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elieving abortion is a stand-alone is-

sue is like believing egg yolks appear
by themselves without egg whites, shells,
and male and female chickens. My great-
est mistake as a pro-life person was in
thinking Roe v. Wade arrived by itself. I
didn’t want to link abartion to other con-
troversial subjects, which scared or con-
fused me, detracting from the obvious
atrocity of butchering a living, unborn
child. Because of my narrow focus, I ig-
nored the horrific world-view and the
socio-political-finaneial machinery fueling
abortion.
While teading the newspaper inMay 1999,
1 noticed a headline about an evolution
controversy occupying the Kansas State
Board of Education. I flipped the page with-
out reading the story. Like many pro-life
people, I feit that the origin of the species
was a rmatter of God's choice of methods—
but not a pro-life concern. Busy inJocal pro-
life matters, [ believed evolution was an
“education dispute,” a controversy could,
gratefully, sit out. When a metro-area news-
paper reporter sought my opinion on the
proposed science standards, my cautious
response was, having not read them, to re-
mind the reporter that evolution in the
wrong hands had supported the bloodiest
regimes in history. The reporter urged me
to read the science standards, assuring me
there was “nothing to offend.”

I did read them, and went on to research
the history and content of the “national sci-
ence education standards,” a national
model on which the Kansas science stan-
dards are based. I realized that evolution
by natural selection has been the funda-
mental pro-life issue since Darwin himself.
His argument that biologically inferior
people threaten to deprive intellectually
superior people of food and rescurces es-
tablished a scientific-sounding rationale
for genocide, which is used today by the
abortion-based population control and
family planning establishments, as well as
others bent to this day on improving the
race by laboratory methods.

I contacted the reporter, and gave her some

PART 1

disturbing preliminary research to pursue
about the groups involved with the science
standards, in the belief that she would do
investigative research, whereas I would
continue my humble attempt to prevent
abortions through our agency’s maternity
home, and likewise help people recover
from the anguish of abortion aftermath
through our post-abortion counseling.

But the reporter rebuffed me. So, perceiv-
ing the newspaper’s political commit-
ments were set in concrete, I decided to
document some basic information. The
facts bear directly not only on my day-to-
day efforts against the culture of death;
they also concern public policy matters in
science education, “family planning” and
ahost of issues about which the publichas
the right to know, and the duty to make
right.

n 1871, Darwin argued that Thomas

Robert Malthus’ earlier theory of scar-
city was the mechanism that drove human
evolutionary “progress.” In his book, The
Descent of Man and Selection in Relation to
Sex, Darwin wrote:!

The early progenitors of man must
also have tended, like all other ani-
mals, to have increased beyond their
means of subsistence; they must,
therefore, occaslonally have been ex-
posed to a struggle for existence, and
consequently to the law of natural se-
lection. Beneficial variations of all
kinds will thus, either occasionally or
habitaally, have been preserved and
injurious ones eliminated.?

Conversely, Darwin argued that charitable

acts by civilized men lead to evolutionary

degeneration:
With savages, the weak in body or
mind are soon eliminated; and those
that survive commonly exhibit a vig-
orous state of health. We civilized
men, on the other hand, do our utmost
ta check the process of elimination;
we build asylums for the imbecile, the
maimed, and the sick; we institute
poor-laws and our medical men exert
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The Evolution of Genocide

their utmost skill to save the life of
every one to the last moment. Thus
the weak members of civilized soci-
eties propagate their kind. No one

" who has attended to the breeding of
domestic animals will doubt that this
must be highly injurious to the race
of man, It is surprising how soon a
want of care, or care wrongly directed,
leads to the degeneration of a domes-
tic race; but excepting in the case of
man himself, hardly any one is so ig-
norant as to allow his worst animals
to breed.?

