the assertions: (a) that people’s culture
and psychological characteristics are genetically determined; and
(b) that the genetic determinants are grouped in patterns that
can be identified with human races in the old sense which
envisaged the existence of pure races. Grouping these features
into a definition, racism can be defined as the doctrine that
a man’s behaviour is determined by stable inherited characters
deriving from separate racial stocks having distinctive attributes
and usually considered to stand to one another in relations of
superiority and inferiority.

The panel of experts who convened in 1967 included socio-
logists, lawyers, a social psychologist, an ethnographer, a histor-
ian and two geneticists. Asked to adopt a declaration covering
the social, ethical and philosophical aspects of the problem,
they were faced with a more difficult task than their predecessors.
To take a stance similar to that of 1950 would have beem to
overlook the source of the trouble. The trend of events had
shown that something more was needed than high principle and
biological sophistication. The difficulty was compounded by the
near certainty that whatever their views they could not draft
a statement to which all their colleagues in the social sciences,
law and the humanities could give whole-hearted assent. Social
scientists, and sociologists especially, are deeply divided on the
question of whether they should cultivate a detachment from
political issues or seek, through personal involvement, to apply
their special insight in overcoming conflicts. Some would say
that to develop their distinctive coniribution as scientisis they
must limit themselves to what can be established as factually

1. Ruth Benedict, Race: Science and Politics, 1940.
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undeniable. Others claim that it is better to follow the model
of the medical scientist and to regard certain social features
(like racism) as diseases which have to be fought.

To have sought to follow the first course, that of detachment,
would have entailed grappling with problems which a hetero-
geneous panel cannot resolve in the course of a single meeting.
For as Ruth Benedict wrote, ‘to understand race conflict we
need fundamentally to understand conflict not race’. The study
of race conflict is almost identical with the study of human
society itself, for there is no separate category of ‘racial be-
haviour’ that can be isolated from other categories of behaviour.
To understand race relations in a school or in an automobile
assembly workshop it is necessary first to understand how a school
or an automobile assembly workshop is organized. A panel of
experts could have prepared an account of what has been
discovered about the psychological causes of prejudice. But the
findings in this field do not lend themselves to simple presentation.
Similarly an account of what sociologists or political scientists
have discovered would need to be lengthy and detailed if it
were to do justice to the complexity of the issues or the
scholarly quality of the research. Some of the facts seem to be
contradictory and there may be differences of opinion as to
which of them will prove the more significant. The dangers in
simplification are probably more acute in the social than in the
biological sciences.

In the event, the committee of 1967 followed the second
course. Their statement comprises a diagnosis, a warning, and
a series of recommendations. The tone of their document is
uncompromising. It differs from the three preceding ones in
expressing a passionate invelvement in the issues. It is as if the
signatories are saying to their readers ‘racial prejudice and
discrimination will not be stopped by the issue of cautious
statements to the effect that scientists have not yet discovered
any racial differences of importance to social relations; state-
ments about what social scientists have discovered will be no
more helpful if they are limited to what has been incontrovertibly
established ; time is short, so we must act on the basis of possibly
incomplete knowledge and extirpate this virus before it causes
more suffering’. They express themselves in terms chosen to
convey a sense of urgency: racism haunts the world; it stultifies
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and perverts; it seeks to make existing differences appear inviol-
able; it finds ever new stratagems for justifying inequality. The
social scientists, it is said, should demonstrate the causes of
racism. The major techniques for combating it lie in the fields
of education, housing policy, employment policy, mass communi-
cation and legislation. The signatories recognize that important
changes in such fields may require decisions of a political
character. In outlining the changes they wish to see, the
signatories make several statements of an ethical character
expressing what they personnally believe to be the morally
right response. For example, they state that where ‘groups have
a lower average education and economic standing, it is the
responsibility of the society to take corrective measures’, i.e. to
exercise positive discrimination (para. 14). Sociologists may
believe as individuals that this is the right thing to do but they
cannot prove it. The use of positive discrimination to help
a backward group catch up can evoke resentment from other
groups. Policies of this kind require careful management and
the advice which social scientists can offer to politicians is only
fragmentary.

In combating racial discrimination, the first essential is
a correct diagnosis. The importance of this is not always
appreciated because of the moral indignation which discrimination
evokes and the reluctance of the activists to accept any delay.
But mistakes are sometimes made which cause anti-discrimination
campaigns to be fruitless or even to exacerbate the situation.
For example, some groups thought that if, by conducting a survey,
they were to expose the prevalence of discrimination, this would
shock people into taking or supporting remedial action. Fre-
quently it has the reverse effect. Those who discriminate derive
support from learning that so many others do so too. The
authorities may take fright and decline to act against what they
see as a powerful section of the population. Another mistake
can be seen when members of a disadvantaged minority lose
patience with the majority and accuse all its members of being
racist or prejudiced. This tactic is sometimes seen as justified
by those who believe that history proceeds dialectically, oppo-
sitions being intensified before they are overcome, but there
is little evidence to suggest that it is ever successful in reducing
discrimination.
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Diagnoses can be more reliable when they relate to relatively
small units or to specific situations. Nevertheless there are
occasions when it is useful to attempt a diagnosis of the world
situation. The 1967 statement is in part such an attempt. In this
connection it is important to note that these experts agreed
that there is no single cause of racial hostility. There are various
causes and the relative importance of one cause or the other
varies according to the situation in question. The statement
declares that the social and economic causes of prejudice are
easily seen in certain circumstances and follows this with a short
list. The terms employed in this list are very general, almost as
embracing as the remark that among the causes ‘the social
structure is always an important factor’. This is so general as
to be platitudinous! The evidence itself is complex and incom-
plete. Moreover, the concepts presently employed by social
scientists are much less precise, and less generally agreed, than
those used by the biologists. It would therefore have been
difficult for this committee to make any comprehensive statement
about the social causes of prejudice that could be understood
by the general public or could command as much scientific
authority as the 1964 statement on the biological aspects. In the
same paragraph (para. 11) the 1967 statement goes on to refer
to personality troubles as a source of prejudice. This, too, is
a complicated matter. The statement that the foundations of
prejudice lie in the economic and social system is open to
differing interpretations because much depends on the meaning
attached to the word ‘foundations’. It would be unfortunate
if such a claim were taken to imply that it is unnecessary
to conduct further research into the psychological origins of
prejudice. Important questions remain to be answered concerning
the interrelation between the psychological factors on the one
hand, and the economic and social system on the other. There
is some experimental evidence to suggest that any kind of
distinction that causes people to think in terms of ‘people like
me’ and ‘other people’ attracts to it emotional meanings and
results in the expression of preferences which are not justified
by the nature of the difference. When a minority is outwardly
distinguished—as by skin colour—the greater the difference
the stronger are the emotional associations. Such psycholo-
gical factors are important in the generation of prejudice and
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appear to be independent of particular economic and social sys-
tems.

