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THE CLASSIFICATION OF MAN
CEDRIC DOVER

YLASSIFICATIONS of human groups have
an Iincreasing social significance. Never-
theless, they continue to be affected by irregu-
larities of Paterpretation and method, the lat~
ter being the subject of this note. Its shape
has responded to consultations with Dr. S, L.
Hora, Mr. A. Fraser Brunner and Mr. W. H. T.
Tams, all of whom have parficular experience
in the fields from which apparent sanctions
for coafusing practices are sometimes drawn.
I am also grateful to Dr. Kenneth Oakley for
helpful discussion.

It would apptar, to begin with, that the
promotion of a useful classificatory science of
man depends on the resolution of {wo seem-
ingly different conceptions. The first assumes
that it belongs to zoological taxonomy, ithe
second that it is a matter for a special typo-
logy; and both views are complicated by a
tendency amongst certain anthropologists to
branch out iato uncontrolled procedural direc-
tions. Annandale, observing this inclination
more than thirty years ago,l warned those con-
cerned that “Anthropology is fundamentally a
hranch of biology....perhaps the most compli-
cated of all the branches of biology. To me 1t
is inconceivable that a sound knowledge of
anthropology can be obtained without a pre-
liminary training in biological method.” A few
years later, Wood Jones? was still more pre-
gise ;. “The anthropologist should be a mam-
malogist who happens to be dealing with a
particular mammalian type; and he should co-
ordinate his procedure and weigh his hypo-
theses by the standards employed by workers
in other mammalian groups.”

But particulation has become so characteris-
tic a feature of Western science in gur genera-
tion that, in 1945, Simpson could justifiably
complain3 that “much of the work on primates
has been done by students who had no expe-
rience in taxonomy and who were completely
incompetent to enter tha field” Moreover, he
fell that “many studies of this order are covert-
ly or overtly emotional”; and that it would
perhaps “be better for the zoological taxonom-
ist to set apart the family Hominide and to
exclude its nomenclature and classification from
his studies.” The alier.ative, especially for
zpologists who recognise the role of their own
neglect in the situation deplored by Dr. Sim};?-
soa, is to struggle with the confusions of Hom'-
nid taxonomy, even though they become some-
what overwhelming when ‘racial” classifica-

tions are reached. The magnitude of this iask
1s indicated by the following passage! from

Trevor’s recent abridgement on ‘“race” in a
standard work:

“doologically race is often eguated with sub-

species, alihough there is a tendency amongst
some systematists to regard it as a more res-
tricted category for intergrading populations of
mammals and fishes. Most a:qnthropologisis
would agree that all human beings who have
lived during the past 10,000 years at least have
belonged to a single but polymorphic® species—
and most again in endeavouring to disiinguish
the various forms of this have considered, ex-
plicitly or otherwise, a hierarchy embraciog
three grades of different degrees of inclusive-
ness. The first and widest may be thought of
as a constellation of races and has been desig-
nated ‘variety’, ‘sub-species’, ‘primary group’,
‘major group’, ‘“runk’, etc. The second and
more resiricled jis in geaeral termad ssmply
race’ and the third and narrowest ‘sub-race’.”

Dr. Trevor’s own involvement in this pacu-
liarly intricate synthesis is expressed$ else-
where in the comment that he is “in sympathy
with some recent mammalogists, ornithelogists
and ichthyologists in regarding ‘race’ as a lessar
category than sub-$pecies or variety, a prac-
tice which Hubbs feels will come to be widely
adopted in vertebrate zoology.” Dr. Trevor has
aiso said at meetings of the Royal Anthropologi-
cal Institute and UNESCQ that “variety” can
be regarded as a higher category than sub-
species,

Such taxonomic heresies could be abunds
aatly elaborated from still more authoritativa
sources . it was not so long ago, for exam-
ple, that a renowned anthropologist created the
family Homo-simiidae for the reception of Awus-
tralopithecus. But, since they concern the con-
cept of subspecies, it might be more useful to
indicate the nature of its applications in zoo=
logical taxonomy. Its employment was first
clarified as follows by Rothschild and Jordan?
in their classic “Revision of the Sphingida" :

“Since Linné applied the term varictas to the
forms which are not specifically different, we
do not see any reason against the use of this
very convenient word in the same sense for all
the components of a species which differ from
one another, We uaderstand, therefure, under
variety not a particular category of the compo-
nents of a spxcies, but employ the term for
all the different members of a gpecies indiseri-
minately. The different categories of varieties
must recetve special terms in a precise ¢lassi-
flcation, and special formule must be employ-
ed for them in a precise nomenclature,”
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In accordance with this logic, they distin-
guished threz kinds of varieties—individual,
geaeraitory and geographical—of which the
geographical wvariety or sub-species “is the

highest category of varisties.” They added
that ;

“As the termn varietas includes alse othar
varieties, it cannot be employed as such ior
the geographical variely except in a precise
nomenclature; either a specifying attribute must
be added (var. geog.), or an abbreviation of
another term chosen (subsp.). But. ...We can
do without the abbreviation. .. by simply
mutually agreeing that a sub-species is desig-
nated by its name added to that of the species
without any abbreviation before the sub-speci-
fic hame.”

This formulation subsidised the growth of
the trinomial system and its regulation by the
International Commission on Zoologicali Nomen-
clature;® but ifs acceptance had a deeper basis
than that of the authority of the Tring zoolog-
ists, or a codified agreeme.t upon a systemalic
convenience. The envirgnmental thinking in-
fluencing 1t has always been deeply rooted in
biological philosophy; commuhities werzs re-
garded as potantial species, and subspecies as
communities well on the way to specific status.
The vigour of this idz2a, during the years when
the binomial system was being transformed,
was emphasised by Tate Regan :9

“My own work on the structure, classifica-
tion and geographical distribution of fishes, has
led me 1o certain conclusions. 1 helieve that
the first step in the origin of a new speacies is
not a change of structure, but the formation of
a community, either through localization, geo-
graphical isolation, or habitudinal segregation.”

This opinion was emphas’sed by the brilliant
researches of Annandale,® Horall gnd others
who believed that “evolution is no more than
the adaptation of organisms to eavironment”
(Hora), and the advance of geietics has by
no means eliminated it.12 Supporting experi-
mental evidence was also available, which
found a new but neglected significance in the
remarkable studies of the American Negro
cytologist, E. E. Justl3 He offered the first
major proofs for- placing “the determination of
characters in the cytoplasmic reactions”: and
the indepandent continuation of similar en-
quiries in Soviet Russial4 will only be ignored
by those whose - scientific vision has bzcome
clouded by the “cold war”.

Yet the environmental view did no more than
ereate a vart of the philosophical atmosphere
for the f{rinpgmial system and its attendafit
gtandards. The functional stimuli came na-
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turally from the actual materials under ana-
lysis—and not the least of these arose from
the morphological phenomenon of isomerism
characteristic of animals in general and the
higher vertebrates in particular. These repeti-
tions of similar parts narrow down from the
supra-specific unities to the species level; and,
by confounding structural diagnoses, compel
reference to geographic or ecologic criteria. In
botany, on the other hand, the task is some-
what simpler. Anisomerism (or marked
changes of emphasis on a fundamental pat-
tern) amongst the flowering plants facilitates
the morphological separation of nearly related
species and infra-specific categories.

It often happens that the extension of gz
system urges further extensions, but taxonom-
ists have resisted the creation of a quadrinomi-
al nomenclature, partly because it would Pro-
vide a warranty for multinomiaj exercises that
would soon reduce systematics to aa unwork-
able mass of names. Compliance with the Com-
mission’s austerities is accordingly almost uni-
versal in zoology, even when lesser varietal
names ar2 logically employed for bionomic or
other purposes. Calman’s statementl® oa this
point is the accepted law: “The only infra-
specific category which is recognised by the
International Commission on Zoological Nomen-
clature is the subspecies.”

Certain conclusions of basic importance to
“ractal anthropology” follow inevitably. They
are that (1) there can be no varietal category
higher than that of subspecies, which is “the
highest category -of varieties”: (2) a necessary
corollary of the determination of a subspecies
is the definition of its territory, whether geo-
graphic or otherwise: (3) the admission of
contemporary subspecies of Homo sapiens
would concede their potentialities as species
and would actually promote “doctors’ dis-
agreements” (of profound social significance)
about their rank;!6 (4) the accepta:rc> of sub-
species or races in man must restore the cor-
relation between race and culture which most
liberal scholars now deny: and (5) the term
“race” has no currency in zoology, except as
a collogquial synonym for subspecies : the
latest compendium of biological terms!’? does
not even include it.

The procedures involved in separating sub-
species support these conclusioss, They hava
been exhaustively covered by the works of
Huxley® and Mayr,’® but it might be useful
to quote Lack,2" who incidentally provides a

typical example of the permissible use aof the
word “race’” ;
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“Subspecies (of birds), as the term implies,
differ from each other io a smaller extent than
do full species, the differences chiefly involv-
ing shade of plumage and size. But g more
important criterion is that of geographical dis-
tribution.  Subspecies of the same species
always breed in separate geographical regions,
and where their respective breeding zones ad-
Joln, they often interbreed freely and inter-
grade In characters. On the other hand, {wo
forms which breed in the same region with~
out normally interbreeding ars always classi-
fied as separate spacies, however similar they
may be to each other in appearanca....Diffi-
culty occurs chiefly in regard to related forms
which oceupy separate geographical, resgions,
like subspacies, but which differ from each
other more markediy than is usual among races
of the same species.”

The wviews of the American ichthyolog:st
Carl L. Hubbs,?? to which reference has been
made, remain to be considered in this connec-
fion. The literature provides no indication of
the popularity claimed for them; and it is note-
worthy that, in the reviewing section edited
by Dr. Hubbs himself for The American
Naturalist, tha well-known ornithologist Alden
H. Miller insists22 that Hubbs’ use of “the term
‘race’ for minor categories should not be pres-
sed upon other workers who for long have
used ‘rac?’ and subspecies’ as synonyms.” It
heed hardly bas added that Dr., Hubbs
makes no claim for altering or extending the
rules governing the trinomial system.

The fact that zoologists know forms (mostly
host-varieties) that can be called “biological
races’” or “ecological races” does not justify
racial definitions of categories below that of
subspecies, whether in man or otherwise. An-
thropologists who seek proofs by analogy in
these circumstances usually lack the working
experience of taxonomy which inhibits such
enthusiasm. For the discussion of biologically
isolated populations of a species in qualified
ferms of “race” has a logical pattern in that
it stresses environmental separation just as
subspacies or ‘*geographical race” does; and,
as the ‘“accepted meaning of subspecies” ii-
cludes hosi-variations,?3 such categories arc
equally synonymous with subspecies when the
forms included in them are adequately estab-
lished. Moreover, where definitions of particu-
lar populations of subspecies are necessary,
other terms are available which avoid the con-
fusions of ‘‘race”.

It should be noted, toc, that the unfortunate
use of the term “sociological race”, for distin-
guishing human groups that are “socially
supposed” to be racially different, derives no

sanction from ecological usage as is often ST
posed . it 1s indeed difficult to visualise more
in the parallel than a resemblance of form aud
sound. Biological races are the products of
interaction with relatively stable habitats be-
yGiid their control, but human groups cannot
respoadd racially to the temporary influence of
the most stable social situations. Therefore,
“sociological race” is an incompatible proposi-
fion which cannot be accepted within the same
body of knowledge. If would actually be im-
possible to incorporate a statement carrying
the unalterably biological meaning of innate
qualities (race), and its negation (soctological)},

in the precise language of an axiomatic sys-
tem 24

A word now about the view that the classifi-
cation of recent mankind is mnot the business
of zoological taxonomy. It postulates no more
than simple “lumping”, augmented perhaps hy
typological discriminations, and its backgrouads
are evident in the work of all cautious zoolog-
ists. They believe, as Darwin did, that certain
cases, “precisely like that of Man”, require the
grouping of “all the forms which graduate into
one another, under a single species”; for no
one has the “right to give names to objecls
which they cannot define.”

This diffidence lies behind the virtual
abandonment of the classification of mankind
by zoologists to-day. Their attitudes are typified
by the work of Simpson, who regards the
Hominidse as a monogeneric family, except for
the possible inclusion of Pithecanthropus and
Ecanthropus; and of Huxley and Haddon,25
who reject the racial ideology and offer the
neutral term “ethnic group’ as an instrument
for classifying living men. The underlying
assumptions seem to be that, “since man has
conirol over nature, the gquesticn of human
‘races’ must be considered on different bases
to those we are accustomed to in taxonomy.”
In fact, according to ordinary zoological stand-
ards, there are no human races,

This is the opinion of Dr. Sunder Lal Hora
in commenting upon the first outline of this
paper. He attachad some remarks by his col-
league Dr. B. Biswas, an cornithologist, with
which he was in “complete agreement”. They
are worth quoting :

“The classification of living mankingd on the
same principles as those regulating the taxo-
nomy of oither animal forms woeuld be a futile
attempt, because the critoria for grouping ani-
mals below species are practically indiscernible
in human groups., For example, separate breed-
ing territories—the chiet criterion for gevgra-
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phical subspecies of animals—are not a cha-
racteristic of man, at least in the ‘civilised
state. Mass movements and migrations, some-
times involving whole populations, have trans-
formed Homo sapiens into a species consisting
only of intergrades, with mere traces here and
there of the original subspecies, if there were
any. For these reasons, it is my contention that
..1f the human species is to be classified at ali,
1t should be along the lines of the classification
of the gifferent breeds of domesticated animals.
And different terminologies, to avoid the use
of such ferms as ‘race’, would, of course, have
to be devised with the help of systematists in

biology.”

The growth of a similar approach in the
social sciences has found much nourishment in
recent years, particularly from outstanding cul-
tural anthropologists such as Melville J. Her-
skoviis.?® Its practice would Trequire a
reorientation of the scope and methods of an-
thropology, which would hasten the reabsorp-
tion of physical anthropology by zoology, just
as other “special sciences”, created by new
techniques, opportunities and pressures {(micro-
scopy and microtomy, for instance}, have lost
the status they once possessed.

It must be expected that such a reorientation
will be contested, especially when vested inter-
ests are involved, but 1t is not beyond tha
capacity for academic adjusiment. In Ame-
rica and elsewhere, as Hager reports,2? *‘“this
shift in emphasis. .has already begun. .and there
has been a steady decline in the publication
of descriptive racial studies, studies of ‘race
mixiure’, constitutional typing and anthro-
pometry.” Indeed, the process has gone so far
that, at several major American universities,
the courses in physical anthropology ‘have
been entirely re-structured: many no Jlonger
bear that name.” These changes, it should be
added, are socially based; they are much more
influenced than is generally recognised by the
falsification of racial thinking?® pioneered by
Huxley and Haddon; and they are encourasged
by the absence of any demand for a taxononiic
background to cultural anthropology.

It would seem, then, that anthropology can
function without a foundation of zoological
taxonomy. But the organisation of everv
science depends on classification; and, if an-
thropology is to set up typological conventions
of its own, the separation from taxonomy can-
not be absolute: the systematics of extinet
forms and the typology of living men must
necessarily complement each other. For the
definition of modern man is confinuously
affected by new discoveries and interpretations
goncerning his predecessors—and this know-
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ledge must remain grounded in taxonomv.
Nor can any scientific discipline ignore the
elementary principle of unity of usage: com-
mon concepts, terms and definitions must ksep
their interchangeabilily; new ones should be
new and Jogically related; and borrowings
should be borrowed whole and without coa-
fusing redefinitions by inventive reformers.

It follows that any reasonable classification
of man must depend upon confident familiarity
with the theory and practice of zoological
taxonomy; and, for this reason, Huxley’s cline
typology might offer a workable method—at
least to those who believe that the types of
mankind can be clearly differentiated. But,
whatever the method, it should have the flexi-
bility which has allowed taxonomy to contain
extremas of “splitting” and “lumping” without
damage to its structure.

Finally, the indications are that individual
refinements of the classificatory study of man,
particularly when they follow the neo-classi-
cal rituals of limited metric analyses or ex-
press personal idiosyncracies, are unlikely +to
produce more than further controversy. Revis-
ed approaches and wide co-operation, suffi-
ciently rooted in objective realities to resist the
pressure groups which have viliated recent
prohouncements on “race”, are now imperative.
And Indian zoologists and anthropologists are
uniquely circumstanced, since they are litile
impeded by Western racial ideologies, for pro-
moting the new directions that are necessary.
They can provide, in fhese ways, another sub-

stantial contribution from India to the welfare
and wisdom of humanity.
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ANGA RAO anp SREENIVASAYAl have vet undiscovered, More recently, glutathione,
shown that the _non-protein nitrogen +v-glutamyl, and acyl peptides have been shown
(N.P.N.) fraction of the body fluids of the lac to participate in the enzymatic transpeptidase
insect (Laccifer lacca) contains simple crys- reactions.®9 Strepogenin!® which was dis-
talloidal peptides, non-precipitable by f{richlor- covered by Woolley in 1944, and which has
acetic acld. Milks obtained from different types been shown to be present in most of the pro-
of mammals? and pulses® have also been shown teins of high biological value,ll stimulates the
to be associated with high percentages of growth of certain bacteria. Subsequently other
N.P.N. whose presence therein is believed to investigators have sought to isolate other pep-
2 responsible for the ease with which they tides from eanzymatic digests of proteins and
are assimilated. Peptides are widely distributed determine their growth-promoting potency.
and are intimately associated with all active Agren!?2 has found significant increases in the
and proliferating tissues—both plant and ani- growth of children fed with peptides resistant
mal—and owe their existence to the continual to the action of catheptic enzymes. Dunnld has
breakdown and resynthesis of proteins which recorded the s‘imulating effect of partially
characterise living tissues and body fluids. hydrolysed digests of casein and of the albumin
Particularly rich is their concentration in the of bovine plasma, on L. casei resulting in a
body fluids of animals and the saps of plants, higher rate of acid production. It was shown
since their role is one of providing tissues with that the organism utilised the essential amino
an easily mobilisable source of nitrogen excep- acid more readily when provided in a peptide-
t'onally adaptable for rapid tissue formation. bound form. Simonds and Fruton!4 have also
Special physiological significance is attached observed that a mutant :Z}f E. colf utilises for
to some of the peptides ; they have been fou.d growth peptides of proline at .a Taster | E‘&tﬂ
o act as co-enzymes or activators, essential than proline. A genus of “alcaligens” utilised
growih factors or antibiotics, Glutathione 4.’ leucine pe?tides only when leucine was presgnt
the well-known tripeptide, for example, is a at th2 amino end of the unsubstituted peptide.
co-enzyme of methyl glyoxylase, an activator ﬁfnnther entirely new group of peptides,
of papain® and an effective stabiliser of ascor- whllch has received considerable attention, is
bic acid.” Its unfailing presence in actively derived from th2 culture filtrates of bacteria,
proliferating tissues is suggestive of the suspi- ec.g. polymyxins, gramicidin, tyrocidine iaind
cion that glutathione may have other functions Tyrothricin,'*  The structure of these antiblo-