On one hand, Darwin acknowledged,
“Nor could we check our sympathy, even
at the urging of hard reason, without de-
terioration in the noblest part of our na-
ture.” On the other hand, Darwin pro-
ceeded to classify people as “weak” and
“inferior” versus “intellectually superior.”
in order to analyze why the “reckless, de-
graded, and often vicious members of 50-
ciety,” tend to increase at a quicker rate
than the “provident and generally virtu-
ous members.”s Darwin himself eviderwed
how evolution made bigotry an academic
exercise, when he quoted another writer
on the Irish:

The careless, squalid, unaspiring
Irishman multiplies. like rabbits: the
frugal, foreseeing, self-respecting, am-
bitious Scot, stern in his morality,
spiritual in his falth, sagacious and
disciplined in his intelligence, passea
his best years in struggle and in celi-
bacy, marries late, and leaves few be-
hind him.*

And when he applauded the extermina-

tion of “savage races” and “anthropomor-

phous apes:”
At some future period, not very dis-
tant as measured by centuries, the civi-
lized races of man will certainly ex-
terminate and replace the cavage races
throughout the world. At the same
time the anthropomorphous apes...
will no doubt be exterminated. The
break between man and his nearest
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allies wiil then be widex, for it will in-
fervene between man in a mare civi-
Hzed state, 23 we may hope, even than
the Caucasian, and some ape as low
a8 a baboan, instead of av now be-
tween the Negro or Austratian and the
goxilla?
Normal pavents would be horrified to
know the foregoing racist premise of a
Darwin-based “science education” (surely
now actionable agpinst states under anti~
discrimination and civil rights statutes).

standards, [would never have known that
a strong case can be made against
Darwin/s natural selection. I doubt that the
origin of the species evolved from non-
living matter into living organisms
through Darwin’s gradual means of
natural selection in a struggle for survival.
a soft-spoken biochemist, the author of
Derwin’s Black Box: The Biochemical
Challenge to Evolution.?
Dr. Michael J. Behe's 1996 critique is so
carth shattering that, rather than respond
to the substance of his book, Darwinians
: that Behe's points are ipso facto
“celigion,” the standard response to any
evidence refuting evolution. In fact, how-
cal facts, made visible using high-tech
equipment.

In his book, Behe shaws how, at the one-
cell level, life is a self-contained system of
indispensable maving, chemical parts, so
mutually dependent on each other that
absent even one part, the system would
not exist. Behe named this observation “ir-
- reducible complexity.” By physical neces-
sity, all of the molecules of even a one-
celled life must have burst forth together
as an integrated operating system.

Many Darwinists are left tosave
their theory. If a could not have
ariginated by the gradusal assembly of
chemical paﬁs"oveﬂine.&mmem-
ists are to prove the conplex
d:lvexshyofalll!fe,cellbycell,mﬁm
BehequotesDuwmsown that

a discovery like irreducible complexity
would cause the demise of his evolution
theory: “TF it could be demonstrated that
any complex organ existed which could not
possibly have been formed by numerous
succeszive, slight modifications, my theory
would absclutely break down.”

Darurin’s Black Box will, for many readers,

categorically seal the intellectual death of

gether of two independent works of his-
toriography adds moral condemrmation.

The first work, by Katharine O'Keefe, is a
hﬂmﬂysh\yle,butmnﬂm,nlpha-
Y with curricula viige,
ammxmmmm
can eugenics socleties, groups dedicated
to genetic hygiene based on i
biology. O’Keefe’s work reveals that,
the twentieth century, cugenic
Philosophers held vast institutional influ-
ence over public palicy, education, eco-
nomicg, setence, medicine and law. Sig—
nificant t00, she documents the groups’
aplmmwgymnmmw
the deadly consequences of “applied hi-
ology,” to conduet eugenic activities by
using the names of other organizations.?

second work, Unifying Biology: Evo-
lutionary Biology and the Evolutionary
Synthesis,? by Vassiliki Betty Smwocovitis,
identifies Darwinians who worked fever-
ishly in the 1940's, allegedly to prevent the
theory of natural selection from being ex-
tinguished by the fast-developing hasd sci-
ences of physics and chemistry* but does
not mention contemparanecus decisions
to pursue eugenics under other names.