The 1967 statement stresses the social and economic factors
underlying the denial of racial equality but it devotes more
attention to racism. It states that racism is ‘a particularly
striking obstacle to recognition of equal dignity for all' (para. 1).
In view of the importance the committee attached to this, it is
unfortunate that they did not hammer out a clearer definition
of what they meant by the key term. By racism they apparently
meant ‘anti-social beliefs and acts which are based on the fallacy
that discriminatory inter-group relations are justifiable on bio-
logical grounds’ (para. 4). There are many features of this as
a definition which require examination: the use of evaluative
terms like ‘anti-social’ and ‘fallacy’ in a definition of this
kind; the lumping together of beliefs and acts; the criteria for
deciding whether an action is based on a fallacy, etc. If social
scientists are to make a distinctive contribution to popular
understanding in this emotionally and intellectually confused
area of discussion, it is important that their diagnoses be clear
and systematic. It would be unfortunate if a reader were to get the
impression that expert opinion amongst social scientists is agreed
that the root cause of racial tension is a sort of virus called
racism; one which ‘finds ever new stratagems for justifying the
inequality of groups’ as if it had a life of its own. Racism is not
an organism. It is a word used to classify certain doctrines and,
by extension, beliefs and actions associated with such doctrines.
There is a danger that preoccupation with racism might cause
people to neglect other factors which impede the achievement
of equal rights. )

Indeed, recent changes in several countries give grounds for
suspecting that racist doctrines are losing the significance they
once possessed. A complete enumeration is out of the question
have, but brief reference may be made, by way of example only, to
changes in three countries with which the author is particularly
familiar. In the 1968 presidential campaign in the United States
of America, ethnic group sentiments and loyalties could be
evoked without mention of race. A speaker had only to refer to
the need to maintain law and order and his listeners took the
remark to be directed against Negroes. White Americans do not
need a doctrine to assuage guilt feelings over the treatment of
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the Negro. Many of them feel threatened by Negro demands.
White hostility functions so as to defend the privileged position
which the Whites have secured and believe they deserve. Whites
seem on the whole to regard the issue as part of a power struggle;
biological arguments excite little interest. In the United Kingdom,
the debate about race relations was for some years conducted
as a debate about the control of immigration from the Common-
wealth. In 1968 a Race Relations Act designed to penalize
discrimination against minority members within the country was
agreed by parliament without differences of principle between
the parties. Those who argued most fiercely for the exclusion
of coloured immigrants and were most critical of the legislation
have increasingly stressed the social difficulties hindering
assimilation and have complained that in areas where the
immigrants settle the character of the local community is
destroyed. These critics have frequently been careful to disavow
.any belief in racial superiority and have not employed racist
doctrines. In southern Africa, too, it seems as if policies implying
the unequal treatment of ethnic groups are more and more defend-
ed on political and cultural rather than pseudo-biological grounds.

These developments have important implications for diagnosing
the problem to be dealt with. It is not unusual for the label
‘racist’ to be applied to individuals who never formulate any
racist doctrine. They may not be educated enough to do so or
may never work out systematically the implications of their
everyday thoughts. Nevertheless, it is assumed that if they were
to systematize their ideas they would eventually subseribe to
doctrines according to which racial differences determine cultural
differences and must therefore form a basis for social policy.
This may be changing. If so, it may be in part a consequence
of the sociologists’ own work. They have shown, especially by
their research in the educational field, that inequality can be
transmitted from generation to generation by social mechanisms.
A child whose home background supports his educational
endeavours may obtain better marks after a time than a youngster
who scores higher on intelligence tests but does not have the
same encouragement to persevere. The structure of inequality
in modern industrial societies can be explained far more con-
vincingly in social and economic than in genetic terms. So an
educated man who wishes to exclude minority members from
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the privileges of the majority may turn to sociological findings
for a rationalization. His arguments would be unscathed by the
accusation of racism as this term has hitherto been understood.
Measures directed against racism should therefore not be
conceived in isolation but as part of a wider attempt to achieve
equality in respect of human rights.

There is also evidence accumulating which indicates that the
expression of prejudice may not be a hostility directed against
the group which serves as an ostensible target, so much as an
affirmation of solidarity with the group to which the speaker
belongs. In the industrial cities of Europe and North America
many men rarely come into meaningful contact with people
of a background very different from their own. They live in
districts inhabited by people of similar income and ancestry.
On the way to work and at the workplace they meet strangers
for the most part only in well-defined relationships. Their
prejudices are expressed most frequently in situations where no
minority persons are present. The way men behave towards
members of other groups when they do meet them, may not be
in accordance with the opinions they have expressed on other
occasions. This evidence shows that the significance race has for
an individual will depend upon his social position and his
actions will be related to the situations in which contact occurs.
Established patterns of social relations are now changing rapidly
so this will affect the ways in which prejudice is generated
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their behaviour is 1nﬂuenced by psychological and social pres-
sures. The changing relations between belief, statements made
to onlookers, and behaviour in social situations, underly the
complexity of prejudice as a social phenomenon.

The declaration of 1967 differs from that of 1950 in another
respect which is worthy of note. The earlier committee main-
tained that human groups distinguished by racial traits would
be better referred to as ‘ethnic groups’ rather than ‘races’
(para. 6). Social scientists are in fact deeply divided about
whether it is proper to use the termlnology of race when de-
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only perpetuates the confusion of social with biological cate-
gories. Some speak of ‘social race’, though this expression
may be no improvement. The 1967 document chooses to say
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nothing of this division of opinion, presumably for fear that
it might weaken the statement’s impact. But by interpreting
their task in this way, the signatories may have distracted some
readers’ attention from the important similarities between the
situations of racial minorities and of other minorities, religious,
linguistic, and economic. There are many people in industrial
societies who suffer from physical or social disablement and
are trapped by their handicaps just as are members of racial
minorities. The study of how they come to be trapped reveals
important lessons about how the social and economic system
works in some of its less public aspects. The mechanisms which
operate against non-racial minorities also operate against racial
minorities. They need to be studied because in some circum-
stances they may prove more important than the special dis-
abilities which sometimes attach to distinctive racial character-
istics.

An important feature of many situations where people are
distinguished by racial characteristics-is the cumulative nature
of such distinctions. As the 1967 statement notes, discrimination
deprives a group of equal treatment. Members of that group
are then unable to perform as well as others so they are more
likely to be despised, called inferior, or made the objects of
prejudice. Cumulation can operate in other ways, bringing un-
anticipated and undesired consequences. So much depends upon
the initial categorization of strangers. Europeans or white Amer-
icans living in districts where coloured people are also starting
to reside, are apt to complain ‘soon there will be more black
people than white’. This seems to them a logical way of seeing
things, partly because they identify whiteness with a wide range
of cultural characteristics shared by the local population and
blackness with other cultural characteristics shared by the new-
comers. But in a new environment customs change and cultural
differences are reduced. The important question from most
standpoints is not whether there will be more black people
than white, but more good citizens than bad.

