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Letters from Readers

Why the Jews?

To THE EDITOR:

The survival of Judaism
despite millennia of oppres-
sion continues to confound
both the friends and the en-
emies of the Jews, as well as
many Jews themselves,
though for different reasons.
For Jews and their friends,
it is a sign of great good for-
tune or a confirmation of a
special place in God’s uni-
verse. For their enemies, it
is a problem to be solved.
For Charles Murray, appar-
ently, the staying power of
the Jews is merely an exam-
ple of natural selection
[“Jewish Genius,” April].

Despite the facetious last
sentence of his article (“The
Jews are God’s chosen peo-
ple”), there is no God in his
analysis of Jewish survival,
only the great secular sol-
vent of Darwinian selection,
the tautological insight that
hereditable traits contribut-
ing to survival will them-
selves survive and increase
over generations. Specifi-
cally, in Mr. Murray’s view,

it is inherited Jewish intel-
ligence, as selected by pog-
roms, libels, quotas, and the
Holocaust, that has permit-
ted the survival of the Jews
and their religion.

The power and novelty
of this argument lie in its re-
moval of the burden of un-
derstanding anything about
what it means to be Jewish.
Can there be a more insult-
ing way to look at Jews—
not at the content of their
character or their tradition
but at the fact of their hav-
ing been genetically sculpt-
ed by outside forces? For-
tunately for Jews, and for all
others whose free will has
mattered to them, Mr. Mur-
ray’s biology is as failed as
his putative generosity.

No religion, after all, can
be inherited; any brain can
have any thought. Religion
is perpetuated not by the
transmission of DNA but by
persons or groups who em-
brace a way of life and teach
it to their children. For Ju-
daism, moreover, achieve-
ment trumps biology. Con-
sider this passage from the

Mishnah (redacted in the
2nd century c.E.) discussing
a hierarchy for certain priv-
ileges: “A Priest has prece-
dence over a Levite; a Levite
over an Israelite; an Israelite
over a bastard. . . . When?
When they are all equal [in
learning]. But if the bastard
is versed in the law and the
High Priest ignorant, the
bastard scholar has prece-
dence over the ignorant
High Priest.”

Mr. Murray betrays a
childish longing for simple
explanations, if one that is
understandably seductive in
an era when Jews have
claimed so many of the
mountaintops of achieve-
ment. It is tempting to tie a
bow around Jewish accom-
plishment by willing it to
the next generation as a “ge-
netic inheritance.” But his
syllogisms obscure the
world as it really is.

Consider that women
comprise some 50 percent
of the world’s population,
but fewer than 5 percent of
Nobel Prize winners (one
of Mr. Murray’s favorite
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metrics). Sweden, with only
one tenth of a percent of the
world’s population, has con-
tributed approximately 5
percent of Nobel laureates.
Are Swedes therefore
smarter than women? The
United States has 5 percent
of the world’s population
and 21 percent of Nobel
winners. Are Americans
smarter than Swedes but far
less smart than Jews, who
while constituting a fraction
of a percent of the world’s
population can boast of 30
percent of Nobel laureates
since 1950?

If only life were this neat.
But the fact is that a signif-
icant proportion of Jewish
Nobel laureates have also
been U.S. citizens, and that
U.S. citizens of all racial, re-
ligious, and ethnic stripes
enjoy more access to top re-
search facilities and acade-
mic resources than the cit-
izens of other countries.
The second most-repre-
sented category of Nobel
laureates, not surprisingly,
is European academics, who
have been similarly con-
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nected to well-endowed
centers of learning.

We forget at our peril
that it was not very long ago
that basic courses in calcu-
lus and physics were not
routinely offered to women.
Higher math was the prop-
erty of “male genius”—and
white male genius at that. If
one hypothesizes that nei-
ther “black” nor “female”
genius exists, their emergent
manifestations will be per-
petually exceptionalized,
held at bay, and shunted be-
yond the pale of the rest of
the population. If we really
“do the math” (as Mr. Mur-
ray advises) about past No-
bel winners, nothing is as
vulgarly simplistic as this
Trojan Horse of his, so
gaudily adorned to look like
revelation.

RoserT PoLrrack
Patricia WiLL1aMS
Columbia University

New York City

"To THE EDITOR:

We sympathize with the
overall themes of Charles
Murray’s essay, but we have
reservations about some of
his scenarios for the evolu-
tion of Ashkenazi intelli-
gence. Our own model of
elevated Jewish intelligence
posits that it is a conse-
quence of Jews’ economic
niche in medieval Europe
north of the Alps (from
around 800 C.E.). Before that
period of rapid evolution
there is no special sign of
unusually high intelligence
in the historical record of
the Jews. Mr. Murray, fol-
lowing work by Maristella
Botticini and Zvi Eckstein,
disagrees, and looks back to
antiquity for the origins of
this phenomenon. There is
no obvious critical test to
confirm his hypothesis over
ours, and we are all reduced
to arguing by anecdote.