The leaders of the effort to “unify” bialogy
and other seienoes around natural selection
were in fact, as revealed by O'Keefe’s re-
search, some of the century’s leading eu-
geniaists. According to Smocovitis, the key
man who founded the unification, or “syn-
thesis,” effort was Sir Julian Huxley, whose
life “was devoted to leading a crusade... to
grourd a humanistic in evolu-
ton."?Julian Huxley was a central figure
inthe i history of eugen-
ico. He was a leader of the British j
Saciety, the first president of UNESCO, a
charter member of the Society for the Study
of Evalution [SSE] Y discussed lates, and the
S5E’s vice-president in 1948.7

Huxley wrote, “Evolution—or to spell it
out, the fdea of evolutionary process—is
the post powerful and the mast compre-
hensive idea that has ever arisen on easth.
Above all, it unifies our knowledge and
our thought... Thus the evolutionary idea
must provide the main unifying approach
for a humanist edugational system, and
evolutianary biology could and should
become a central or key subject in its cur-
riculum.”® Huxley had been alarmed
abouta decline in evolutionary studies, “in
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partbecause it undermined his evolution-
ary humanism and his progressive
worldview.*"

To eugenicists, ptogreaoive means
evolutmnary progress.” Huxley's
“unification” effort was “to help extend

and legitimate both evolution and

biology.”® To Huxley, that meant even
replact Yigion:
I believe that an equally drastic reor-
ganization of our pattem of religious
thoughtis now becoming necessary—
from a God-centered to an evolution-
centered pattern®

‘Today the God hypothesis has ceased
tobe sclentifically tenable, has lost ita
explanatory value and is becoming an
intellectual and moral burden on our
thought. It no longer convinces er
comforts, and Hs abandonment aften
brings a deep sense of relief.. once our
relief at jettisoning an outdated piece
of ideological fumiture is over, we
must construct sumething to take its
place.®
Hwndey’s 1942 book, Evolution: The Mod-
ern Synthesis ® emphasizing evolutionary
progress, “offered an Inqudry-.. into an ethi-
cal system, an ethos, grounded in evolu-
tion... with its fundamental principle of
natural selection.”* Referring to evolu-
tionary humanism, Smocovitis cbserved
that it bore “special signification for reli-
gious systems of thought...” and
an end to conventional Judeo-
Christian thought...”=

Besides Charles Darwin, his cousin Sir
Francis Galton, Darwin’s son Major
Leonard Darwin,®* and grandson, Sir
Charles Galton Darwin® all carried the
family’s dynastic ideology long into the
twentieth century—the jdea that Malthu-
sian scarcity in nature randomly deter-
mines genetic supremacy. Darwin's follow-
ers continued the general argument that
superior traits are naturally selected when
another gene dies in a life and death com-
petition over “inadequate resources.™
On how natural selection applied to hu-
mans, evolutionists seemingly ignored
evidence of man's survival as being due
to his purposeful, intelligent efforts to de-
sign habitats and develop resources favar-
able to human survival. Instead, as in the
Descent of Man, eminent Darwinjans con-
tinued to insist that human intelligence
writh man’s evolutionary pro-
gress.® Some evolutionists like Marguet



11/28/2008 12:08

NLA REVIEW

18164712995

NLA OFFICE

PAGE 02

SPRING/SUMMER 2000

Sanger denounced religious tenets of

extinction: i.e., people vaguely deemed
“unfit* and “unwanted” should die off
instead of being helped to survive and
possibly reproduce their kind.

t wasn't Daswin, but rather his cousin,
ir Francis Galtan, who invented the
name and the “science” of eugenics,™ en-
dowmganacadenﬁcd\auforitml.on
don in 1904.% University recognition be-
stowed prestige upon eugenics, attracting
the world’s most highly educated and
wealthiest bigots who were eager both to
study eugenics and to support it finan-
cially. By 1922, sclentists and blue-bloods
had organized politely-named Bugenic
Societies around the world. The giobal
leadership was located in the United
States, Germany and Great Britain.™

The 1925 Scopes Trial in Tennessee
supposedly commemorates the trhumph of
Darwin over religion. Perhaps it was
chance that the case arose in the Deep
South, where bigotry had been parti-
cularly institutional. In fact, the trial
commemorated the legulity of teaching the
biological inferiority of certain races and
classes of people.* The textbook on trial
in that famous case, Hunter’s A Civic
Biology, espoused white supremacy and
the “gcience” of , thus bolstering
through education the sterilization
campaigns going on at that time by the
“scientific” communities in the United
States. The 1930's campaigns in Germany,
fashioned after American laws, are
credited as the psycho-social begirming of
the Holocaust %