‘Whenever a society has adopted colour as a more impor-
tant principle for social classification than citizenship, unwel-
come consequences have followed. It has meant that the dif-
ferences between racial groups have continually been emphasized
and differences within these groups have been minimized.
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Children of mixed ancestry have been classified in the lower
category; they have been hated because their very existence
proved that the maintenance of a colour line was a social
convention. Once people start assuming that a racial classifi-
cation is ‘matural’ other social arrangements are fashioned so
as to fit with the racial one. Some people (on both sides of
the line) acquire a vested interest in the prevailing order.
Those who suffer from discrimination feel loyalty to others
who also suffer, and defend them in ways that anger members
of the majority. Tension builds up. In many countries, on widely
separated continents, racial conflict has been occurring on an
ever greater scale. The lines of division have become ever
sharper. Now racial opposition can sometimes be discerned on
the international level.

Logically, the point at which to challenge the increasing
scale of conflict is at the first step. The importance of other
ways of classifying people-—like good citizens and bad—needs to
be emphasized whenever there is opportunity. But in many parts
of the world such advice comes too late. Important social groups
are identified by racial signs. Community structures have been
built on the basis of such divisions. Every available means of
diminishing prejudice and discrimination therefore needs to be
used. The 1967 statement mentions the most important. In some
places the first priority may be to try and implement what
they say about education; elsewhere it may be more important
to tackle problems of local administration or national legisla-
tion. To argue in the abstract about the relative merits of one
technique compared with another, or about the chances of
ever completely eliminating prejudice, is to ignore the main
issue. The question of equality is an ethical and political one.
The contribution of the social sciences is essential to a correct
diagnosis and to the evaluation of the merits and demerits of
different policies; but it would be dishonest to make these
sciences take the responsibility for political decisions or to argue
that serious governmental action must wait until social scientists
have a complete understanding of prejudice.

Much of the confusion among the educated public about the
biological aspects of the race question has in recent years been
laid to rest, but pseudo-scientific racism has not been eliminated.
Many dangerous misapprehensions exist and could be magnified.
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Better biology teaching is needed. The only safeguard against
those who take scientific findings about inheritance out of their
context and seek to use them for political ends, is a better
understanding throughout the population of biological prin-
ciples. This is needed as a safeguard against doctrines of class
superiority as well as of racial superiority.

The social aspects of the race question will almost certainly
remain problematical for many years. They are intricately
involved with the general problem of mequallty in human
societies. Changes in technology will give rise to new forms
of inequality, to new problems which will require new solutions.
Experience shows that it is no use ignoring the social signi-
ficance ascribed to race in the hope that people will stop
thinking in racial terms and therefore the problems will solve
itself gradually. Experience shows that to regulate conflicts of
this kind governmental and institutional intervention is essential.
The longer it is postponed, the more it costs.
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I Statement on race

Paris, July 1950

1. Scientists have reached general agreement in recognizing that
mankind is one: that all men belong to the same species,
homo sapiens. It is further generally agreed among scientists
that all men are probably derived from the same common
stock; and that such differences as exist between different groups
of mankind are due to the operation of evolutionary factors
of differentiation such as isolation, the drift and random fixa-
tion of the material particles which control heredity (the genes),
changes in the structure of these particles, hybridization, and
natural selection. In these ways groups have arisen of varying
stability and degree of differentiation which have been classified
in different ways for different purposes.

2. From the biological standpoint, the species homo sapiens
is made up of a number of populations, each one of which
differs from the others in the frequency of one or more genes.
Such genes, responsible for the hereditary differences between
men, are always few when compared to the whole genetic
constitution of man and to the vast number of genes common
to all human beings regardless of the population to which
they belong. This means that the likenesses among men are
far greater than their differences.

3. A race, from the biological standnoint, may therefore
be defined as one of the group of populations constituting the
species homo sapiens. These populations are capable of inter-
breeding with one another but, by virtue of the isolating barriers
which in the past kept them more or less separated, exhibit
certain physical differences as a result of their somewhat dif-
ferent biological histories. These represent variations, as it were,
on a common theme.

4. In short, the term ‘race’ designates a group or popu-
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lation characterized by some concentrations, relative as to fre-
quency and distribution, of hereditary particles (genes) or phys-
ical characters, which appear, fluctuate, and often disappear
in the course of time by reason of geographic and/or cultural
isolation. The varying manifestations of these traits in different
populations are perceived in different ways by each group. What
is perceived is largely preconceived, so that each group arbi-
trarily tends to misinterpret the variability which occurs as
a fundamental difference which separates that group from all
others.

5. These are the scientific facts. Unfortunately, however,
when most people use the term ‘race’ they do not do so in
the sense above defined. To most people, a race is any group
of people whom they choose to describe as a race. Thus, many
national, religious, geographic, linguistic or cultural groups have,
in such loose usage, been called ‘race’, when obviously Ameri-
cans are not a race, nor are Englishmen, nor Frenchmen, nor
any other national group. Catholics, Protestants, Moslems, and
Jews are not races, nor are groups who speak English or any
other language thereby definable as a race; people who live
in Iceland or England or India are not races; nor are people
who are culturally Turkish or Chinese or the like thereby
describable as races,

6. National, religious, geographic, linguistic and cultural
groups do not necessarily coincide with racial groups: and the
cultural traits of such groups have no demonstrated genetic
connexion with racial traits. Because serious errors of this kind
are habitually committed when the term ‘race’” is used in
popular parlance, it would be better when speaking of human
races to drop the term ‘race’ altogether and speak of ethnic
groups.

7. Now what has the scientist to say about the groups of
mankind which may be recognized at the present time? Human
races can be and have been differently classified by different
anthropologists, but at the present time most anthropologists
agree on classifying the greater part of the present-day mankind
into three major divisions as follows: (a) the Mongoloid divi-
sion; (b) the Negroid division; and (¢) the Caucasoid division.
The biological processes which the classifier has here embalmed,
as it were, are dynamic, not static. These divisions were not
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the same in the past as they are at present, and there is every
reason to believe that they will change in the future.

8. Many sub-groups or ethnic groups within these divisions
have been described. There is no general agreement upon their
number, and in any event most ethnic groups have not yet
been either studied or described by the physical anthropolo-
gists.

9. Whatever classification the anthropologist makes of man,
he never includes mental characteristics as part of those classi-
fications. It is now generally recognized that intelligence tests
do not in themselves enable us to differentiate safely between
what is due to innate capacity and what is the result of environ-
mental influences, training and education. Wherever it has
been possible to make allowances for differences in environ-
mental opportunities, the tests have shown essential similarity
in mental characters among all human groups. In short, given
similar degrees of cultural opportunity to realize their poten-
tialities, the average achievement of the members of each ethnic
group is about the same. The scientific investigations of recent
years fully support the dictum of Confucius (551-478 B.C.):
‘Men’s natures are alike; it is their habits that carry them
far apaﬂ.’