Mr. Murray suggests that

the creation of the Hebrew
Bible and, later, of Christ-
ian theology as presented in
the New Testament are sig-
natures of a populadon with
high intelligence. But while
the Bible is indeed a cor-
nerstone of our civilization,
is it necessarily evidence of
a population with high 1Q?
Revered documents have
come from populations that
did not stand out in terms
of intelligence—take, as one
example, the Book of Mor-
mon and its followers. We
would also be inclined to at-
tribute the New Testament
mostly to Greeks rather
than to Jews.

Another piece of evi-
dence adduced by Mr. Mur-
ray is Joshua ben Gamla’s
ordinance in the year 64
C.E. mandating community
schools for Palestinian Jew-
ish males. But it is not so
clear that this had much
force. Some literature sug-
gests that it was not widely
implemented. (One thinks
of our own “No Child Left
Behind” law: an earnest
statement of good intentions
but of little actual conse-
quence.) Certainly there
were traditions of literacy
among ancient Jews, and the
responsibility for it fell more
and more to the communi-
ty over time. But literacy
does not require high IQ.

There is a startling ab-
sence of any stereotype in
classical writings that Jews
were “smart.” In Menahem
Stern’s comprehensive an-
thology of classical refer-
ences to Jews by Greek and
Latin authors, not a single
one attributes unusual in-
telligence to them. Finally,
the particular alleles (genet-
ic forms) related to intelli-
gence that we think were fa-
vored by selection are
young, most of them around
a thousand years old. By Mr.
Murray’s reckoning, they
should be much older.

Mr. Murray suggests that
“boiling off” was a common
phenomenon among the
Jews in medieval times—
those who were not good at
being Jewish fell away and
joined the outside commu-
nity, leaving high intelli-
gence concentrated within.
But there is no historical
documentation of this
among Ashkenazi Jews. If it
Was a COMIMON OCCurrence,
we should expect to find
traces of Middle Eastern
DNA among the Gentile
populations in Poland,
Lithuania, and Russia. So
far, none has been report-
ed, so we are skeptical of the
hypothesis. Within a decade
or so, high-resolution ge-
netic data from Eastern Eu-
rope and the Middle East
should allow a proper test.
Indeed, the only real reso-
lution of our differences
with Mr. Murray will come
from data-driven quantita-
tive models, not from swap-
ping impressions.

There are hints that the
selective process that we be-
lieve we identified among
the Ashkenazim also oc-
curred  among  the
Sephardim of Spain and
Portugal, though to a less-
er degree. Certainly the ex-
perience and achievements
of Spanish and Portuguese
Jews in London and Ams-
terdam were similar to those
of the Ashkenazim. But
Sephardim from other lands
show no sign at all of IQ el-
evation; indeed, this is a se-
rious social and political is-
sue in Israel today.

GRreGory COCHRAN

Henry HarPENDING
University of Utah
Salt Lake City, Utab

"To THE EDITOR:

Charles Murray puts for-
ward two basic ideas to ex-
plain what he asserts is the
high native intelligence of
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Jews. One (as described in
an article by Gregory
Cochran, Jason Hardy, and
Henry Harpending) is the
idea of occupational selec-
tion, which holds that “the
high IQ test scores of Ashke-
nazim, along with their un-
usual pattern of abilities, are
a product of natural selec-
tion, stemming from their
occupation of an unusual so-
cial niche” over the last mil-
lennium. But this is the log-
ical equivalent of asserting
that the giraffe has a long
neck because its ancestor oc-
cupied an environmental
niche that strongly selected
for long necks, which is the
classic fallacy of Jean-Bap-
tiste Lamarck that gives
Lamarckianism its name.

Mr. Murray’s second,
preferred hypothesis is that
Jews are smarter than the
average because in ancient
times one had to be smart
to be a Jew. It is difficult to
get past the absurdity of this
notion in order to comment
on it. It has a companion in
the idea one hears voiced
from time to time that
Christians are more com-
passionate because one has
to be more compassionate
to be a Christian. The rea-
soning in both cases offers
little enlightenment.

Danier N. HaiNgs

New York City

To THE EDpITOR:

It is possible that Charles
Murray overanalyzes the is-
sue of elevated Jewish in-
telligence. In any sample,
random inequalities will dic-
tate that one subset will
emerge at the high end of a
normal distribution. There
need not be any special rea-
son for this other than sta-
tistical probability and the
inevitable results of mea-
surement itself.