Historical scholars in the 1990's published
the connections between the American
Eugenits Society, current family planning
and population control systems and—the
Third Reich. Members of the American
Bugenics Society received thankful corre-
spondence from Adolf Hitler, accepted
honors from Nazi universities, applanded
the Nazi regime, served as legislative in-
spiration for sterilization and anti-immi-
gration laws, and rehabilitated German
scientist Dr. Otmar Vom Verscheur, collabo-
rator with Josef Mengele, the Terror of
Auschwitz. Researchers meticulously
documented how, after World War If,
members of the jcs societies rein-
vented themselves to the public, under
disciplines like family planning, demog-

raphy, population studies, and others.
Household names who advocated a gov-
ernment birth-control system, like Margn-
ret Sanger, Alan Guttmacher, even two
Rockefellers, were all members of the
American Eugenics Society.¥
Not only does the toxic spill of eugenics
poison federal famdly planwdng and popu-
lation control systems, even federally
funded genetic resoarch, but now a
Huxleyan eugenic vision forms the theo-
retical mode! of the National Science Edu-
cation Stendards.® Both the national and a
modified Kansas version science
as “unified concepts”—unified by natural
redity and population genetics®
The outline of the NSES’ “unified con-
cepts,” teaches a point-of-view, a philosophy
of science developed by groups, some of
and affitiation with members of the Ameri~
can Eugenics Society. In fact, the standards
expressly state that they de-emphasize
facts, and instead stress abstract concepts.®
The philosaphy contained in the standards,
even as modified by the state of Kansas, is
incompatible with Christian beliefo—ae-
cording to the admissions made, before
there was a controversy, by the men who
developed the standards.
Moreover, the science standards are cor-
rupt ab initio; deleting a word or a phrase
cannot salvage them. If the standards were
likened to an unsafe building, then it
would have to be completely rebuilt with
a new foundation, stronger beams and
new walls—-not just more windows, ven-
tilation and fire escapes. The boundary, the
framework, the cutline of the science stan-
dards which to define what con-
stitutes scientific thought is fundamentally
contemptible because it is
¢ constructed around eugenics, a world-
view which is inherently racist, anti-re-
ligious and anti-democratic
= advocated by groups with long histo-
ries of Jeadership by and cooperation
with eugenicists.

While the controversy in Kansas sur-
rounded the book entitled Nations] Science
Education Standards (NSES), this book was
actually compiled by the cooperation of

out-of-state private groups,
a!ded by the federal government and

wealthy, private foundations.

The key groups drafting the science stan-
dards include®

21

The American Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science in Washington, D.C.
(AAAS), which operates with annual rev-
enues of $44 million. The AAAS initiative
relating dirertly to the publication of the '
NSES book is known as Project 2061- Sei-
ence Literacy for a Changing Future.®

The National Research Council in Washing-
ton D.C. (NRC), whith with an-
rusal revenue of $180 million. @ The NRC is
a subsidiary of the National Academy of
Sciences (NAS), a private, nan-profit orga-
nization chartered by Congtess to advise
the government on sclentific matters.
Funding for the National Research
Council’s work on the NSES project was
from private, non-profit foundations and
public tax dollars from federal agencies
including the National Science Founda-
tion; the U.5. Department of Education; the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration; and the National Institutes of
Health«

Funding for the AAAS’ Project 2061 was
by foundations including Andrew W.
Mellon Foundation, The Pew Charitable
Trusts, Hewlett-Packard Foundation, John
D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Founda-
tion, the National Science Foundation and
the Carnegie Corporation of New York.®
Clued by ﬂ\ephraseoiogyoftheedm
siandards that they were attempting to
define an “approved scientific thought,” 1
investigated a curious catch-phrase pep-
pering the content of the selence standards,
“seience is a way of knowing.” The phrase
turned up in the “for further reading” sec-
tion of the national standards as the title
of a book by John A. Moore,