10. The scientific material available to us at present does
not justify the conclusion that inherited genetic differences are
a major factor in producing the differences between the cultures
and cultural achievements of different peoples or groups. It does
indicate, however, that the history of the cultural experience
which each group has undergone is the major factor in explain-
ing such differences. The one trait which above all others has
been at a premium in the evolution of men’s mental characters
has been educability, plasticity. This is a trait which all human
beings possess. It is indeed, a species character of homo sapiens.

11. So far as temperament is concerned, there is no definite
evidence that there exist inborn differences between human
groups. There is evidence that whatever group differences of
the kind there might be are greatly overridden by the individual
differences, and by the differences springing from environ-
mental factors.

12. As for personality and character, these may be considered
raceless. In every human group a rich variety of personality
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and character types will be found, and there is no reason for
believing that any human group is richer than any other in
these respects.

13. With respect to race mixture, the evidence points un-
equivocally to the fact that this has been going on from the
earliest times. Indeed, one of the chief processes of race forma-
tion and race extinction or absorption is by means of hybri-
dization between races or ethnic groups. Furthermore, no
convincing evidence has been adduced that race mixture of
itself produces hiologically bad effects. Statements that human
hybrids frequently show undesirable traits, both physically and
mentally, physical disharmonies and mental degeneracies, are
not supported by the facts. There is, therefore, no biological
justification for prohibiting intermarriage between persons of
different ethnic groups.

14. The biological fact of race and the myth of ‘race’
should be distinguished. For all practical social purposes ' ‘race’
is not so much a biological phenomenon as a social myth.
The myth of ‘race’ has created an enormous amount of human
and social damage. In recent years it has taken a heavy toll
in human lives and caused untold suffering. It still prevents
the normal development of millions of human beings and
deprives civilization of the effective co-operation of productive
minds. The biological differences between ethnic groups should
be disregarded from the standpoint of social acceptance and
social action. The unity of mankind from both the biological
and social viewpoints is the main thing. To recognize this and
to act accordingly is the first requirement of modern man. It
is but to recognize what a great biologist wrote in 1875: ‘As
man advances in civilization, and small tribes are united into
larger communities, the simplest reason would tell each indi-
vidual that he ought to extend his social instincts and sympa-
thies to all the members of the same nation, though personally
unknown to him. This point being once reached, there is only
an artificial barrier to prevent his sympathies extending to the
men of all nations and races.” These are the words of Charles
Darwin in The Descent of Man (2nd ed., 1875, p. 187-8). And,
indeed, the whole of human history shows that a co-operative
spirit is not only natural to men, but more deeply rooted than
any self-seeking tendencies. If this were not so we should
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not see the growth of integration and organization of his com-
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hibit.

15. We now have to consider the bearing of these state-
ments on the problem of human equality. It must be asserted
with the utmost emphasis that equality as an ethical principle
in no way depends upon the assertion that human beings are
in fact equal in endowment. Obviously individuals in all ethnic
groups vary greatly among themselves in endowment. Never-
theless, the characteristics in which human. groups differ from
one another are often exaggerated and used as a bagis for
questioning the validity of equality in the ethical sense. For
this purpose we have thought it worth while to set out in a
formal manner what is at present scientifically established
concerning individual and group differences.

(a) In matters of race, the only characteristics which anthropo-
logists can effectively use as a basis for classifications are
physical and physiological.

{b) According to present knowledge there is no proof that the
groups of mankind differ in their innate mental character-
istics, whether in respect of intelligence or temperament.
The scientific evidence indicates that the range of mental
capacities in all ethnic groups is much the same.

(c) Historical and sociological studies support the view that
genetic differences are not of importance in determining
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of homo sapiens, and that the social and cultural changes
in different groups have, in the main, been independent of
changes in inborn constitution. Vast social changes have
occurred which were not in any way connected with changes
in racial type.

(d) There is no evidence that race mixture as such produces
bad results from the biological point of view. The social
results of race mixture whether for good or ill are to be
traced to social factors.

(e) All normal human beings are capable of learning to share
in a common life, to understand the nature of mutual
service and reciprocity, and to respect social obligations
and contracts. Such biological differences as exist between
members of different ethnic groups have no relevance to
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problems of social and political organization, moral life and

communication between human beings.
Lastly, biological studies lend support to the ethic of universal
brotherhood; for man is born with drives toward co-operation,
and unless these drives are satisfied, men and nations alike
fall ill. Man is born a social being who can reach his fullest
development only through interaction with his fellows. The
denial at any point of this social bond between men and man
brings with it disintegration. In this sense, every man is his
brother’s keeper. For every man is a piece of the continent,
a part of the main, because he is involved in mankind.

Original statement drafted at Unesco House, Paris, by the

following experts:

Professor Ernest Beaglehole (New Zealand) ;

Professor Juan Comas (Mexico);

Professor L. A. Costa Pinto (Brazil);

Professor Franklin Frazier (United States of America);

Professor Morris Ginsberg (United Kingdom);

Dr. Humayun Kabir (India);

Professor Claude Levi-Strauss (France); \

Professor Ashley Montagu (United States of America) (rap-
porteur).

Text revised by Professor Ashley Montagu, after criticism sub-

mitted by Professors Hadley Cantril, E. G. Conklin, Gunnar

Dahlberg, Theodosius Dobzhansky, L. C. Dunn, Donald Hager,

Julian S. Huxley, Otto Klineberg, Wilbert Moore, H. J. Muller,

Gunnar Myrdal, Joseph Needham, Curt Stern.
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I1 Statement on the
nature of race
and race differences

Paris, June 1951

The reasons for convening a second meeting of experts to discuss
the concept of race were chiefly these:

Race is a question of interest to many different kinds of
people, not only to the public at large, but to sociologists,
anthropologists and biologists, especially those dealing with
problems of genetics. At the first discussion on the problem
of race, it was chiefly sociologists who gave their opinions and
framed the ‘Statement on race’. That statement had a good
effect, but it did not carry the authority of just those groups
within whose special province fall the biological problems of
race, namely the physical anthropologists and geneticists.
Secondly, the first statement did not, in all its details, carry
conviction of these groups and, because of this, it was not
supported by many authorities in these two fields.

In general, the chief conclusions of the first statement were
sustained, but with differences in emphasis and with some impor-
tant deletions.

There was no delay or hesitation or lack of unanimity in
reaching the primary conclusion that there were no scientific
grounds whatever for the racialist position regarding purity of
race and the hierarchy of inferior and superior races to which
this leads.

We agreed that all races were mixed and that intraracial
variability in most biological characters was as great as, if not
greater than, interracial variability.

