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eminent scientists who refuse to accept 
evolutionary theory and rely instead on 
more metaphysical alternatives. Scien
tific findings do not alter human 
belief so readily. 

Huxley says that it is a characteristic 
of research that its outcome is not 
known in advance. That is so: but it 
is a presupposition of '.lutcome that 
often motivales research, which may 
bias its interpretation, and which 
makes it possible that results will not 
alter preconceptions. In the corres
pondence for the same issue in which 
Huxley's reply to Nature's earlier 
editorial on his address appears (29 
September, page 366), C. J. Robbins 
subscribes to the widely-held view that 
science sets out to falsify theories 
through experimentation. As the pages 
of Nature show, this is rarely true; the 
commonest motivation in research 
might well he exactly the converse. 

The conoept of IQ itself is a 
simplistic parameter which assumes 
that cognitive, perceptual , deductive 
and mathematical abilities go hand in 
hand, whereas our selection of in
dividuals (for employment, etc.) shows 
this cannot be the case. We accept that 
brilliant mathematicians may be 
absent-minded, that musicians may be 
hopeless fine artists, scientists ,poor 
commun.icators. Why then do we hear 
so little about what we might call in
telligence type? Until we have evolved 
realistic codes of criteria for assessment 
that reconcile mental measurements 
with the realities of life I believe we 
should postpone spurious research into 
racial!y-determ ined IQ, and 11ecognise 
it as being ill-founded and premature. 

In my view this is the most objective 
manner in which one could admit the 
limitations of contemporary science, 
and the irrelevance of research findings 
to those determined to subscribe to 
their own teliefs; these two are topics 
that are ripe for research. 

Yours faithfully, 
BRIAN J. FORD 

Science Unit, Cardiff, Wales 

Soviet genetics 
Srn,---As far as I know, gerontologists 
have heen wary, over the years, of 
passing opinions on human genetics 
and on human genetics programmes. I 
was therefore very interested to read 
the review by Dr Zhores Medvedev, a 
noted gerontologist, on the develop
ment of human genetics in the USSR 
since Lysenko ('Soviet genetics: new 
controversy', 28 July, page 285). 

The review bears a title which is 
frightening for anyone knowing the 
history of genetics in that country. A 
new controversy is hardly needed at 
this stage. The international congress 
of genetics is due this year in Moscow 

and even calling attention to contro
versy might cause unpredictable side 
effects. Fortunately, renewed anxiety 
for the fate of human genetics in the 
USSR seems premature at this stage; 
the review gives a brief account of the 
re-emergence of the discipline, and for 
the rest is an all-out attack on the 
retiring director of the Institute of 
General Genetics of the Academy of 
Sciences, Dr N. Dubinin. 

Of those who reinstated human 
genetics in the USSR Medvedev writes: 
"all of them were void of real practical 
knowledge of human or medical gene
tics", and one is left to wonder how 
they happened to have the courage to 
do it. Furthermore, if those who only 
had knowledge of drosophila genetics, 
of radiation, rodents, cytology and 
theoretical human genetics can be 
criticised for their contribution what can 
a gerontologist say about human gene
tics; in what position is he to pass 
value judgements? 

Dr Medvedev, although he does not 
&ay so, must have par-ticipated in the 
discussions, since he says they were 
peaceful, albeit not very productive. 
Again one wonders how the new Insti
tute of Medical Genetics was estab
lished as an outcome of such a lack of 
productivity. 

One cannot help noticing the amount 
of negative emphasis put by Dr 
Medvedev on an action which tended 
to reconstruct human genetics. It is my 
opm10n that, since these negative 
emphases diminish the whole operation, 
he should produce the evidence on 
which they are based. What, for 
example, is the evidence that D. K. 
Beliaev had been appointed in 1976 
president of the 1978 Congress? This is 
puzzling, because Beliaev is general 
secretary, and Tsitsin (wheat hybrids at 
Lysenko's time) is president. 

The part of the review which is 
devoted to Dubinin is less important. 
Dubinin, as others, went through the 
bitter years of the Soviet geneticists 
and survived. At present, he seems to 
have developed his own personal views 
on the inheritance of human abilities; 
these views are questionable but since 
they have been publicly castigated, they 
are not official views which might en
danger those not sharing them. It 
seems arbitrary to associate them with 
a controversy which might harm 
human genetics; he is entitled to his 
opinions, no less than Medvedev to his 
own and l to mine. So far as some of 
Dubinin's work on human genetics is 
concerned, and so far as I can read, he 
has recently used erroneous techniques 
in the study of multivariation in quan
titative traits in man. However, it might 
well be that, as director, he signs work 
from his institute which might be 
beyond the capacity of his technical 
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judgment (for example Dok/. Akad. 
Nauk. 230, 4: 957-960, 1976). 

I believe that the most contradictory 
aspect of Medvedev's review is that 
Dubinin is turning against the pro
gramme he helped to start a short time 
ago. I believe that the accusation 
Medvedev makes, that "Dubinin is 
working hard to suppress by all possible 
means the development of genuine 
research in the field of human genetics 
in the USSR", and which amounts to 
public condemnation, is so important, 
that Medvedev is bound to produce 
evidence for it. It would be sad for 
those who have helped in the recon
struction, even for those who have 
given a minimal contribution, if 
attempts to create new conflicts hinder 
development. Human genetics is a hot 
science to handle: it seems useless to 
make it even hotter. After all, state and 
interstate budgets for human genetics 
can be cut easily, both east and west 
of Greenwich. 

Yours faithfully, 

Universita di Ferrara, 
Italy 

ITALO BARRA! 

The Messinian salinity crisis 
Srn,-Lines in reply to an anonymous 
critic (20 October, page 646) 

When composing lyric verse 
Be it critical or worse 
It is wise to be quite certain of one's 

ground, 
And not to call absurd 
Quite a harmless little word 
Lest its meaning be not simple ,but 

profound. 
Crises evaporitic 
Irritate our nameless critic 
Rightly so, had we but meant what he 

implied, 
But salinity increased 
Until crisis point was reached 
Whereupon the fauna disappeared or 

died. 
Oh, 'tis pity I declare 
That whatever we prepare 
And however clear the message that 

we send, 
There are always colleagues who 
Having little else to do 
Criticise us when they do not 

comprehend. 

N.B.-The term 'Salinity Crisis' was, 
I believe, coined by Ruggieri (Sys
tematics Association Publication No. 
7 (eds Adams, C. G. and Ager, D. V.), 
283-290 (London, 1967)) and referred 
to the apparent extinction of the 
marine faunas of the western Mediter
ranean in Messinian times. 

Your faithfully, 
C. G. ADAMS 

British Museum (Natural History), 
London 
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