Moore is a California biologist who is offi-
cially acknowledged for his contributions
to the NSES.“ In his book, Science as a Way
of Knowing: the Foundations of Modern Biol-
03y.Y he expresses personal admixation for
the work of German biologist, Brnat
Haeckel, whnee work he analyzes in some
detail®

Moare fails to mention, howevet, a criti-
cal piece of information about Haeckel,
who was “a towering figure in German
biology and an early Darwinian.”®
Haeckel was also “a racist, a believer ina
mysteal Volk, and a strong advocate of
eugenics"®who “can be clabmed as a di-
rect ancestor” of the Nazi “euthannsin®

project.” Haeckel believed “wooly-haired
Negroes” were not only incapable of
higher mental development, but that they
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were “p: lly nearer to the mam-
mals (apes and dogs) than to civilized
Europeans... [and therefore] we must... as-
sign a totally different value to their
Hves.™

Despite such a glaring historical lapseina
Harvard-published book purporting tobe
a history of biology, Science as a Way of
Knowing is incarporated by reference into
tha NSES, at least twice for further read-
ing, and the phrase is used and highlighted
in the NSES text

Iwasalarmed that the NSES relled heavily
on Moore’s book as a reference and even
incorporated its title throughout the text.
But it concemed me more that, on its dust
jacket, his 19939 book bears official en-

ranking men in the groups overseeing the
national standards and two other men

with decidedly bio-philosophical poisits of
view:

o the President of the National Academy
of Sciences, Bruce Alberts

* F James Rutherford, head ofthe AAAS
Project 2061 education initiative

" e anelderly Harvard evolutionist, Ernst
Mayt, who was a central figure in
founding a post-war group to promote
the idea of a “unity of the sciences,”
called the Sodiety for the Study of Evo-
lution (SSE) and its journal, Eoolution

» Paul Ehrlich, original population con-
trol advocate/authar

Out of seven endorsess lisfed on Moore's
book cover, four are contributors to the
NSES = Moore and at least four endorsers
appear to have been colleagues in Huxley
and Mayr‘s Society for the Study of Evo-
lution, a group for which Moore is him-
self a past-president.®
According to documentation in
Smocovitis’ Lindfying Biology, it was
Hwdey and his , Ernst Mayr
who formed the Society for the Study of
Evalution as part of their move o “gyn-
thesize” or “unify” (some might say con-
taminate) all of science with
Darwin’s doctrine of natural selection.
Appearing to cap long-time career goals,
Mayris thelead endorser of Moor¢/s book,
while a Mayr essay appears in materials
published by a textbook group, the Bio-
logical Science Carricubum Studies, whose
. president chaired the conternt commiittee
of the national standards,

In fact, the NSESbook and the Kansas Sci-
ence Standards, as modified, do seem to

the SSE's “unified concepts,”
as Mayr, Huxley and fellow SSE founders
and members may have envisioned.

A quick review of three early members of
the SSE reveals fatal flaws in placing reli-
ance upon these men’s vision of science.
One chagter member of the SSE was the
infamous Alfred C. Kinsey,® “sex-re-
searches,” now exposed for committing
wholesale fraud in publishing his conclu-
sions in 1948 and 1953, and for soliciting
pedophiles to share with the Kinsey Insti-
tute their “research” on their child-vie-
tims.” Moreover, Kinsey was a self-
avowed eugenigist.

Hermann J. Muller, a member of the
American Eugenics Society, was a 1946
“Council Member” of the SSE, who be-
came the SSE's vice-presidentin 1952 and
president in 1957.® After Muller had
wotked in Nazi Germany and Stalinist
Russia on “genetics,” he was a Kinsey
colleague at the Kinsey Institute.

For many people, simply knowing that the
fathers of the theory of “unified concepts”
are eugenicists is enough reason to reject
the science standards. In 1931, Huxley put
his eugenic vision this way:

Man has become what he is by a pro-
cess of evolution which has taken per-
haps a thousand millien years; there
1710 reason why that evalution should
not continue_ If the past with its crade
methads has taken life from single
cell, or whatever simpler units it at
first inhabited, to man, what may not
man do in the future with the aid of
conscions reason and deliberate plan-
#ing. On its negative side it becomes
racial preventative medicine; on its
positive side, racial kope... And once
this is so, the pressise of public opin-
{on to getsomething dane will become
80 greatthat something will be done...
We cannot yet see what those discov-
eries will be, or envisage the organi-
zation of a eugenic saciety. Batknowl-
edge will slowly grow, and ways and
means can surely be found. And so
manmay take up his hirthright, which
is to became the first organism exercis-
ing conscious coxdvol over its own evo-

hetionary destiny® [emphasis added].

Even though Hitler had been defeated,
Huxley was more blunt in 1947 about the
politics of his vision:

2

[Elven though it is gunite true that any
radical eugenic policy will be formany
years politically and psychologically
impaossible, it will be important for
UNESCO to see that the eugenic prob-
lem is examined with the greatest cave,
and that the public mind is informed
of the issues at stake so that much that
now is unthinkable may at least be-
come thinkable™ [emaphasis added].

Mbore's failure to identify the relationship
between the “foundations of paodern bi-
ology” and the Holocaust is evidence of
why education, when it is “standardized”
ar monopolized by any single publisher
or government, can quickly be madea tool
of despots, Historians’ assessment of Exnst
Haeckel is available in bookstores in a still-
published book, Nazt Doctors, by Robert J.
Lifton (Basic Books 1986). Moore, purport-
ing to write Sclence as a Way of Knowing
about the historical foundations of med-
em biclogy, could not have avoided see-
ing racism in Haeckel's The History of Cre-
ation. Moore's book actually duplicates an
illustration from Haeckel’s book,© a book
in which Haeckel stated:

The Caucasian, or Mediterranean man
..has from time immemorial been
placed at the head of all races of men,
as the most highly developed and
petfect... If we are to draw a sharp
boundary between them, it must be
drawn between the most highly
developed and clvilized man on the one
hand, and the rudest savages on the
other, and the latter have to be classed
with the animales

Science as & Way of Knowing not only fails
to identify Haeckel’s significance to the
tise of Nazi eugenics, but Moore fails in
the same way in writing about Sir Francis
Galton. Moore does discuss Galton,® but
fails to mention that Galton is the father
of the eugenics movement. In England, as
amatter of fact, the eugenics group is now
called the Galton Institute,

It strains credulity to believe that Moore
does not know Galton’s and Haeckel's
primary significance in the history of bi-
ology. Moore's omissions of material in-
formation should be viewed as fatal,
whether it was done negligently, or inten-
tonally. However, as will be explained,
these are not the anly “scientists” whom
‘Moore references in his book, without dis-

dosing their identities as eugenicists.
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oore’s book, moreover, exudes anti- people. Against his backdrop of religious of the ancient heritage of superstition
Catholic and anti-Protestant Funda. bigotry, he elevates two men as being and taboos that had so obstinately
mentalist bigotry. Moore, a biologist, “eminent biologists,” Hermann J. Muller enshackled haman usages and precore-
spends neatrly half of his book in poor and Theodostus Dobzhansky:™ He does ceptions in matters of sex gnd repro-
explanation of different philo-sophies, not disclose that both Muller and duction®™ [emphasis added].

-with an entire chapter titled “The Judeo
Christian World-View.” In contrast to his
admiration for Haeckel, and his non-
chalant reference to Galton, Moore

and disdain for

Rnowing, Moore regards his scientific
worldview as distinct from, and incom-
paﬁblcwiﬂthlsdistomddeﬁnﬁonofa
“Tudeo-Christian worldview.”

For example, he says: “The Judeo-Chris-
tian worldview had been accepted as ad-
equate for centurles—and remains so for
many individuals taday—but it leads toa
very different view of nature than the ane
provided by modern science.”™ Rather
than reconciling science and religion,
Moore repeatedly goes out of his way to
polarize them, saying for example, the dis-
covery of fossils was to “involve science
and the Judeo-Christian warldview in yet
another confrontation—one that lingers to
this day. "%

In his book, Moore calls biology a “con-
ceptual science.”™ He states, “True belief
requires the acceptance of some things and
not the other.”® Moore claims “the state-
ments of science are derived ultimately
from the data of observation and experi-
mentation.® In contrast, he claims reli-
gious dogma “is by a custe of
priests and is accepted by the multitudes
on faith or under duress [emphasis
added}.“”®

Moore the foundations of
Chuistianity by singling out St. Augustine,
whom Moore ridicules in the course of five
pages.” He also ridicules scripture and
reparts of miracles.”