We agreed that races had reached their present states by
portions of similar hereditary elements (genes) had become
characteristic of different, partially separated groups. The source
of these elements seemed to all of us to be the wvariability
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which arises by random mutation, and the isolating factors
bringing about racial differentiation by preventing interming-
ling of groups with different mutations, chiefly geographical
for the main groups such as African, European and Asiatic.

Man, we recognized, is distinguished as much by his culture
as by his biology, and it was clear to all of us that many of
the factors leading to the formation of minor races of men
have been cultural. Anything that tends to prevent free exchange
of genes amongst groups is a potential race-making factor and
these partial barriers may be religious, social and linguistic,
as well as geographical.

We were careful to avoid dogmatic definitions of race, since,
as a product of evolutionary factors, it is a dynamic rather than
a static concept. We were equally careful to avoid saying that,
because races were all variable and many of them graded into
each other, therefore races did not exist. The physical anthro-
pologists and the man in the street both know that races exist;
the former, from the scientifically recognizable and measurable
congeries of traits which he uses in classifying the varieties of
man; the latter from the immediate evidence of his senses
when he sees an African, a European, an Asiatic and an Ameri-
can Indian together.

We had no difficulty in agreeing that no evidence of dif-
ferences in innate mental ability between different racial groups
has been adduced, but that here too intraracial variability is
at least as great as interracial variability. We agreed that psycho-
logical traits could not be used in classifying races, nor could
they serve as parts of racial descriptions.

We were fortunate in having as members of our conference
several scientists who had made special studies of the results
of intermarriage between members of different races. This meant
that our conclusion that race mixture in general did not lead
to disadvantageous results was based on actual experience as
well as upon study of the literature. Many of our members
thought it quite likely that hydridization of different races could
lead to biologically advantageous results, although there was
insufficient evidence to support any conclusion.

Since race, as a word, has become coloured by its misuse
in connexion with national, linguistic and religious differences,
and by its deliberate abuse by racialists, we tried to find a
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new word to express the same meaning of a biologically dif-
ferentiated group. On this we did not succeed, but agreed to
reserve race as the word to be used for anthropological classi-
fication of groups showing definite combinations of physical
(including physiological) traits in characteristic proportions.
We also tried hard, but again we failed, to reach some
general statement about the inborn nature of man with respect
to his behaviour toward his fellows. It is obvious that members
of a group show co-operative or associative behaviour towards
each other, while members of different groups may show aggres-
sive behaviour towards each other and both of these attitudes
may occur within the same individual. We recognized that the
understanding of the psychological origin of race prejudice
was an important problem which called for further study.
Nevertheless, having regard to the limitations of our present
knowledge, all of us believed that the biological differences
found amongst human racial groups can in no case justify
the views of racial inequality which have been based on ignor-
ance and prejudice, and that all of the differences which we
know can well be disregarded for all ethical human purposes.

L. C. Dunn (rapporteur), June 1951

1

cientists are generally agreed that all men living today
Sbelong to a single species, homo sapiens, and are derived

from a common stock, even though there is some dispute
as to when and how different human groups diverged from
this common stock.

The concept of race is unanimously regarded by anthropo-
logists as a classificatory device providing a zoological frame
within which the various groups of mankind may be arranged
and by means of which studies of evolutionary processes can
be facilitated. In its anthropological sense, the word ‘race’
should be reserved for groups of mankind possessing well-
developed and primarily heritable physical differences from
other groups. Many populations can be so classified but, because
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of the complexity of human history, there are also many popu-
lations which cannot easily be fitted into a racial classification.

2

Some of the physical differences between human groups are
due to differences in hereditary constitution and some to dif-
ferences in the environments in which they have been brought
up. In most cases, both influences have been at work. The
science of genetics suggests that the hereditary differences among
populations of a single species are the results of the action
of two sets of processes. On the one hand, the genetic com-
position of isolated populations is constantly but gradually being
altered by natural selection and by occasional changes (muta-
tions) in the material particles (genes) which control heredity.
Populations are also affected by fortuitous changes in gene
frequency and by marriage customs. On the other hand, crossing
is constantly breaking down the differentiations so set up. The
new mixed populations, in so far as they, in turn, become
isolated, are subject to the same processes, and these may lead
to further changes. Existing races are merely the result, con-
sidered at a particular moment in time, of the total effect of
such processes on the human species. The hereditary characters
to be used in the classification of human groups, the limits of
their variation within these groups, and thus the extent of the
classificatory sub-divisions adopted may legitimately differ
according to the scientific purpose in view.

3

National, religious, geographical, linguistic and cultural groups
do not necessarily coincide with racial groups; and the cultural
traits of such groups have no demonstrated connexion with
racial traits. Americans are not a race, nor are Frenchmen,
nor Germans; nor ipso facto is any other national group.
Moslems and Jews are no more races than are Roman Catholics
and Protestants; nor are people who live in Iceland or Britain
or India, or who speak English or any other language, or who
are cultarally Turkish or Chinese and the like, thereby descri-
bable as races. The use of the term ‘race’ in speaking of
such groups may be a serious error, but it is one which is
habitually committed.
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4

Human races can be, and have been, classified in different
ways by different anthropologists. Most of them agree in classi-
fying the greater part of existing mankind into at least three
large units, which may be called major groups (in French
grand-races, in German Hauptrassen). Such a classification does
not depend on any single physical character, nor does for
example, skin colour by itself necessarily distinguish one major
group from another. Furthermore, so far as it has been possible
to analyse them, the differences in physical structure which
distinguish one major group from another give no support
to popular notions of any general ‘superiority’ or ‘inferiority’
which are sometimes implied in referring to these groups.

Broadly speaking, individuals belonging to different major
groups of mankind are distinguishable by virtue of their physi-
cal characters, but individual members, or small groups belong-
ing to different races within the same major group are usually
not so distinguishable. Even the major groups grade into each
other, and the physical traits by which they and the races
within them are characterized overlap considerably. With respect
to most, if not all, measurable characters, the differences among
individuals belonging to the same race are greater than the
differences that occur between the observed averages for two
or more races within the same major group.

5
Most anthropologists do not include mental characteristics in
their classification of human races. Studies within a single race
have shown that both innate capacity and environmental oppor-
tunity determine the results of tests of intelligence and tempera-
ment, though their relative importance is disputed.

When intelligence tests, even non-verbal, are made on a
group of non-literate people, their scores are usually lower
than those of more civilized people. It has been recorded that
different groups of the same race occupying similarly high levels
of civilization may yield considerable differences in intelligence
tests. When, however, the two groups have been brought up
from childhood in similar environments, the differences are
usually very slight. Moreover, there is good evidence that, given
similar opportunities, the average performance (that is to say,
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the performance of the individual who is representative because
he is surpassed by as many as he surpasses), and the variation
round it, do not differ appreciably from one race to another.

