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Preface 

While researching the connection of German National Socialists to 
American eugenicists, I was able to view Erbkrank [Hereditary Defec- 
tive], a Nazi race propaganda movie that was also used by the Ameri- 
can eugenics movement for informing high school students about the 
need to sterilize mentally handicapped people. The movie showed 
mentally handicapped people living in a luxurious asylum near Berlin 
and contrasted their “atypicality” to the “saneness” of “hereditarily 
healthy” children who had to live in the slums of Germany’s large 
cities. By stressing the “abnormality” of the handicapped people, this 
movie helped to pave the way for Nazi policies of mass sterilization and 
elimination of the mentally handicapped. 

The years I spent working with such “atypical” and “abnormal” 
people at Protestant Youth in Munich was the impetus behind my 
decision to begin working on the history of mentally handicapped 
people under the Nazis. Without having met Karla Weber, Peter 
Schonauer, Elmar Wanke, Wolfgang Frisch, Franki Hausler, and many 
others, this book would not have been written. By revealing one of the 
darkest moments in the history of handicapped people, I hope to thank 
them for the many things they taught me. 

Two of my history teachers deserve special acknowledgment. 
Horst Dieter Geetz at the Gymnasium of Quickbom introduced me to 
the multicausality of history, and helped me see the critical relevance of 
history to my work in the social sciences. My adviser at the University 
of Bielefeld, Gisela Bock, encouraged my interest in the development 
of scientific racism. Over the past four years she supported me in nearly 
every aspect of my work. She generously made time for lengthy discus- 
sions, shared many of her own sources, commented extensively on 
several of my papers, and helped me to gain financial assistance for the 
timely completion of this endeavor. 

At an early stage of my work, Peter Weingart and Hans Walther 
Schmuhl from the University of Bielefeld helped me to clarify the 
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outline of my project; they later commented on an early draft of this 
book. Michael Schwartz from the University of Munster was especially 
helpful in shaping my thinking about the concept of racism I used in 
this book. Paul Weindling from the University of Oxford and Peter 
Lindley at the University of Kent at Canterbury provided me with 
information and valuable comments. My research was made possible 
by two different organizations: The German Academic Exchange Ser- 
vice supported a one-year stay in the United States, and the West- 
falisch-Lippische Universitatsgesellschaft agreed on short notice to 
provide the necessary resources for my archival work. 

Many archivists and librarians in the United States, Germany, 
Great Britain, and France helped me uncover the explosive sources that 
show the extent and character of the relationship between Nazi and 
American scientists. I want to thank Martha Harrison of the American 
Philosophical Society in Philadelphia, Odessa Ofstad of the Pickier 
Memorial Library in Kirksville, Missouri, and Dr. Alan Burdock of the 
Milton S. Eisenhower Library at the Johns Hopkins University in Bal- 
timore. 

Several teachers and colleagues from my year at Johns Hopkins 
deserve my thanks. My adviser, Vernon Lidtke, patiently helped me 
organize my research and commented on several drafts of this book. 
Sharon Kingsland was exceptionally generous in sharing her impres- 
sive knowledge about eugenics and genetics in the United States; she 
encouraged me to rethink some aspects of my approach. I also want to 
thank Daniel Walkowitz and Leslie Reagan, both visiting professors at 
Johns Hopkins in 1991-1992, for commenting on a shorter version of 
this book. 

Many American historians, notably Daniel Kevles, Garland Al- 
len, Sheila Weiss, Robert Proctor, and Barry Mehler, introduced me to 
the latest research on American eugenics. Sheila Weiss and Robert 
Proctor commented on an early draft of this work. Barry Mehler pro- 
vided insightful comments and spent several days discussing aspects of 
my research. He also generously shared many sources. Carl Degler and 
Robert Pois provided useful comments and convinced me to rewrite 
some details of an early draft. 

Writing a study in a foreign language is always difficult, partic- 
ularly under the burden of pressing deadlines and time constraints. At 
Oxford University Press, Nancy Lane, senior editor, and Edward Har- 
court, editorial assistant, were enthusiastic about this project from the 
very beginning. Because they made themselves so available for me, 
this book was readied for the press in perhaps record time. 
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I also deeply appreciate the help of my friends and fellow graduate 
students in Baltimore. Colin Essamuah, Wolfgang Splitter, and Jurgen 
Wagner all gave editorial advice on various sections of an early draft. 
Tanya Kervokian looked over my German translations. Alisa Plant was 
always a great help in clarifying uncertainties about the use of lan- 
guage. During the final week of editing, Lynn Gorchov read and com- 
mented on the final version. My two dear roommates in Baltimore, Lori 
Bernstein and David Bemell, urged me to turn my research into a book 
and were unfailing sources of encouragement while I was writing the 
bulk of the manuscript. 