He says, “One might seek to blame the
Judeo-Christian dogma of special creation
for inhibiting thought about descent with
change. and to some extent this blame is
valid.*? Moare asserts: “It is true that the
attitudes of the Church prevented the de-
velopment of science for mare than a thou-
sand years and inhtbited it for centuries...
the Church never was a supporter of open
minds-"7

What kind of men does Moore view as
open-minded? “Open mindedness” has a
different meaning to Moore than to maost

Dobzhansky were avid eugenicists,

Hermann J. Muller trained under Hitler's
high-ranking Nazi scientist, Dr. Ernst
Rudin, authorof the 1933 Nazi sterilization
laws, ~..1 myself with the ge-
netic work of the Zoological Institute, and
of the Institut fur Psychiatrie, vnder Dr.
Rudin, whose very mate-
rial offers a ndee field for the study of mu-
tations in man, and of their inheritance”*

Rudtin was director of the Research Insti-
tute for of the Kaiser Wilhelm
Society in Munich.” In 1939, Hitler hon-
ored Rudin with a medal and a written
statement celebrating him as the “merito-
rious pioneer of the racial-hygiene mea-
sures of the Third Reich.” Honared again
in 1944, Rudin received a “bronze medal
bearing the Nazi eagle from Adolph Hitler,
who lauded him as the ‘pathfinder in the
field of hereditary hyglene.” *®

Serving a5 an advisor to the American Bn-
genics Society at least as late as 1935, Dr.
Ernst Rudin, a iatrist, was chief ar-
chitect for the “Law for the Prevention of
Heredity Disease in Posterity,” which had
taken effect in 1934 According to one his-
torian, Rudin demnnstrates “in an extreme
form, the attraction of the Nazi biomedicat
vision for a certain kind of biologically and
genetically oriented scientist ™®
he AAAS published an article by
Muller in 1961, “Human Evotution by
Voluntary Cholce of Germ Plasm. ™8 Writ-
ing then as a zoology professor with the
Kinsey Institute in Indiana, Muller criti-
cized a feweolleasues in the American
as well as Germany’s
mmmmwm
the whole concept of eugen-
ics as to run it into the ground *®

It is noticeable, however, that Muller’s
1961 article does not renounce eugenies at
all- Even though he criticized “racists and
Hitlexites,” he also critirized scientists who
vigwed al] eugenics as dangerous and who
“held that ics in man could be leftto
care of itself"® [emphasis added].

Like Alfred Kinsey, Muller called for an
end to sexual boundaries:

“adequate implementation of eugenic
policies also required a cleating away

23

E.G. Conkiin is another eugenicist es-
teemed in Moore’s Science as 8 Way of
Rnowing for his “careful and capable”
work.® Conklin was a pre-war Advisory
Board member of the American
Society.* Recently the website for the
American Association for the Advance-
ment of Scence, another group drafting
the NSES, applauded Conklin who, as
AAAS president in 1936, founded an in-
ternational committee on “intellectual
freedom "

Conklin's position an the advisory board
of the Americam Bugenics Society is a point
omitted by the AAAS website as well as
by Moore’s book. In a possible chilling
irony, Conklin’s “intellectual freedom”
may have been intended for the “science”
of eugenics. Listed in the eugenic society’s
March-April 1936 journal, alongside
Conklin’s nams, ape ather Advisory Board
members: rahid racists and anti-Semdtes,
like Americans C. G, and Madi-
son Grant, and three German advisors who
were amang the Bighest-ranking Nazt sd-
entists in the Hitler regime: Eugen Fischer,
Emst Rudin, and Falk Ruttke.® &2

|  Continued Fall Review 2000 |
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