Even those psychologists who claim to have found the
greatest differences in intelligence between groups of different
racial origin and have contended that they are hereditary, always
report that some members of the group of inferior performance
surpass not merely the lowest ranking member of the superior
group but also the average of its members. In any case, it has
never been possible to separate members of two groups on the
basis of mental capacity, as they can often be separated on a
basis of religion, skin colour, hair form or language. It is
possible, though not proved, that some types of innate capacity
for intellectual and emotional responses are commoner in one
human group than in another, but it is certain that, within
a single group, innate capacities vary as much as, if not more
than, they do between different groups.

The study of the heredity of psychological characteristics
is beset with difficulties. We know that certain mental diseases
and defects are transmitted from one generation to the next,
but we are less familiar with the part played by heredity in
the mental life of normal individuals. The normal individual,
irrespective of race, is essentially educable. It follows that his
intellectual and moral life is largely conditioned by his training
and by his physical and social environment.

It often happens that a national group may appear to be
characterized by particular psychological attributes. The super-
ficial view would be that this is due to race. Scientifically,
however, we realize that any common psychological attribute
is more likely to be due to a common historical and social
background, and that such attributes may obscure the fact that,
within different populations consisting of many human types,
one will find approximately the same range of temperament
and intelligence.

6
The scientific material available to us at present does not
justify the conclusion that inherited genetic differences are a
major factor in producing the differences between the cultures
and cultural achievements of different peoples or groups. It
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does indicate, on the contrary, that a major factor in explaining
such differences is the cultural experience which each group
has undergone.
7

There is no evidence for the existence of so-called ‘pure’ races.
Skeletal remains provide the basis of our limited knowledge
about earlier races. In regard to race mixture, the evidence
points to the fact that human hybridization has been going
on for an indefinite but considerable time. Indeed, one of the
processes of race formation and race extinction or absorption
is by means of hybridization between races. As there is no
reliable evidence that disadvantageous effects are produced
thereby, no biological justification exists for prohibiting inter-
marriage between persons of different races.

8
We now have to consider the bearing of these statements on
the problem of human equality. We wish to emphasize that
equality of opportunity and equality in law in no way depend,
as ethical principles, upon the assertion that human beings are
in fact equal in endowment.

9

We have thought it worth while to set out in a formal manner

what is at present scientifically established concerning individual

and group differences:

(a) In matters of race, the only characteristics which anthropo-
logists have so far been able to use effectively as a basis
for classification are physical (anatomical and physio-
logical).

(b) Available scientific knowledge provides no basis for believing
that the groups of mankind differ in their innate capacity
for intellectual and emotional development.

(c) Some biological differences between human beings within
a single race may be as great as, or greater than, the
same biological differences between races.

(d) Vast social changes have occurred that have not been
connected in any way 'with changes in racial type. Historical
and sociological studies thus support the view that genetic
differences are of little significance in determining the
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social and cultural differences between different groups
of men.

(e) There is no evidence that race mixture produces disadvan-
tageous results from a biological point of view. The social
results of race mixture, whether for good or ill, can gener-
ally be traced to social factors.

Text drafted at Unesco House, Paris, on 8 June 1951, by:

Professor R. A. M. Borgman, Royal Tropical Institute, Ams-
terdam;

Professor Gunnar Dahlberg, Director, State Institute for Human
Genetics and Race Biology, University of Uppsala;

Professor L. C. Dunn, Department of Zoology, Columbia Uni-
versity, New York;

Professor J. B. S. Haldane, Head, Department of Biometry,
University College, London;

Professor M. F. Ashley Montagu, Chairman, Department of
Anthropology, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, N.J.;

Dr. A. E. Mourant, Director, Blood Group Reference Laboratory,
Lister Institute, London;

Professor Hans Nachtscheim, Director, Institut fiir Genetik, Freie
Universitéit, Berlin;
Dr. Eugéne Schreider, Directeur adjoint du Laboratoire d’An-
thropologie Physique de I'Ecole des Hautes Etudes, Paris;
Professor Harry L. Shapiro, Chairman, Department of Anthro-
pology, American Museum of Natural History, New York;
Dr. J. C. Trevor, Faculty of Archaeology and Anthropology,
University of Cambridge;

Dr. Henri V. Vallois, Professeur au Museum d’Histoire Naturelle,
Directeur du Musée de 'Homme, Paris;

Professor S. Zuckerman, Head, Department of Anatomy, Medical
School, University of Birmingham;

Professor Th. Dobzhansky, Department of Zoology, Columbia
University, New York;

Dr. Julian Huxley contributed to the final wording.
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111 Proposals on the

biological aspects of race

Moscow, August 1964

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:

1. All men living today belong to a single species, homo
sapiens, and are derived from a common stock. There are dif-
ferences of opinion regarding how and when different human
groups diverged from this common stock.

2. 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
differences are due to the interaction of these two sets of factors.

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

4. There are obvious physical differences between populations
living in different geographical 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.

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

Since the pattern of geographic variation of the character-
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istics 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 to classify
mankind into clearcut categories; moreover, on account of the
complexities of human history, it is difficalt to determine the
place of certain groups within these racial classifications, in
particular that of certain intermediate populations.

Many anthropologists, while stressing the importance of human
variation, believe that the scientific interest of these classifications
is limited, and even that they carry the risk of inviting abusive
generalizations, '

Differences between individuals within a race or within
a population are often greater than the average differences
between races or populations.

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.

6. In man as well as in animals, the genetic composition of
each population is subject to the modifying influence of diverse
factors: natural selection, tending towards adaptation to the
environment, fortuitous mutations which lead to modifications
of the molecules of deoxyribonucleic acid which determine
heredity, or random modifications in the frequency of qualitative
hereditary characters, to an extent dependent on the patterns
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 differences on which racial classifications are
based do not affect these characters, 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.

7. Human evolution presents attributes of capital importance
which are 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.

45



Proposals of 1964

As a consequence, general adaptability to the most diverse
environments is in man more pronounced that his adaptation to
specific environments, '

For long millenniums progress made by man, in any field,
seems to have been increasingly, if not exclusively, based on
culture and the transmission of cultural achievements and not
on the transmission of genetic endowment. This implies a modi-
fication in the role of natural selection in man today.

On account of the mobility of human populations and of
social factors, mating between members of different human
groups which tend§t0 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 interbreeding are geographical as
well as social and cultural.

8. At all times, the hereditary characteristics of the human
populations are in dynamic equilibrium as a result of this
interbreeding and of the differentiation mechanisms which were
mentioned before. As entities defined by sets of distinctive traits,
human races are at any time in a process of emergence and
dissolution.

Human races in general present a far less clearcut character-
ization than many animal races and they cannot be compared
at all to races of domestic animals, these being the result of
heightened selection for special purposes.

9. It has never been proved that interbreeding has biological
disadvantages for mankind as a whole.

On the contrary, it contributes to the maintenance of bio-
logical ties between human groups and thus to the unity of the
species in its diversity.

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

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

10. Man since his origin has at his disposal ever more
efficient cultural means of nongenetic adaptation.

11. Those cultural factors which break social and geographic
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barriers, enlarge the size of the breeding populations and so
act upon their genetic structure by diminishing the random
fluctuations (genetic drift).

12. As a rule, the major stocks extend over vast territories
encompassing many diverse populations which differ in language,
economy, culture, etec.

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

However, human beings who speak the same language and
share the same culture have a tendency to intermarry, 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.

13. Most racial classifications of mankind do not include
mental traits or attributes as a taxonomic criterion.

Heredity may have an influence in the variability shown 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 environ-
ment 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 observed in so-called tests of over-all 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 parti-
cular peoples. Whether or not such assertions are valid, we do
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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 over all intelligence and the capacity for cultural develop-
ment, nor in that of physical traits, is there any ]ustlﬁcatlon for
the concept of ‘inferior’ and ‘superior’ races.

The biological data given above stand in open contradiction 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 researches from being
used in such a biased way that they would serve non-scientific
ends.

Moscow, 18 August 1964.

Professor Nigel Barnicot, Department of Anthropology, University
College, London;

Professor Jean Benoist, Director, Department of Anthropology,
University of Montreal, Montreal;

Professor Tadeusz Bielicki, Institute of Anthropology, Polish
Academy of Sciences, Wroclaw;

Dr. A. E. Boyo, Head, Federal Malaria Research Institute,
Department of Pathology and Haematology, Lagos University
Medical School, Lagos;

Professor V. V. Bunak, Institute of Ethnography, Moscow;

Professor Carleton S. Coon, Curator, The University Museum,
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa. (United States);

Professor G. F. Debetz, Institute of Ethnography, Moscow;

Mrs. Adelaide G. de Diaz Ungria, Curator, Museum of Natural
Sciences, Caracas;

Professor Santiago Genoves, Institute of Historical Research,
Faculty of Sciences, University of Mexico, Mexico;

Professor Robert Gessain, Director, Centre of Anthropological
Research, Musée de ’Homme, Paris;

Professor Jean Hiernaux, (Scientific Director of the meeting),
Laboratory of Anthropology, Faculty of Sciences, University
of Paris, Institute of Sociology, Free University of Brussels;

Dr. Yaya Kane, Director, Senegal National Centre of Blood
Transfusion, Dakar;
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Professor Ramakhrishna Mukherjee, Head, Sociological Research
Unit, Indian Statistical Institute, Calcutta;

Professor Bernard Rensch, Zoological Institute, Westfilische
Wilhelms-Universitit, Miinster (Federal Republic of Germany);

Professor Y. Y. Roguinski, Institute of Ethnography, Moscow;

Professor Francisco M. Salzano, Institute of Natural Sciences,
Pérto Alegre, Rio Grande do Sul (Brazil);
Professor Alf Sommerfelt, Rector, Oslo University, Oslo;
Professor James N. Spuhler, Department of Anthropology, Uni-
versity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich. (United States);
Professor Hisashi Suzuki, Department of Anthropology, Faculty
of Science, University of Tokyo, Tokyo;

Professor J. A. Valsik, Department of Anthropology and Genetics,
J. A. Komensky University, Bratislava (Czechoslovakia);

Dr. Joseph S. Weiner, London School of Hygiene and Tropical
Medicine, University of London, London;

Professor V. P. Yakimov, Moscow State University, Institute of
Anthropology, Moscow.
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IV Statement on race
and racial prejudice

Paris, September 1967

1. ‘All men are born free and equal both in dignity and in
rights.” This universally proclaimed democratic principle stands
in jeopardy wherever political, economic, social and cultural
inequalities affect human group relations. A particularly striking
obstacle to the recognition of equal dignity for all is racism.
Racism continues to haunt the world. As a major social
phenomenon it requires the attention of all students of the
sciences of man.

2. Racism stultifies the development of those who suffer from
it, perverts those who apply it, divides nations within themselves,
aggravates international conflict and threatens world peace.

3. Conference of experts meeting in Paris in September 1967,
agreed that racist doctrines lack any scientific basis whatsoever.
It reaffirmed the propositions adopted by the international
meeting held in Moscow in 1964 which was called to re-examine
the biological aspects of the statements on race and racial
differences issued in 1950 and 1951. In particular, it draws
attention to the following points:

(a) All men living today belong to the same species and descend
from the same stock.

(b) The division of the human species into ‘races’ is partly
conventional and partly arbitrary and does not imply any
hierarchy whatsoever. Many anthropologists stress the
importance of human variation, but believe that ‘racial’
divisions have limited scientific interest and may even carry
the risk of inviting abusive generalization.

(¢) Current biological knowledge does not permit us to impute
cultural achievements to differences in genetic potential.
Differences in the achievements of different peoples should
be attributed solely to their cultural history. The peoples

50



Statement of 1967

of the world today appear to possess equal biological

potentialities for attaining any level of civilization.
Racism grossly falsifies the knowledge of human biology.

4. The human problems arising from so-called ‘race’ relations
are social in origin rather than biological. A basic problem is
racism, namely, antisocial beliefs and acts which are based on
the fallacy that discriminatory intergroup relations are justifiable
on biological grounds.

5. Groups commonly evaluate their characteristics in com-
parison with others, Racism falsely claims that there is a scientific
basis for arranging groups hierarchically in terms of psycho-
logical and cultural characteristics that are immutable and
innate. In this way it seeks to make existing differences appear
inviolable as a means of permanently maintaining current
relations between groups.

6. Faced with the exposure of the falsity of its biological
doctrines, racism finds ever new stratagems for justifying the
inequality of groups. It points to the fact that groups do not
intermarry, a fact which follows, in part, from the divisions
created by racism. It uses this fact to argue the thesis that this
absence of intermarriage derives from differences of a biological
order. Whenever it fails in its attempts to prove that the source
of group differences lies in the biological field, it falls back
upon justifications in terms of divine purpose, cultural differences,
disparity of educational standards or some other doctrine which
would serve to mask its continued racist beliefs. Thus, many
of the problems which racism presents in the world today do
not arise merely from its open manifestations, but from the
activities of those who discriminate on racial grounds but are
unwilling to acknowledge it.

7. Racism has historical roots. It has not been a universal
phenomenon. Many contemporary societies and cultures show
little trace of it. It was not evident for long periods in world
history. Many forms of racism have arisen out of the conditions
of conquest, out of the justification of Negro slavery and its
aftermath of racial inequality in the West, and out of the
colonial relationship. Among other examples is that of anti-
semitism, which has played a particular role in history, with
Jews being the chosen scapegoat to take the blame for problems
and crises met by many societies.
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8. The anti-colonial revolution of the twentieth century has
opened up new possibilities for eliminating the scourge of
racism. In some formerly dependent countries, people formerly
classified as inferior have for the first time obtained full political
rights. Moreover, the participation of formerly dependent nations
in international organizations in terms of equality has done
much to undermine racism.