To the Jews’ initial skew-
ing toward high intelligence
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may be added the anthro-
pological phenomenon of
human tribalism and the so-
ciological phenomenon of
additive advantage. To wit,
the rich get richer and the
smart get smarter. The Jews
may be just the unintend-
ed—albeit lucky—inheri-
tors of the initial random in-
equality and nothing more.
Marc MAYERSON
University of California
Los Angeles, California

"To TaE EDITOR:

Charles Murray notes
that “only about 10-20 per-
cent of Jews were farmers
by the end of the first mil-
lennium,” the rest having
migrated to urban occupa-
tions in which intelligence
was more of an asset. This
raises a different question:
how did the Jews survive at
all in cities?

Given that disease pre-
vented pre-modern urban
populations from replacing
themselves and forced cities
to rely on a constant re-
plenishment of people from
rural areas, one would ex-
pect the Jews, intelligent or
not, to have dwindled rapid-
ly once they lost their rural
base.

Does not Jewish survival
suggest that the Jews must
have been selected for re-
sistance to disease? And is
it not possible that such re-
sistance is related to intelli-
gence? Perhaps research will
find that the genes favoring
resistance to typhoid are
linked to a predisposition
toward Tay-Sachs (a signa-
ture of Ashkenazi Jews), as
well as to enhanced reason-
ing abilities. If so, “Jewish
genius” may be only an ac-
cidental byproduct of an
evolutionary adaptation to
an environment of urban
squalor.

Davip RanparL
Brooklyn, New York

To TaE EpITOR:

Charles Murray misses
one point in his fascinating
article. To cite heredity as a
means of explaining why
one trait (high intelligence)
is more prevalent in one
group (Ashkenazi Jews) than
in another (the surrounding
Gentiles), one does not have
to demonstrate that the trait
is promoted in the one
group; it is enough to show
that the other group selects
less for it. In other words,
the effect of environmental
pressures on the intelligence
of non-Jews must also be
considered.

Consider the reproduc-
tive fate of the best and
brightest of Christendom in
the Middle Ages. Many
men of intelligence became
priests or monks, a group
with a very low rate of re-
production. Many also en-
tered the military, where
they were killed in war.

Another avenue that
bears exploration is the role
of homosexuality. While ho-
mosexual Christians could
take refuge in the priest-
hood, homosexual Jews
were not released from so-
cial pressure to marry and
reproduce. If homosexuali-
ty is linked in any way to in-
telligence—as it has been
linked to artistic achieve-
ment—then here is anoth-
er factor that might have
disfavored the gene pool of
Christians.

JoNaTHAN WEINBERG
Brooklyn, New York

"Io THE EDITOR:

Charles Murray specu-
lates that the intellectual de-
mands that Judaism made
upon its adherents caused
many Jews of lesser intelli-
gence to fall away from the
religion. But one could ar-
gue that Jewish history has
trended in the opposite di-
rection. Throughout the ex-

ile of the past 2,000 years,
Jews’ chances for success
and even physical survival
were far greater when they
joined the religion and cul-
ture of their host majority.
In many periods, it has been
precisely those Jews with
higher intelligence, and thus
a greater capacity for as-
similation, who have opted
out of the fold.

ELiMELECH SHALEV
Nahariya, Israel

'To TaE EDITOR:

Arthur Koestler and oth-
ers have asserted that a good
number of the Ashkenazi
Jews of Eastern Europe de-
scended from the Khazars,
a Turkic people that adopt-
ed Judaism as a state religion
around 740 c.E. If this the-
ory is valid, I wonder if it
makes idle much of Charles
Murray’s speculation about
the ancient genetic roots of
Jewish intelligence.

Karen D. NiTzscHKE
Gettysburg, South Dakota

To THE EDITOR:

In playing up the role of
genes, Charles Murray pays
insufficient attention to the
role of the Jewish tradition
itself in nurturing intelli-
gence. Ancient Judaism
taught that the written law
was incomplete by itself,
and that the people’s oblig-
ation was to study and de-
velop the oral tradition.
"This contrasted sharply with
other religions in which the
law was fixed and its study
confined to a clerical elite.

JoNnaTHAN KURTZMAN
Brookline, Massachusetts

"o THE EDITOR:

Charles Murray discuss-
es the occupations of Ashke-
nazi Jews in Europe as a fac-
tor in their intelligence, but
he does not discuss the role
of Europe itself.
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Despite the many cruel-
ties visited upon the Jews of
the continent, European
civilization nurtured a cre-
ativity unmatched in the rest
of the world, as Mr. Murray
himself has demonstrated
elsewhere. After European
Jews were emancipated in
the 19th century, what they
displayed with special in-
tensity was precisely such
creativity. I suspect that
there is a direct correlation
between the success of a
host country and the
achievement of its Jews.

RoserT W. WiLson
New York City

"o THE EDITOR:

“No other religion [than
Judaism] made so many in-
tellectual demands upon the
whole body of its believers,”
writes Charles Murray. But
early Buddhist texts, like the
Theravada sutras of the 5th
and 6th centuries B.C.E. or
the Mahayana writings of
the author Nagarjuna (2nd
century C.E.), make intel-
lectual demands upon their
adherents that are at least as
extensive and (harrowingly)
complex.