More than anyone else, however, Rebecca Jo Plant participated in 
the genesis of this book. She painstakingly edited several drafts of the 
manuscript, helped me to clarify some of my ideas, and improved the 
style of the final draft. In the process, she convinced me that working 
on a fascinating subject can be, for a certain time, nearly the most 
important thing in life. 

Paris 

May 1993 

S. K. 
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Introduction 

My interest in the relations between German racial hygienists and 
American eugenicists emerged from my work in the archive of the 
largest Protestant institution for mentally handicapped and epileptic 
people in Germany, the von Bodelschwinghschen Anstalten in Bethel. 
My aim was to examine whether this famous German institution was 
the stronghold of resistance against the Nazi race program that it later 
publicly presented itself to have been. Fritz von Bodelschwingh, direc- 
tor during the entire period of Nazi rule, has become known as one of 
the main figures who resisted the extermination of mentally handi- 
capped people during World War II. Sources located at Bethel and 
other institutions, however, led me to doubt the veracity of this inter- 
pretation.1 

Like other leaders of the Protestant church in the late 1920s, 
Bodelschwingh was sympathetic to eugenic ideals, favoring, for exam- 
ple, sterilization of certain groups of the mentally handicapped. I was 
also impressed by the fact that, in discussions about eugenics at Bethel, 
the United States had played an important role as a model of a country 
in which eugenic sterilization and immigration legislation were at least 
to some degree successfully implemented. American supporters of 
Bethel mailed Bodelschwingh information about the progress of eu- 
genics in the United States. 

When I realized that I would not have access to the full range of 
Bethel’s sources, I decided to turn my examination toward the role that 
the United States had played as a model for Germany, when under 
Hitler race improvement became a central component of German poli- 
cies. However, as I surveyed German journals and newspapers from 
this time period, I was only secondarily impressed by references to the 
success of eugenics in the United States by Nazi race politicians. In- 
deed, I was more surprised by the broad coverage in Nazi propaganda 
of American scientists who expressed support for Germany’s new pol- 
icy of race improvement. When I turned to available secondary litera- 
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ture for more information about this group of American scientists, all 
active in the American eugenics movement, I was struck by the fact 
that their support for Nazi Germany had received little attention and 
tended to be obscured. 

Historians writing in the 1960s and 1970s about the history of 
eugenics in the United States partially based their views on the self- 
portrayal of the American Eugenics Society.2 After 1945 American 
eugenicists attempted to portray the relationship of American eugenics 
to Nazi Germany as distant and critical. The leadership of the American 
Eugenics Society after World War II either simply ignored their earlier 
relationship to Nazi Germany or falsely asserted that the Society had 
opposed Nazi race policies. They claimed that only an unimportant and 
marginal wing of the eugenics movement had reacted positively to 
mass sterilization, special support for “hereditarily valuable” couples, 
prohibition of miscegenation, and “euthanasia” in Nazi Germany.3 

They argued instead that in the 1930s eugenics in the United States 
became more scientifically oriented, while in Germany the Nazis “per- 
verted” all science, and eugenics in particular, for the political purpose 
of improving the Nordic race. 

In 1963, historian Mark Haller stated in the first monograph about 
eugenics in the United States that “between the mid-1920s and 1940 
racism ceased to have scientific respectability, and as a result American 
eugenics and racism faced a parting of the ways.” The idea of racial 
superiority survived only among “innumerable right-wing anti-semitic 
groups and among white supremacists” in the United States.4 

Similarly, in the second important study of American eugenics, 
published in 1972, historian Kenneth M. Ludmerer distinguished be- 
tween eugenicists critical of Nazi race policies and a small group of 
eugenicists who failed to see Nazi measures as a “perversion of the true 
eugenic ideal as seen by well-meaning men deeply concerned about 
mankind’s genetic future.”5 This tendency to draw a sharp distinction 
between “true” eugenics and the perversion of eugenics by the Nazis 
continued to shape the historiography of eugenics throughout the 
1970s. In a 1976 collection of essays about eugenics, the editor, Carl 
Bajema, strongly denied that American eugenics included “brutal rac- 
ist evolutionary practices such as those of Nazi Germany.”6 