9. There are, however, some instances in certain societies in
which groups, victims of racialistic practices, have themselves
applied doctrines with. racist implications in their struggle for
freedom. Such an attitude is a secondary phenomenon, a reaction
stemming from men’s search for an identity which prior racist
theory and racialistic practices denied them. None the less, the
new forms of racist ideology, resulting from this prior exploi-
tation, have no justification in biology. They are a product of
a political struggle and have no scientific foundation.

10. In order to undermine racism it is not sufficient that
biologists should expose its fallacies. It is also necessary that
psychologists and sociologists should demonstrate its causes. The
social structure is always an important factor. However, within
the same social structure, there may be great individual variation
in racialistic behaviour, associated with the personality of the
individuals and their personal circumstances.

11. The committee of experts agreed on the following
conclusions about ‘the social causes of race prejudice :

(a) Social and economic causes of racial prejudice are parti-
cularly observed in settler societies wherein are found
conditions of great disparity of power and property, in
certain urban areas where there have emerged ghettoes in
which individuals are deprived of equal access to employ-
ment, housing, political participation, education, and the
administration of justice, and in many societies where social
and economic tasks which are deemed to be contrary to the
ethics or beneath the dignity of its members are assigned
to a group of different origins who are derided, blamed, and
punished for taking on these tasks.

(b) Individuals with certain personality troubles may be parti-
cularly inclined to adopt and manifest racial prejudices.
Small groups, associations, and social movements of a certain
kind sometimes preserve and transmit racial prejudices. The
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foundations of the prejudices lie, however, in the economic

and social system of a society.

(¢) Racism tends to be cumulative. Discrimination deprives

a group of equal treatment and presents that group as

a problem. The group then tends to be blamed for its own
condition, leading to further elaboration of racist theory.

12. The major techniques for coping with racism involve
changing those social situations which give rise to prejudice,
preventing the prejudiced from acting in accordance with their
beliefs, and combating the false beliefs themselves.

13. Tt is recognized that the basically important changes in
the social structure that may lead to the elimination of racial
prejudice may require decisions of a political nature. It is also
recognized, however, that certain agencies of enlightenment, such
as education and other means of social and economic advance-
ment, mass media, and law can be immediately and effectively
mobilized for the elimination of racial prejudice.

14. The school and other instruments for social and economic
progress can be one of the most effective agents for the achieve-
ment of broadened understanding and the fulfilment of the
potentialities of man. They can equally much be used for the
perpetuation of discrimination and inequality. It is therefore

economic action of all nations be employed in two ways:

(a) The schools should ensure that their curricula contain
scientific understandings about race and human unity, and
that invidious distinctions about peoples are not made in
texts and classrooms.

(b) (i) Because the skills to be gained in formal and vocational
education become increasingly important with the
processes of technological development, the resources
of the schools and other resources should be fully
available to all parts of the population with neither
restriction nor discrimination;

(ii) Furthermore, in cases where, for historical reasons,
certain groups have a lower average education and
economic standing, it is the responsibility of the society
to take corrective measures. These measures should
ensure, so far as possible, that the limitations of poor
environments are not passed on to the children.
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In view of the importance of teachers in any educational
programme, special attention should be given to their training.
Teachers should be made conscious of the degree to which they
reflect the prejudices which may be current in their society.
They should be encouraged to avoid these prejudices.

15. Governmental units and other organizations concerned
should give special attention to improving the housing situations
and work opportunities available to victims of racism. This will
not only counteract the effects of racism, but in itself can be
a positive way of modifying racist attitudes and behaviour.

16. The media of mass communication are increasingly
important in promoting knowledge and understanding, but their
exact potentiality is not fully known. Continuing research into
the social utilization of the media is needed in order to assess
their influence in relation to formation of attitudes and

behavioural patterns in the field of race prejudice and race

~ discrimination. Because the mass media reach vast numbers
of people at different educational and social levels, their role
in encouraging or combating race prejudice can be crucial.
Those who work in these media should maintain a positive
approach to the promotion of understanding between groups and
populations. Representation of peoples in stereotypes and holding
them up to ridicule should be avoided. Attachment to news
reports of racial designations which are not germane to the
accounts should also be avoided.

17. Law is among the most important means of ensuring
equality between individuals and omne of the most effective
means of fighting racism.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 10 December
1948 and the related international agreements and conventions
which have taken effect subsequently can contribute effectively,
on both the national and international level, to the fight against
any injustice of racist origin.

National legislation is a means of effectively outlawing racist
propaganda and acts based upon racial discrimination. Moreover,
the policy expressed in such legislation must bind not only the
courts and judges charged with its enforcement, but also all
agencies of government of whatever level or whatever character.

It is not claimed that legislation can immediately eliminate
prejudice. Nevertheless, by being a means of protecting the

54



Statement of 1967

victims of acts based upon prejudice, and by setting a moral
example backed by the dignity of the courts, it can, in the long
run, even change attitudes.

18. Ethnic groups which represent the object of some form
of discrimination are sometimes accepted and tolerated by
dominating groups at the cost of their having to abandon
completely their cultural identity. It should be stressed that the
effort of these ethnic groups to preserve their cultural values
should be encouraged. They will thus be better able to contribute
to the enrichment of the total culture of humanity.

19. Racial prejudice and discrimination in the world today
arise from historical and social phenomena and falsely claim
the sanction of science. It is, therefore, the responsibility of all
biological and social scientists, philosophers, and others working
in related disciplines, to ensure that the results of their research
are not misused by those who wish to propagate racial prejudice
and encourage discrimination.

This statement was prepared by a committee of experts on race

and racial prejudice which met at Unesco House, Paris, from

18 to 26 September 1967. The following experts took part in the

committee’s work:

Professor Muddathir Abdel Rahim, University of Khartoum
(Sudan) ;

Professor Georges Balandier, Université de Paris (France);

Professor Celio de Oliveira Borja, University of Guanabara
(Brazil);

Professor Lloyd Braithwaite, University of the West Indies
(Jamaica);

Professor Leonard Broom, University of Texas (United States);

Professor G. F. Debetz, Institute of Ethnography, Moscow
(US.S.R.);

Professor J. Djordjevic, University of Belgrade (Yugoslavia);

Dean Clarence Clyde Ferguson, Howard University (United
States) ;

Dr. Dharam P. Ghai, University College (Kenya);

Professor Louis Guttman, Hebrew University (Israel);

Professor Jean Hiernaux, Université Libre de Bruxelles (Bel-
gium);

Professor A. Kloskowska, University of Lodz (Poland);
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Judge Kéba M’Baye, President of the Supreme Court (Senegal);

Professor John Rex, University of Durham (United Kingdom);

Professor Mariano R. Solveira, University of Havana (Cuba);

Professor Hisashi Suzuki, University of Tokyo (Japan);

Dr. Romila Thapar, University of Delhi (India);

Professor C. H. Waddington, University of Edinburgh (United
Kingdom). '
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