GrENN D. BARNES
Wayne, Pennsylvania

"Io THE EDITOR:

Charles Murray’s article
has the right balance of hard
data and speculation. But he
seems to have missed the
most obvious (if still some-
what speculative) factor in
elevated Jewish intelligence
“from the time of Moses.”
I refer to the second of the
biblical Ten Command-
ments, which forbade the
use of visual and plastic arts
and directed the Jews’ en-
ergies toward texts. Gener-
ally speaking, the latter
make far more demands
upon intelligence per se
than the former. This would
also partly explain why to
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this very day Jews have only
average visuo-spatial acuity,
as Mr. Murray himself notes
in passing.

Sam LEaman-Wirzie
Bar-1lan University
Ramar Gan, Israel

To TaE EpITOR:

I would add the factor of
language to Charles Mur-
ray’s consideration of Jewish
intelligence. Ashkenazi Jews
were one of the only peoples
to have been literate in two
languages: Hebrew, which
was read from right to left
and often without vowels,
and the local Indo-European
language, which would have
been read from left to right
with vowels.

Reading from left to
right, we rely more on our
right eye as we move across
the page. The right eye, in
turn, is controlled by the left
side of the brain, the seat of
literal-logical intelligence.
By the same token, reading
from right to left involves
more the interpretive-cre-
ative right side of the brain.
It is no accident, for exam-
ple, that Hebrew and other
languages that go from right
to left can do without vow-
els and have the reader de-
pend on context—interpre-
tive skills—to identify words.
(If vowels were removed
from English, only context
would help determine if ¢z
meant cuf or cat.) An impact
of the fortuitous but acci-
dental environmental factor
of reading both ways might
have been to create a new
kind of intelligence, one that
blended logic and creativity
in equal degrees.

Mr. Murray takes note of
differences in IQ between
Ashkenazi and Sephardi
Jews. Indeed, residing in
lands where Arabic (read
from right to left) was the
dominant language, the lat-
ter did not have the dual-

directional advantage of
their Ashkenazi brethren.

StePHEN H. ScHWARTZ
New York City

"To THE EDITOR:

The data cited by Charles
Murray suggesting that Jews
are merely average when it
comes to visuo-spatial skills
is belied by Jews’ extraordi-
nary historical success in
chess. Seven of fourteen
chess champions since the
late 1800’ have been Jewish
(or, as with Garry Kasparoyv,
half-Jewish).

CHRIs SPECK
Durbam, North Carolina

"To THE EDITOR:

Charles Murray is on
safe ground in testing the
Cochran-Hardy-Harpend-
ing hypothesis of high Jew-
ish IQ by seeking evidence
beyond the Ashkenazim in
Europe and going back past
the Middle Ages to antiqui-
ty. In a review of nearly 100
studies of South Asian/
North African IQ, Richard
Lynn has shown that al-
though IQ scores of Sephar-
di Jews are lower on average
than those of Ashkenazim,
they are higher than those
of the populations that sur-
rounded them historically.
Clearly we are dealing with
something deeply rooted in
the Jewish past.

J. PrILIPPE RUSHTON
University of Western Ontario
London, Canada

To TaE EDITOR:

Charles Murray’s con-
sideration of the historical
sources of higher-than-
average Jewish intelligence
and cultural achievement is
the most informed and in-
telligent on the subject that
I know of. That it is written
by a non-Jew is, I believe,
instructive for many of us
who tend to take pride in
Jewish achievements. We

must always keep in mind
that the overwhelming ma-
jority of great cultural cre-
ators of mankind have not
been Jewish, and that
achievement is by no means
a Jewish monopoly.

We should also be aware
that a number of factors—
rising rates of intermarriage,
the increasing insularity of
some religious Jews—raise
considerable questions about
whether Jewish cultural and
creative achievement will be
as disproportionately great
in the next 200 years as it has
been in the previous 200.

SuraLoMm FREEDMAN
Jerusalem, Israel

"To TaE EDITOR:

Charles Murray writes
that “a group’s mean intel-
ligence,” as measured by 1Q
tests, “is important in ex-
plaining outcomes such as
mean educational attain-
ment or mean income.”
Twenty years ago, before
the economic boom in Ire-
land, the mean income of
Irish people was low. Now
it is one of the highest in the
world, and the percentage
of young people in higher
education has risen from 11
percent to over 50.

For various historical rea-
sons, the Irish were unable
to realize fully their abilides
and intelligence—by which
I mean something much
more than just IQ. As for
1Q tests themselves, while
the Irish used to score rel-
atively low, a series of tests
carried out by the BBC in
2003 found that they scored
higher in IQ and general
knowledge than the Eng-
lish, Welsh, and Scots. All
in all, it seems that mean
1Q, average income, and ed-
ucational attainment have
all risen with a general flow-
ering of the culture.

Davip Quin
Dublin, Ireland
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To THE EDITOR:

As an Irish Roman
Catholic, I enjoyed Charles
Murray’s excellent essay on
Jewish accomplishment. Am
I envious? Not really. After
all, the Jews play a useful
role in diverting wrath away
from the Irish and Scots
who have worked their way
into so many powerful po-
sitions in American life, and
have not been found out be-
cause of all the eyes fixed on
the Jews.

Eocaan Harris
Dublin, Ireland

"Io THE EDITOR:

Charles Murray contin-
ues to make thoughtful and
imaginative contributions
on important questions in
human biology. It is a lone-
ly road that he travels, one
that has exposed him to vi-
tuperation from much of
the intellectual community.
Modern biology is going to
force us to examine critically
some of the entrenched
philosophical notions un-
derpinning Western democ-
racies and to develop guid-
ing principles that are sci-
entifically defensible and al-
low for the maintenance of
cooperative societies.

I suspect that much of
the aversion to science that
is so widespread in the
United States is motivated
by fear of what it will force
us to recognize and think
about. Thanks to Mr. Mur-
ray for his courage in con-
tinuing to focus his intellect
and his pen on the distrib-
ution of intelligence in hu-
man populations.

PuiLir BRoMBERG
University of North Car-
olina School of Medicine

Chapel Hill, North Carolina

To THE EDITOR:
“Jewish Genius” is vin-
tage Charles Murray: it pro-
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vokes, stimulates, amuses,
and challenges while illu-
minating what many fear to
take on.

SiDNEY HELFANT
City University of New York
Brooklyn, New York

CHARLES MURRAY writes:

I am honored that
Robert Pollack, director of
the Center for the Study of
Science and Religion at Co-
lumbia University, and Pa-
tricia Williams, professor at
the Columbia Law School
and a MacArthur Fellow,
have spent so much effort
attacking “Jewish Genius,”
but their very eminence
makes their letter mystify-
ing. Why do they resort to
personal insults? Even more
mystifying: why is their let-
ter so heedless of the text of
my article?

In their first two para-
graphs, they assert that I ad-
dress how Judaism has sur-
vived despite millennia of
oppression. But that is not
remotely my topic. Then
they assert that I attribute
that survival to intelligence.
As it happens, I do not be-
lieve that intelligence ex-
plains the survival of Jews
and Judaism, but readers of
my article would have no
way of knowing my opinion
on the matter—I never dis-
cuss it. Robert Pollack and
Patricia Williams first in-
vent my topic and then in-
vent my thesis.

It gets worse. More than
half of my article is devot-
ed to discussing the selec-
tion factors that may have
led to the elevated Jewish
1Q that in turn helps ex-
plain (and here is my actu-
al topic) disproportionate
Jewish accomplishment in
the arts and sciences. Yet
here is how they summarize
my position on the selec-
tion factors: “Specifically,
in Mr. Murray’s view, it is

inherited Jewish intelli-
gence, as selected by
pogroms, libels, quotas, and
the Holocaust. . . .” Now
they have invented my se-
lection factors. I do not even
mention libels, quotas, and
the Holocaust (it would be
odd to say that the Holo-
caust produced high Jewish
intelligence prior to the
Holocaust). As for pogroms,
I explicitly argue that the
winnowing-by-persecution
theory, so widely assumed
to be the explanation for el-
evated Jewish IQ, is not like-
ly to have had a major ef-
fect. What can have put
these selection factors into
their heads? How can they
ignore the ones I discuss at
such length?

In the third and fourth
paragraphs of my corre-
spondents’ letter, the indif-
ference to my argument be-
comes genuinely bizarre.
They apparently believe
they are disputing me when
they write that “religion is
perpetuated not by the
transmission of DNA but
by persons or groups who
embrace a way of life and
teach it to their children.”
But my whole case for ele-
vated Jewish 1Q prior to the
Middle Ages rests precisely
on the centrality of Jewish
law, the texts by which Ju-
daism is transmitted, Ju-
daism’s requirement that fa-
thers teach that tradition to
their children, the high in-
tellectual demands all this
entails, and the implications
for the self-selection of peo-
ple who remain within the
community. With all that
before their eyes, Robert
Pollack and Patricia
Williams write that my ex-
planation for elevated Jew-
ish IQ removes “the burden
of understanding anything
about what it means to be
Jewish.” I do not choose the
word “bizarre” lightly.

Regarding the question
of disproportionate Jewish
accomplishment in the arts
and sciences, they are not
heedless but selective, fo-
cusing on Nobel Prizes and
conditions achieved by Jews
only in the last half-century.
Do Jews living today in Eu-
rope and the United States
“enjoy more access to top re-
search facilities and acade-
mic resources than the citi-
zens of other countries”? Yes,
and it s a relevant consider-
ation. But the period that I
called “one of the most ex-
traordinary stories of any
ethnic group at any point in
human history” was the 19th
century and first half of the
20th century, when Jews
were laboring under social
and professional discrimina-
tion despite legal emancipa-
tion. And the comparison
group that I used to measure
Jewish overrepresentation
during that time was not the
world population but—stat-
ed clearly in the text, hard to
miss— the North American
and European populations.

But I cannot think that
Robert Pollack and Patricia
Williams really believe that
Jews are not overrepresent-
ed at high levels of achieve-
ment. Even their own num-
bers for American and
Swedish Nobel Prize win-
ners serve to illustrate how
extraordinary the Jewish
record has been.

‘WHAT A pleasure to turn to
the letter, also critical but at
a very different level, from
Gregory Cochran and Hen-
ry Harpending, two of the
authors of the article about
the source of elevated
Ashkenazi IQ that occupied
such an important place in
“Jewish Genius.” We all
agree about the specula-
tiveness of my supplements
to their presentation of the
Ashkenazi story. With that

[10]

as the starting point, I have
these reactions to their crit-
icisms:

* I see the Hebrew Bible
as a massive intellectual
achievement,  whether
judged by its insights into
human psychology, com-
plexity of prose, narrative
drive, beauty of poetry, or
any number of other intel-
lectually demanding crite-
ria. That it is revered is not
the point here. Moreover,
the Bible was produced not
by a single anomalous ge-
nius but by uncounted au-
thors over centuries of
time—a sign of a culture
with unusual human capi-
tal. As for the New Testa-
ment, unless one wants to
argue that Jesus was not the
source of his own teachings,
and that Paul did not really
play the role in formulating
Christian theology that he
appears to play, I do not see
how one avoids concluding
that the foundation of the
New Testament’s spiritual
and intellectual power is
Jewish.

® My basis for saying that
Joshua ben Gamla’s man-
date for universal schooling
was widely implemented re-
lies on the scholarship of
Maristella Botticini and Zvi
Eckstein, and I would have
to see the unspecified coun-
tervailing evidence before 1
reassess that position.

* | take issue with the
blanket statement that “lit-
eracy does not require high
1Q.” This is true if literacy
is defined as the ability to
read and understand the
National Enquirer, but not
if literacy is defined as the
ability to read and under-
stand the Hebrew Bible and
rabbinic literature—and that
is what it took to be a fully
observant Jewish male after
the first century C.E.

* When it comes to an-
cient references to the Jews,
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I am struck not so much by
silence about Jewish intelli-
gence—Greeks and Romans
did not readily acknowledge
excellence in anyone but
themselves, and intelligence
itself was not the articulat-
ed construct that it is to-
day—as by remarks about
Jewish commercial aptitude.
From time out of mind,
Gentiles have complained
about being bested in the
marketplace by Jews. This
sounds like an IQ-driven
phenomenon to me.

Once Messrs. Cochran
and Harpending move to
their genetic evidence, they
are the experts and I am not.
I look forward to seeing the
results of the analyses that
genetic advances are mak-
ing possible. My falsifiable
hypothesis is that today’s
Jews who are closest genet-
ically to the Sephardim of
the Golden Age of Spanish
Jewry (roughly the 10th
through the 12th centuries
c.E.) will have elevated 1Q.

Danier N. HAINES raises
the question (also part of
Robert Pollack and Patricia
Williams’s  critique) of
whether the natural-selec-
tion argument is tautologi-
cal. If it is said that natural-
selection arguments can lead
to just-so stories, then I
agree: we observe a distinc-
tive trait today, whether in
Jews, men, women, or the
Inuit, and then work back-
ward to find a plausible evo-
lutionary explanation for it.
But the explanations them-
selves are causally linear, not
circular. "To say that being a
good Jew entailed meeting
certain intellectual demands
is a factual statement about
the content of Judaism; to
say that people who were
unable to meet those de-
mands tended to fall away
from Judaism is a causal
statement about incentives

and the human personality;
to say that people who pos-
sess high IQ are better able
to thrive in urban occupa-
tions is a causal statement
about the source of eco-
nomic success in urban oc-
cupations. Separately, each
of these statements lends it-
self to empirical exploration.
Together, they constitute
noncircular causal logic.

Marc Mayerson’s point
about random inequalities
and the subsets they produce
certainly applies to all sorts
of phenomena. Statisticians
armed with such mathemat-
ical knowledge have been
wreaking havoc with con-
ventional wisdom about
things like hitting streaks and
“clutch” performances in
sports. It is difficult, howev-
er, to apply this explanation
to a phenomenon like dis-
proportionate Jewish ac-
complishment, which per-
sists across many generations
and extends into diverse
fields. The same problem
prevents the Matthew Effect
(what social scientists, refer-
ring to Matthew 25:29, call
the rich-getting-richer phe-
nomenon) from explaining
Jewish accomplishment.
Within a single life, the
Matthew Effect can be real.
A lucky break early in a ca-
reer can have cascading pos-
itive consequences. Across
generations, however, a
group had better have a sys-
tematic advantage working
for it that survives the idio-
syncrasies of a particular time
or place. The ideal combi-
nation is a group genetic ad-
vantage plus cultural pres-
sures to marry within the
group.

David Randall makes an
excellent point about the
challenges to survival in the
medieval city. I am not com-
petent to comment on his
speculations about selection
for resistance to disease, but

another causal sequence is
available: the people with
the best chance of escaping
and surviving disease in
cities were the rich, with
their better sanitation, nu-
trition, living spaces, health
care, and options for flee-
ing a plague. The relation-
ship of IQ to commercial
success and of commercial
success to better living con-
ditions gave high-1Q urban
Jews a significant health ad-
vantage that surely con-
tributed to overall repro-
ductive fitness.

Jonathan Weinberg’s hy-
pothesis about the adverse
effects of clerical celibacy
on Christian IQ is plausible
and has often been invoked.
I wish someone would sub-
ject it to quantitative de-
mographic modeling, but,
as far as I know, no one has.
Mr. Weinberg’s hypothesis
about homosexuality is new
to me. I have never seen any
data on IQ among homo-
sexuals, so I will have to put
it into the category of “what
an interesting idea” without
being able to take it any fur-
ther.

I am similarly intrigued
by, and equally unable to be
helpful about, Elimelech
Shalev’s suggestion that suc-
cess and survival were asso-
ciated with leaving Judaism,
and that in many periods the
smartest Jews left the fold.
Isitin fact true? I am dubi-
ous, but I refer the question
to experts in Jewish history.

I do not see how the pos-
sible contribution of the
Khazars to the Ashkenazim,
cited by Karen D. Nitzschke,
changes anything. The va-
lidity of my speculations de-
pends solely on evidence that
Jews in general, not just the
Ashkenazim, developed ele-
vated IQ. Whether I am
right or wrong is indepen-
dent of the Khazars.

At last, with Jonathan
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Kurtzman, a reader returns
to a point that I know some-
thing about: the roles of na-
ture and nurture in foster-
ing IQ. Unfortunately, it is
also a topic that requires a
lot of space to explain and
document adequately. The
abbreviated version is this:
a substantial proportion of
IQ is shaped by environ-
mental influences, but not
the kind of environmental
influences that first come
to mind. Such things as
reading to children, having
many books in the house,
and valuing education actu-
ally have a small causal role.
The big factors are genes
and the “nonshared envi-
ronment”—a mélange of
poorly understood influ-
ences like events in the
womb and accidents of up-
bringing. In this context, the
importance of the Jewish
tradition in nurturing intel-
ligence (as opposed to be-
ing a selection factor for in-
telligence) is unlikely to be
large. But a test of Mr.
Kurtzman’s hypothesis is
possible if anyone can find
the needed data: compare
the IQ’s of adults raised in
observant and non-obser-
vant Jewish homes.

Robert W. Wilson’s sug-
gestion that Jewish achieve-
ment is affected by the suc-
cess of its host country has
a distinguished intellectual
pedigree in the form of
Raphael Patai’s The fewish
Mind (1977), an analysis of
what Patai identifies as the
six great historical encoun-
ters between Jews and oth-
er cultures. In my own Hu-
man Accomplishment (2003),
I argue that the form of in-
dividualism fostered by
Christianity had a positive
effect on Jewish accom-
plishment—that is, once
Christians got around to
ending their legal suppres-
sion of the Jews.
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I must disagree with
Glenn D. Barnes’ assertion
about the intellectual de-
mands that Buddhism im-
poses on its adherents, if by
adherent one means the av-
erage person who considers
himself a good Buddhist.
During six years of working
in Thai villages and living
within the Thai communi-
ty in Bangkok, I met no lay
person who knew more
than the Buddhist equiva-
lent of Sunday-school sto-
ries about the teachings of
his religion. The Buddhist
texts are indeed as harrow-
ingly complex as Mr. Barnes
says, and the practice of
Buddhist meditation can be
a profound intellectual and
spiritual experience, but
reading the texts and med-
itating are optional. Being
a Buddhist in good stand-
ing is easy.

Sam Leaman-WiLzics point
about the Second Com-
mandment’s effect of focus-
ing Jewish intellectual at-
tention on texts is fascinat-
ing, and does indeed neatly
fit the discrepancy between
Jewish visuo-spatial and ver-
bal ability. But in trying to
evaluate how much effect
the Second Commandment
might have had, I think of
Islam, which imposed an
even more sweeping pro-
scription of images without
producing comparable ef-
fects. On the other hand, Is-
lam proscribed so many ver-
bal endeavors as well (e.g.,
realistic fiction) that per-
haps it is not a useful com-
parison.

Stephen H. Schwartz’s
hypotheses about the sig-
nificance of dual literacy in
languages that are written
from left to right and vice
versa, and languages with
and without vowels, are also
fascinating, especially their
codicil about the Sephardi

Jews who moved to Arab
lands where the second lan-
guage was also written right
to left. I am not competent
to discuss the neuroscience
of his argument, but the
limited effects of shared en-
vironment in general (see
my response to Mr. Kurtz-
man) lead me to be cautious
about accepting the word
“create” in Mr. Schwartz’s
statement that using both
sides of the brain in this
manner would “create a new
kind of intelligence.” But we
are agreed that the require-
ments of being a Jew living
in Europe could select for
that kind of intelligence.
Chris Speck asks how the
average visuo-spatial skills
of the Jews are to be recon-
ciled with the dominance of
Jews in world-class chess.
For purposes of illustration,
one might think of intellec-
tual skills as moving on a
spectrum from purely visuo-
spatial through mathemat-
ical and logical to purely
verbal. Jews have elevated
scores not only on measures
of verbal aptitude (which in-
cludes memory, extremely
important at the higher lev-
els of chess), but also on
measures of mathematical
and logical aptitude, which
are extremely important to
calculations of lines of play.
Jews are just average on the
visuo-spatial items in 1Q
tests that correlate with the
ability to visualize chess po-
sitions. But “just average”
means that the same pro-
portion of Jews will be at
the top percentiles on visuo-
spatial skills as Gentiles,
while higher proportions
will be in the top percentiles
on the mathematical, logi-
cal, and verbal skills that
also contribute. Probabilis-
tically, a higher proportion
of Jews than Gentiles may
be expected to have the
complete package of excep-

tional skills that produces
chess champions.

Richard Lynn’s review of
studies of Sephardi 1Q as cit-
ed by J. Philippe Rushton
offers a potental strategy for
exploring the vexed question
of non-Ashkenazi Jews:
compare their scores with
non-Jews who have sur-
rounded them historically.
That work could be extend-
ed by calculating not raw 1Q
means, but ratios of Jewish
to non-Jewish 1Q’s within
culturally meaningful geo-
graphic areas. Doing that
calculation accurately pre-
sents many methodological
difficulties, and good data
may be too sparse, but the
intriguing hypothesis to be
explored is that the ratios
will be roughly the same
everywhere. The estimated
Ashkenazi mean of 110
translates to a ratio of 11:10
in Europe and the United
States. If non-Ashkenazi
Jews with a mean of 100
were historically surround-
ed by a people with a mean
of 91, the ratio would be
identical. Since the IQ
means of the non-Jewish
populations of North
African and Middle Eastern
countries are estimated to
be well below 100, the hy-
pothesis is not implausible
on its face.

SuaLoM FREEDMAN'S first
point is of course correct:
Jews are disproportionate-
ly represented in the ranks
of outstanding achievers
but, in raw terms, non-Jews
are in the great majority. I
proudly join Eoghan Har-
ris in noting that among
them are Scots and Irish,
and even the occasional
Scot-Irish. Mr. Freedman’s
worries about intermarriage
are justified if the question
is the survival of a robust
Jewish culture, but less so
with respect to IQ. On av-
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erage, Jews do not marry
randomly selected Gentiles,
but ones they meet in col-
lege or workplace, which in
turn means spouses whose
own mean IQ is also con-
siderably above the Gentile
mean. Increasing cognitive
stratification independent
of ethnicity or social origins
is the ignored story of to-
day’s evolving class struc-
ture—the story that the late
Richard Herrnstein and I
tried to bring to public at-
tention in The Bell Curve
(1994).

David Quin’s recounting
of the Irish story has many
parallels with that of the
Jews: the latent ability was
always there, but for a long
time conditions limited
its expression. In earlier
decades, Irish potential was
hidden by lack of educa-
tional opportunities and the
overwhelmingly rural char-
acter of Ireland. (Every-
where, IQ scores show a
marked gradient from rur-
al to urban areas, for rea-
sons related partly to edu-
cation and partly to the
greater intellectual stimula-
tion of urban areas.) But
long before the recent Irish
economic transformation,
the reality of that potential
had been proved by the
Irish who had emigrated to
the United States. As some-
one who has been visiting
Ireland for forty years (my
sister married a Limerick
man), I should add that I
have never doubted Irish
verbal ability from the first
time I sat in a working-
man’s pub and overheard
the conversational gymnas-
tics going on around me.

My thanks to Philip
Bromberg and Sidney Hel-
fant for their kind words,
but I am happy to report
that no fortitude was re-
quired this time. Unlike so
many other fraught topics
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involving group differences,
this one is, or should be,
purely celebratory. “Jewish
Genius” was wonderful fun
to write.