Subsequently, the approaches of Haller, Ludmerer, and Bajema 
were countered by attempts to show the involvement of American 
eugenicists in Nazi race policies. In 1977 historians Garland Allen 
and Barry Mehler revealed the connections of an especially prominent 
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American eugenicist, Harry H. Laughlin, to Nazi racial hygienists.7 

The same year, author Allan Chase published his comprehensive study, 
The Legacy of Malthus: The Social Cost of Scientific Racism, which 
reanalyzed the American eugenics movement’s relationship to Nazi 
Germany. He claimed that it was the eugenics movement in the United 
States, and later in Nazi Germany, that “prompted state and national 
governments to make sterilization their weapon of choice against what 
the scientific racists called ‘the menace of racial pollution.’ ’’8 

The 1980s witnessed new attempts to stress the similarities be- 
tween the writings of American eugenicists and Nazi race policies. 
Scholars Thomas Shapiro and David Smith both dedicated short pas- 
sages of their studies to discussing relations between German and 
American eugenicists after 1933.9 Similarly, in a study concerning 
“psychiatric genocide’’ in Nazi Germany and the United States, Lanny 
Lapon, an activist in the anti-psychiatry movement, wrote about the 
similarity and continuity of racial ideology in both countries.10 

“Mainstream’’ history, however, continued to underemphasize 
the Nazi connection of American eugenicists. In 1985 Daniel J. Kevles, 
historian at the California Institute of Technology in Pasadena, pub- 
lished In the Name of Eugenics, focusing on eugenics in the United 
States and Great Britain. Although Kevles claimed that his approach 
highlighted the influence of German racial hygiene on eugenics in both 
countries, he underestimated the importance of developments in Ger- 
many for the eugenics movement in the United States. In an otherwise 
excellent study, Kevles identified only two American eugenicists, 
Laughlin and Clarence G. Campbell, as supporters of Nazi Germany. 
In his view, by the mid-1930s “such racists constituted a rapidly 
diminishing minority, most of them isolated on the far political 
right.”11 

Historians only recently have begun to explore systematically the 
exact character of the relationship between American eugenicists and 
Nazi racial hygienists. In an in-depth study of the American Eugenics 
Society, Barry Mehler of Ferris State University in Big Rapids, Michi- 
gan, dedicated a chapter to comparing American and Nazi sterilization 
measures, drawing attention to their many similarities.12 

Likewise, in a study about the history of coercive sterilization, 
scholar Stephen Trombley provided interesting new evidence in a chap- 
ter concerning Anglo-American cooperation with Nazi Germany.13 In 
particular, he offered new insights into the role that California eugeni- 
cists played in supporting Nazi race policy.14 Trombley, however, 
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tended to view eugenicists without adequately distinguishing separate 
factions within the eugenics movement. The full range of responses to 
Nazi sterilization policy was therefore obscured. 

The historiography of the American eugenics movement as a 
whole has suffered from a failure to use German sources, which pro- 
vide a critical perspective on the interaction between German and 
American eugenicists. By drawing on such material, historian Robert 
Proctor succeeded in illustrating the significant influence on Nazi race 
policy of developments in the United States.15 German historian Gisela 
Bock and scholars Peter Weingart, Jurgen Kroll, and Kurt Bayertz 
reached the same conclusion in their comprehensive studies about the 
German racial hygiene movement and the sterilization policy of Nazi 
Germany.16 

Despite recent attempts to examine the support of Nazi race policy 
by non-German scientists and politicians, inquiries have remained re- 
stricted to exploring singular aspects of the Nazi connection to Ameri- 
can eugenicists. Support for Nazi race policy often has been mentioned 
only in a very general sense, usually to illustrate the potential terror of 
eugenics. A more complete examination of the complex interaction 
between German and non-German eugenicists has been lacking. This 
lack of research concerning the collaboration between Nazi racial hy- 
gienists and their colleagues in other countries is surprising because the 
historiography of eugenics—in other countries as well as in Ger- 
many—has been strongly affected by the radicalization of eugenics in 
Germany after 1933. In other words, the Nazi uses of eugenics— 
including mass sterilization, the killing of handicapped persons, the 
murder of ethnic minorities, and the extermination of Jews—are al- 
ways a silent presence in works about eugenics, even when not men- 
tioned specifically. This influence can be detected by noting the manner 
in which historians have tended to construct their arguments. Histo- 
rians have generally written about eugenics in two ways: Either they 
have emphasized similarities and continuities between eugenics and 
Nazi policies, or they have argued that certain aspects of eugenics 
should be distinguished from these policies.17 

One reason why so little has been written about the interaction 
between Nazi racial hygienists and the eugenicists in other countries is 
the fact that the historiography has been limited by a national perspec- 
tive. By focusing on eugenics as a national movement and a national 
science, historians have tended to overlook the issue of international 
collaboration. Although important recent studies acknowledge the in- 
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temational aspects of eugenics, transnational cooperation has not been 
adequately explored.18 

My book seeks to correct this deficiency by providing such a perspec- 
tive. I view my research as a contribution to the comparative study of 
eugenics, racial hygiene, and human genetics in different national con- 
texts.19 My focus on American eugenics and German racial hygiene 
opens up a new perspective for exploring the relationship of national 
eugenics movements to forms of state control, in particular the relation- 
ship of the German racial hygiene movement to the authoritarian Nazi 
system. As a scientifically and politically motivated attempt to improve 
the quality of humankind, eugenics existed under all types of govern- 
mental systems—democratic, fascist, and socialist—but the relation- 
ship between eugenics and state power clearly varied widely.20 There- 
fore, an examination of the reaction of a eugenics movement in a 
Western democracy to the race policy of a totalitarian regime is further 
enhanced by an evaluation of the relationship of German racial hygien- 
ists to their own government. By analyzing how German racial hygien- 
ists were integrated into the Nazi government, we can gain insight into 
how social and political pressures shaped the behavior of a group of 
scientists. Adding American eugenicists, who were never under the 
authority of a totalitarian regime, into the analysis allows for an estima- 
tion as to what racial hygienists’ and eugenicists’ collaboration with the 
Nazis resulted from shared ideological principles. The thesis that the 
cooption of the racial hygiene movement in Germany was due to pres- 
sure imposed by the Nazis should be carefully scrutinized.21 

The first two chapters deal with the period after 1945 and before 
1933 in order to frame Nazi Germany within its historical context. In 
Chapter 1, I illustrate the present-day relevance of the historical rela- 
tionship between American eugenicists and Nazi racial hygienists by 
exploring recent developments in scientific racism. Chapter 2 traces the 
development of the relationship of German and American eugenicists 
within the context of the international eugenics movement before 1933. 
In particular, I focus on how eugenic laws in the United States influ- 
enced discussions among German eugenicists in the Weimar Republic. 

Chapter 3 explores how German racial hygienists and Nazi race 
politicians utilized the international eugenics movement for propa- 
ganda purposes after 1933. Chapter 4 deals with the shift from German 
racial hygienists viewing the United States as a role model to American 
eugenicists admiring Nazi race policies after the passage in 1933 of the 

XVII 



Introduction 

“Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny.” Chapter 5 focuses on 
trips that American eugenicists made to Nazi Germany in order to study 
the practical applications of Nazi race policies. In Chapter 6, I argue 
that even eugenicists who attempted to limit themselves to “purely” 
scientific contacts in Germany helped to stabilize the Nazi regime and 
that racism was the core of the ideology of both American and Nazi 
eugenicists. 

Chapter 7 puts the development of the American eugenics move- 
ment into the context of the overall scientific community within the 
United States. Chapter 8 focuses on German racial hygienists and race 
politicians. I show how National Socialists used incentives to draw 
American eugenicists into supporting their propaganda strategy, and 
how acutely aware the Nazis were of the international reaction to their 
race policies. Chapter 9 analyzes the demise of relations between Ger- 
man racial hygienists and American eugenicists, beginning in the late 
1930s and culminating with a complete break in 1941. However, I draw 
attention to the fact that, immediately after the war, German eugeni- 
cists asked scientists in the United States to support their reintegration 
into the international scientific community. The Conclusion summa- 
rizes continuity and discontinuity in the relationship between German 
and American eugenicists. 

XVIII 
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The "New" Scientific Racism 

Racism falsely claims that there is a scientific basis for arranging 
groups hierarchically in terms of psychological and cultural charac- 
teristics that are immutable and innate. In this way it seeks to make 
existing differences appear inviolable as a means of permanently 
maintaining current relations between groups.1 

UNESCO Statement on Race and Racial 

Prejudice, Paris, September 1967 

The late 1980s witnessed a revival of public interest in scientific racism 
on North American campuses. The media gave broad coverage to 
research by scholars in the United States and Canada that attempted to 
establish a scientific basis for classifying humans into “superior” and 
“inferior” genetic groups.2 For example, J. Philippe Rushton, pro- 
fessor at the University of Western Ontario, argued that whites and 
Asians are generally more intelligent and family-oriented than were 
blacks, while Johns Hopkins University sociology professor Robert 
Gordon advanced the claim that the high crime rate among American 
blacks correlated with their comparatively low intelligence level. 

Roger Pearson's Justification 

In 1991, anthropologist Roger Pearson jumped into the fray with what 
was probably the most comprehensive defense of scientific racism in 
the United States since 1945. In Race, Intelligence and Bias in Aca- 
deme, Pearson denounced “the strong opposition by Marxists and 
other Leftists” against research with racial implications.3 He attacked 
both academia and the media as bastions of politically motivated oppo- 
sition to the pursuit of “objective” science. 

Pearson’s defense of research on questions of racial difference 
stems from a long-term personal investment in such research. He has 
been promoting the theory that the white race is endangered by inferior 
genetic stock for more than thirty years. In the late 1950s, he helped to 
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found the Northern League and the journal Northlander, an initiative 
designed to foster the “interests and solidarity of all Teutonic Na- 
tions.”4 In 1978, he supported the World Anti-Communist League 
Meeting in Washington, D.C., which the Washington Post referred to 
as an assembly of the forces of “authoritarianism, neo-fascism, racial 
hierarchy, and anti-Semitism.”5 

Pearson has succeeded in combining such right-wing politics with 
a conventional academic career.6 He served as director of the Council 
for Social and Economic Studies in Washington and today leads the 

Institute for the Study of Man in McLean, Virginia. In his fund-raising 
efforts for the Council for Social and Economic Studies, he proudly 
referred to a letter of support he received from President Ronald Rea- 
gan. On April 14, 1982, Reagan commended Pearson’s “valuable ser- 
vice” and voiced appreciation for his “substantial contributions to 
promoting and upholding those ideals and principles that we value at 
home and abroad.”7 

The scientists whom Pearson views as threatened by “a powerful, 
politically motivated drive toward biological egalitarianism” include a 
group of American scientists who are conducting research that suggests 
that blacks, as a group, are genetically inferior to whites in intel- 
ligence.8 Pearson treats the controversy between these scientists and 
their critics as part of a long history of “suppression of all realistic 
attitudes toward heredity and race” that followed the unfortunate de- 
mise of the eugenics movement.9 

Eugenics, which Pearson defines in modem terms as “the practi- 
cal application of genetic science toward the improvement of the ge- 
netic health of future generations,” was a politically and scientifically 
influential movement in the first half of the twentieth century, partic- 
ularly in Great Britain, the United States, and Germany. The word 

eugenics was originally coined by Francis Galton in 1883. He defined 
eugenics as the “science of improving the stock.”10 In his view, the 
eugenics movement should aim to give “the more suitable races or 
strains of blood a better chance of prevailing speedily over the less 
suitable.”11 

Pearson informs his readers that the original intention of eugenics 
was ‘clearly and unabashedly the goal of breeding a more gifted 
race.”12 According to Pearson, eugenicists believed that Europeans as 
well as other gifted races were already of distinguished genetic capa- 
bility, but that “just as races differed genetically, so breeding groups of 

individuals within nations and regional populations might also differ 
genetically.” Eugenicists concluded that “some individuals and breed- 
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ing populations had genetically transmissible qualities, which were 
intellectually, physically, emotionally, and morally more desirable.” 
Eugenicists employed two different approaches to improve the “na- 
tional stock.” “Negative eugenics,” in Pearson’s words, attempted 
“to free future generations from avoidable genetically transmitted 
handicaps.” “Positive eugenics,” on the other hand, sought to “raise 
the overall genetic quality of the nation by ensuring a superior birth rate 
among the genetically better-endowed.”13 

In Race, Intelligence and Bias in Academe Pearson attempts to 
disassociate eugenics from the shadow cast upon it by the extermina- 
tion programs of Nazi Germany. After 1945, enthusiasm for research in 
eugenics and race questions had sharply declined as the full horror of 
Nazi uses of eugenics and race science became apparent. In the 1970s, 
when some academics again argued for the genetic inferiority of blacks 
and the preeminence of heredity over environmental influences, critics 
readily drew associations to Nazi ideology. Such scientists were ac- 
cused of promoting fascist ideas.14 Indeed, similarities between Nazi 
race ideology and racist research in the United States since 1945 have 
provided critics with a powerful means for attacking scientists with 
racist agendas. Pearson and his colleagues seem to recognize that it is 
mandatory to disassociate their research from association with Nazi 
Germany. In his introduction to Pearson’s book, Hans J. Eysenck, a 
British psychologist known for his thesis that the white race is genet- 
ically more intelligent than the black race, attempts to turn the tables on 
his critics.15 He claims that his attackers rely on force, not reason, and 
that the “the scattered troops of the ‘New Left’” have adopted the 
“psychology of the fascists.”16 

Pioneer Fund's Financial Backing 

Pearson’s and Eysenck’s outraged denials to accusations of Nazism, 
however, have to be considered in the light of the financial support 
behind Pearson’s literary activities. Pearson’s publications have been 
supported, in part, by the Pioneer Fund, a foundation whose early 
leadership had praised aspects of Nazi Germany’s racial policies and 
which has, in more recent years, given financial support to controver- 
sial research into race and intelligence. Between January 1, 1986, and 
December 31, 1990, Pearson’s Institute for the Study of Man received 
$214,000 from the Pioneer Fund, mostly for “literary activities.”17 

Harry H. Laughlin and Frederick Osborn, scientists who played a 
leading role in the American eugenics movement, and, as I will illus- 
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trate, who supported Hitler’s race policy, initiated the Pioneer Fund in 
1937. Textile magnate Wickliffe Draper acted as its primary benefac- 
tor. The Fund’s stated purpose was to “improve the character of the 
American people” by encouraging the procreation of descendents of 
“white persons who settled in the original thirteen colonies prior to the 
adoption of the constitution and/or from related stocks ’ ’ and to provide 
aid in conducting research on “race betterment with special reference 
to the people of the United States.”18 Today, the Pioneer Fund is the 
most important financial supporter of research concerning the connec- 
tion between race and heredity in the United States. It also continues to 
finance studies in the areas of eugenics, human genetics, and immigra- 
tion. The Pioneer Fund both provided Pearson with money for his 
extensive literary activities and helped to make possible the research of 
nearly all of the scientists whom Pearson defends against the “Marxist 

techniques” of crying “racism,” “Nazism,” and “fascism.” 
The Pioneer Fund, as historian Barry Mehler has demonstrated, 

has a dismal record on civil rights issues. In the post-World War II 
period, certain recipients of the Pioneer Fund aligned themselves with 
the American Right in fighting against the Supreme Court ruling that 
declared segregated schooling unconstitutional. Draper, who until the 
1960s served as both the main benefactor and the most influential figure 
in the Pioneer Fund, also worked with the United States House Un- 

American Activities Committee to demonstrate that blacks were genet- 
ically inferior and ought to be “repatriated” to Africa. Francis E. 
Walter, the director of the Pioneer Fund in the 1950s and 1960s, chaired 
the same committee.19 In the 1970s, the Pioneer Fund granted $40,000 
to Ralph Scott, professor of educational psychology at the University 
of Northern Iowa, for his investigation of “forced busing and its rela- 
tionship to genetic aspects of educability.” Scott also used the funds to 
organize antibusing conferences.20 

When Arthur J. Jensen, whom Pearson calls “the foremost re- 
searcher responsible for the revival of ‘hereditarian’ thought in recent 
decades,” became known for his thesis that blacks are hereditarily less 
intelligent than whites, the Pioneer Fund was eager to finance his 
work.21 In 1969, the Berkeley psychologist published an article in 
which he argued that, on average, blacks were bom intellectually infe- 
rior to whites. He alleged that blacks’ scores on IQ tests were some 
fifteen points lower than were those of whites. The reason, he argued, 
was that intelligence was an inherited capacity. Since races tend to be 

inbred, blacks were therefore likely to remain lower in intel- 
ligence.22 
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Jensen received support from another protege of the Pioneer Fund, 
William Shockley. In 1970, Shockley, co-winner of the Nobel prize for 
physics in 1956, declared that the quality of the human race was declin- 
ing in the United States because genetic research was being neglected. 
Shockley insisted that the average IQ of blacks was significantly lower 
than that of whites, and proposed a “Sterilization Bonus Plan.” This 
plan, which Pearson called “extremely logical in its simplicity,” was 
designed to “reduce the number of babies who don’t get a fair shake 
from their parental dice up.” Shockley proposed to pay “intellectually 
inferior” people if they agreed to be sterilized, hoping that 

[I]f a bonus rate of $1,000 for each point below 100 IQ, $30,000 

[were] put in trust for a 70 IQ moron of twenty-child potential, it might 

return $250,000 to taxpayers in reduced costs of mental retardation 

care.23 

When critics asserted that his plans were reminiscent of Hitler’s race 
policies, he argued that “the lesson to be learned from Nazi history is 
the value of free speech, not that eugenics is intolerable.”24 In the late 
1960s and 1970s, the Pioneer Fund provided Shockley with more than 
$179,000 over a ten-year period.25 

The disciples of Jensen and Shockley carried forward the new 
wave of research in racial questions that attracted public attention in the 
late 1980s and early 1990s. The most important financial backer of their 
research was, as in the cases of Jensen and Shockley, the Pioneer Fund. 
J. Philippe Rushton, a psychology professor and Guggenheim fellow, 
is representative of this new group. At a meeting of the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science, Rushton delivered a pa- 
per that “proved” differences in the mental traits of whites, Asians, 
and blacks. Rushton claimed that, on average, blacks are more aggres- 
sive and sexually active than are whites and Asians.26 Rushton, whose 
research is based to a large extent on secondary sources, distinguishes 
three races—“Caucasoids,” “Mongoloids,” and “Negroids”—by 
using more than fifty variables. His conclusion is that the three groups 
are different in intelligence, as well as in brain size, personality, tem- 
perament, sexual restraint, and social organizational skills. Rushton 
finds a distinct pattern in which “Negroids” and “Mongoloids” are at 
opposite ends of the spectrum and “Caucasoids” in a median posi- 
tion.27 

Together with his colleague Anthony F. Bogaert, Rushton ex- 
plains the higher frequency of Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome 
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(AIDS) among blacks by pointing to their supposed reproduction strat- 
egies. Due to their lack of intelligence and social skills, Rushton and 
Bogaert argue, blacks can only compete with whites and Asians in the 
evolutionary process by maintaining a higher level of sexual activity. 
This could be proved, they asserted, by the fact that the penises and 
vaginas of blacks are larger on average, and that blacks have a higher 
premarital, marital, and extramarital intercourse frequency. The higher 
percentage of AIDS infections among blacks is therefore presented as 
the result of their genetically preeminent sexual behavior.28 Rushton, 
who provided Pearson access to his personal files and published in 
Pearson’s The Mankind Quarterly, has been heavily attacked in Canada 
and the United States. Pearson explains that the widespread protests 
against Rushton in Canada result from “the steady growth of immi- 
grant power [in Canada] since the beginning of the present century. ”29 

Between 1986 and 1990, Rushton received more than $250,000 from 
the Pioneer Fund. 

Robert Gordon is yet another protege of the Pioneer Fund. He was 
not as creative as Rushton, but he was the author of a comprehensive 
collection of publications. Since the early 1970s, Gordon has promoted 
the notion that the differences in delinquency rates of blacks and whites 
are due to differences in their respective genetic constitutions.30 Many 
of Gordon’s academic publications repeat the thesis that a connection 
exists between race, inherited intelligence, and the tendency toward 
criminality.31 In 1975 Gordon presented his thesis concerning the IQ- 
commensurability of racially specific delinquency rates.32 In a paper 
presented to the annual meeting of the American Psychological Asso- 
ciation in 1986, he repeated that intelligence is a more accurate determi- 
nant in accounting for the black-white differences in crime rates than is 
income, education, or occupation.33 

Gordon, drawing on his status as a professor at Johns Hopkins 
University, defends colleagues who have been criticized for their re- 
search into race and intelligence. In Race, Intelligence and Bias in 

Academe, Pearson quotes Gordon’s support for two such colleagues: 
Linda Gottfredson and Michael Levin. In 1990 he defended Gottfred- 
son, a University of Delaware educational psychologist, against faculty 

members and students who protested her acceptance of Pioneer Fund 
money. Gordon called the Fund one of ‘The last sources of private 
support that courageously operates at all in this intellectually taboo 
arena.’’34 In a letter defending Michael Levin, of City College of the 
City University of New York, he wrote: 
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If our nation is to deal rationally with the awkward but extremely conse- 
quential fact of group differences in various mental abilities, which are 
the rule rather than the exception, and not tear itself apart instead in an 
ideological frenzy, future leaders of all races are going to have to learn 
about those differences and how to ponder their implications in a civil 
and mutually respectful manner.35 

Gordon received $124,000 from the Pioneer Fund between 1986 and 

1990. 

In the 1980s, the largest share of Pioneer Fund money went to 

support controversial “twin studies” at the University of Minnesota; 

over $500,000 was awarded between 1986 and 1990 alone.36 At the 

Minnesota Center for Twin and Adoption Research, psychologists 

study twins who were raised apart to determine how much of behavior 

is grounded in heredity. Psychologist Thomas J. Bouchard and his 

colleagues follow Jensen, Rushton, and Gordon only in that they argue 

for the predominance of inherited over environmental influences. State- 

ments about differences between races are not an aspect of the Minne- 

sota project. Their goal is to prove that tendencies toward religiosity, 

political radicalism, or tolerance toward sexual minorities are to a large 

extent inherited, as are preferences and capacities for certain profes- 

sions. Bouchard and his colleagues conclude, based on their findings, 

that the possibility of influencing intelligence and learning abilities is 

slim.37 

While not racist in itself, this thesis has been adopted by Pearson 

and his colleagues as important proof that genetic factors set the poten- 

tial limits of human behavior, while the influence of environmental 

circumstances is determined by heredity. Based on the research at the 

University of Minnesota, which he praises “as one of the great suc- 

cesses of modem American science,” Pearson draws conclusions 

about differences among races. For example, from the result that a 

“conservative, an authoritarian, or a liberal nature, as well as rebel- 

liousness, and aggressiveness, even political preferences” have herita- 

ble biological roots, Pearson hopes to extrapolate conclusions about 

racial differences in personality as well as IQ.38 

The support of the Pioneer Fund is not limited to Jensen, Shock- 

ley, Pearson, Rushton, Gordon, and the Minnesota Project. The list of 

other recipients of Pioneer Fund grants reads partly like a “Who’s 

Who” of scientific and political racism in the United States, Canada, 

Great Britain, and Ireland. Recipients include the American Immigra- 
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tion Control Federation, the Foundation of Human Understanding, 

Richard Lynn, professor of psychology at the University of Ulster, 

Eysenck’s Institute of Psychiatry at the University of London, and 

Seymour Itzkoff of Smith College.39 

"Nazi Methods" or "Nazi Ideology" 

In the conflict between those who receive Pioneer Fund money and the 

opponents of the Fund, both sides have accused each other of using 

"Nazi methods” or espousing "Nazi ideology.” For example, Gordon 

accused Mehler of acting like the former Nazi minister of propaganda, 

Joseph Goebbels, in his criticism of Linda Gottfredson: 

Goebbels would admire Mehler’s technique of first inflaming emotions 
by calculated references to Hitler and the Klan and then promptly chan- 
neling those emotions against academics doing research that he opposes, 
but which he cannot refute through normal scholarship.40 

In the same article, Gordon implied that those who criticized Jensen, 

Gottfredson, and himself would bring fascism to America, only under 

another name.41 

Similarly , Eysenck has compared the behavior of many of his 

colleagues to that of Germans under the Nazi government. Although 

recognizing the correctness of Eysenck’s and Jensen’s theses, they 

were confronted by "hostile students” and therefore refused to extend 

support outside of private conversations. Eysenck concluded that it was 

in just such a manner that many Germans become anti-Semites "under 

duress.”42 Eysenck’s biographer, H. B. Gibson, commented that the 

Nazis had been defeated in war, but "anyone with Eysenck’s intel- 

ligence and grasp of reality knew that the execution of a few psycho- 

paths” solved little in historical terms. In Eysenck’s eyes, according to 

Gibson, ‘ ‘the most powerful modem heirs of the Nazis were the various 

extreme political groups who often identified themselves as ‘commu- 

nists’ or ