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significant role—was one in which the variability necessary for species adaptability
was preserved.

Later, in his book Mankind Evolving, Dobzhansky took on Muller specifically.
By this time (1962), Dobzhansky had settled on his final, balance theory of
evolution by natural selection, the theory that best guaranteed intrapopulation and
intraspecific variation. Following a section on Muller’s “fire and brimstone™
prophecies concerning the fate of the human species, Dobzhansky proceeded to
point out, much as he had done twenty-five years earlier in the first edition of
Genetics and the Origin of Species, that “Drosophila flies are doing nicely [thank
you] in their natural habitats, despite the fact that they bear enormous genetic
loads.,”?! Humans too were doing quite nicely, thank you, in spite of their
“loads™ of variation: *“The adaptive norm of the human species consists of persons
burdened with genetic loads. Nor is there anything new in this situation—all of
human evolution occurred in populations that carried heavy genetic loads.” %2

The question is, he proceeded, whether these loads are detrimental, as pro-
ponents of the classical view maintained, or a virtue—something that “natural
selection might somehow turn to an advantage’’—as proponents of the balance
view believed.®® He reminded the reader that the scientific basis of Muller’s
eugenics policies was a matter of some dispute. He argued, in particular, that
although the classical theory of evolution supported Muller’s eugenics proposals,
the rival balance theory did not.

If one wanted to engineer the ideal human species, the balance view (as opposed
to the classical view) would dictate the promotion of variability. That is, if the
balance view were correct, “Eugenics must be ... more dextrous, for instead of
making everybody alike, possessing some optimal genotype, it will have to engineer
a gene pool of the human population that would [by promoting variability] maxi-
mize the frequency of the fit and minimize that of the unfit.”®* Intraspecific
variation was, Dobzhansky believed, crucial to the well-being of mankind.

By this time, Dobzhansky saw virtues in variation at the organismic level as
well as at the species and population level. Recall that, in the balance account,
heterozygotes were supposedly fitter than homozygotes, partly because of the
fact that possessors of two different genes for a trait had dual capabilities with
respect to that trait—i.e., because heterozygosity contributed to adaptability at the
organismic level as well as the specific level. Variation-reducing eugenics programs
were thus, at the time, doubly threatening to Dobzhansky. They threatened not
only the long-run well-being of the species, but also the more immediate well-being
of the members of the species.

Although Dobzhansky did not have many established cases of heterozygote
superiority in humans to use in his case against Muller’s eugenics proposals, he did
employ theoretical considerations, like those just raised, in this regard.®* Allin afl,
the balance view, according to which not only intraspecific but also intraorganismic
variation were naturally maintained, provided Dobzhansky with his strongest case
against variation-reducing eugenics directives. -

Summing up, the various theories of evolution entertained by Dobzhansky
cannot be considered independently of the classical position, over which, and in
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reaction to which, he pursued his alternatives. The views of evolution that he
entertained served him as platforms from which to respond to the threats posed
by the classical position and the cugenics proposals associated with it. In shifting
from his prodrift to his particular proselection positions, Dobzhansky assumed a
stronger position against the classical theory, and in shifting from his earliest
proselection position to his ultimate probalance position, he assumed a stifl stronger
position against the clagsical position. His positions were not just more and more
different from the classical position. They offered stronger and stronger guarantees
of the intraspecific variation that Dobzhansky cherished, and they offered stronger
and stronger rebuttals to proposals to eliminate that variation.

Dobzhansky’s shift from a prodrift to a proselection position thus represented
more than just a second thought concerning the importance of chance in evolution.
It represented increasing opposition to a “foil” position—a position that threatened
Dobzhansky’s happy picture of the status quo—meoreover, a position upon which
were based policy proposals that threatened to change the status quo for the worse,

Of course, in addition to value considerations that played z role in his thinking,
Dobzhansky also had empirical support for the various positions he took; he did
not just hope that his positions were true. Those empirical considerations were
covered in preceding sections. Dobzhansky’s positions would have been weak
platforms from which to attack Muller if they had not had empirical support. The
point of emphasizing the empirical support might be different, though. One might
argue that Dobzhansky took the positions he did on purely empirical grounds, only
then coming to “cherish” the positions he took as good ways for the world to be,
and only then coming to see Muller's positions as more and mare threatening with
respect to values.

Perhaps that is the correct account of Dobzhansky’s earliest attempts to explain
intraspecific variation. Perhaps it was only after he found lots of variation in
ladybugs, and then also in fruitflies, and after he could account for that variation
in one way or another, that he came to believe that the world was really good in
this respect. But once he was originally assured of the value of intraspecific
variation, I am arguing, further changes were constrained—not determined, to be

‘sure—but constrained. The facts further constrained the changes, To insist instead

that his values were entirely determined by his empirical findings is to consirue
as purely coincidental the direction in which the facts led over the course of
Dobzhansky’s life, namely, further and further in the direction of supporting the
picture of the world that he originally found comforting.

In closing this section, let me just add one further indication that values and
threatened values played a role in Dobzhansky’s shift of opinion with regasd
to the relative importances of drift and selection. In the course of that shift,
Dobzhansky not only found more and more threatening the variation-reducing
eugenic directives associated with the classical position, but e also seems to have
found it increasingly necessary to make his own positions palatable to those who
might be threatened by them.

He was especially concerned to waylay fears that the naturalness of variation
{and especially his promotion of the preservation of variation) might be misused
by opponents of equality of opportunity. His case for the extensiveness and
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naturalness of intraspecific variation, if extended to cover the mental and physical
capabilities that limit peoples’ roles and places in society, might, he realized, be
misused as a case against granting all people the same access to those roles and
places. His promotion of the preservation of variation might, he also realized, be
further misconstrued as support for consiraints on opportunity.

This concern was expressed by Dobzhansky’s student, Bruce Wallace, in a fairly
early review of the classical-balance controversy, in which he suggested (whether
seriously or not, I do not know) that the classical position “is a moral system in
that, under ideal conditions, every individual is his néighbor’s equal.” The balance
position, he suggested, is “morally deficient” in this regard.”¢

Whether or not Waltace took this issue seriously, Dobzhansky certainly did.®”
To ensure that his positions did not offend proponents of equality of opportunity,
Dobzhansky developed, over the years, an argument to the effect that equality of
opportunity was not only reconcilable with variations in capability among humans
but was in fact the best way to take advantage of those differences. The argument
ran as follows. There are no castes, classes, or any other subgroupings of society
within which there is uniformity with respect to capabilities. Making role, place,
and occupation decisions on the basis of any such subgroupings would thus have
the effect of placing at least some people in positions for which they were not the
most capable, as well as having the effect of placing some of the people most
qualified for certain positions in quite different positions. Equality of opportunity,
on the other hand, would at least aifow people to take up the positions for which
they were best suited. A society that opted for equality of opportunity would
accordingly have the best chance of having its various roles, places, and occupa-

ttons filled by the people most capable of assuming them. Equality of opportunity

is, therefore, the most efficient way to manage a society whose members differ in
their capabilities. Dobzhansky even went so far as to add that the extensiveness of
variation constituted the s¢rongest grounds for adopting equality of opportunity:
“Equality is necessary if a society wishes to maximize the benefits of genetic
diversity among its members. With anything approaching full equality, every trade,
craft, occupation, and profession will concentrate within itself those who are
genetically most fit for these roles.” #®

Dobzhansky’s concern to make his own positions nonthreatening valuewise

constituted the “flip-side™ of his concern to attack positions that threatened,
directly or indirectly, his values. I have discussed the former side of the coin only
for the purpose of further calling attention to the latter side, and hence to reiterate
that Dobzhansky’s shift of positions concerning the major modes of evolution was
constrained in part by what he found objectionable about the classical view of
evolution—hence, in part by value considerations.

Postscript

Events of the late sixties and seventies that bear upon the story I have told are
worth relating, if only briefly. These events involve allegiances that I do not
understand very well, but hope to understand someday. Even though I do not fully
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understand them now, though, they are so interesting in connection with what 1
have said so far that they really deserve some attention.

I have argued that Dobzhansky shifted from a drift position to a balance posi-
tion, in part on account of his opposition to the classical position advocated by
Muller. This thesis—specifically, the notion that the balance position represented
& stronger alternative to the classical position than did the drift position—would
seem to receive at least indirect support from recent events, specifically the
rejuvenation of the drift position in the late sixties and seventies, and its affiliation
with Muller’s classical position. The rejuvenated drift position has even been
labeled the “neoclassical™ position in contrast to the balance position.??

As I mentioned earlicr, the closest thing to compelling evidence in the classical-
balance dispute was not gathered until 1966, the year before Muller’s death. This
evidence consisted of fairly direct measurements of the prevalence of genetic
variation, via gel-electrophoretic analyses of the immediate “products™ of the genes
at a locus. The gel-electrophoretic techniques in question are capable of revealing
double-product (i.¢., heterozygous loci), as well as single-preduct (i.e., homozygous
loci). Those techniques are also capable of revealing differences between organisms
with respect to products of genes at the same loci. The amount of variation actually
revealed by those studies seemed (and still seems) much greater than that allowed
by Muller’s classical position. But while having to concede in somg respects,
defenders of the classical position have nonetheless interpreted the . evidence
differently from defenders of the balance position.

Defenders of the old classical position have acknowledged substantial variation,
but have denied that the variation is retained by balancing selection. They attribute
the variation instead to drift. They continue to insist that the most prevalent form
of selection is classical selection, but also admit a very significant role for random
drift. The combination of classical selection and drift distinguishes their position
from the balance position, which is, in and of itself, mute on the importance of
drift, and which, understandably encugh, seems to be considered an antidrift
position on account of its silence in this regard.

This is, in brief, the picture presented by the most aceepted and influential review
of the classical-balance controversy: the gel-electrophoretic data occasioned a
medification in the classical position, giving rise to the ncoclassical position,
with its emphasis on classical selection at some loci and drift at others, a position
that supposedly bears a very real “‘historical continuity ... with the classical
position.™ 190

The classical heritage of the neoclassical position has not been without its
detractors, however. Dobzhansky himself was among them. Labeling the resur-
rected prodrift position “neoclassical,” Dobzhansky contended, “is in my opinion
nonsense. . .. The “classical’ model assumed that most individuals of a species are
homozygous for almost all their genes, and are alike among themselves . ... The
last to defend this was the late H. J. Muller, and to my knowledge, nobody is now
supporting that point of view.” 19!

This lack of agreement concerning the connections between the classical position
and the rejuvenated drift position of the late sixties and seventies raises interest-
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ing questions about one of the main theses of this paper—namely, the thesis ths.tt
Dobzhansky’s shift away from a drift position was occasioned in large part by his
increasing opposition to the classical position. Suggested connections between .the
classical position and the new prodrift position at least indirectly support the view
that the balance position later advocated by Dobzhansky really was a stronger
alternative to the classical position than was his old drift position (although there
is, of course, much work to be done in elucidating the nature of that support).

What does Dobzhansky’s denial of the classical-drift connection mean as far
as the previous arguments of this paper are concerned? That is hard to say. By
calling into question the suggested connections between the classica]l and new drift
positions, Dobzhansky may only have wanted to emphasize that it was se who
was an “old drifter,” not Muller, and se who even later attributed some small
role to drift, not Muller. Of course, even if Dobzhansky was right to minimize the
connections between the classical and new drift positions, and right to emphasize
instead the connections between the balance and his old drift positions, that would
still not rule out the possibility that his shift away from his old drift position was
molivated in large part by his desire to take a stronger stand against the <.:lassical
position. It is just that the subsequent alliance of proponents of the classical apd
new drift positions would not give us any special hindsight on Dobzhansky’s shift
in that case. .

Could it, though, have been just a coincidence that Dobzhansky gave up a d'I'lft
position in response to the classical view, while proponents of the classical view
adopted a drift position in response to the balance view? Perhaps. Perhaps not. But
that is grist for another mill.
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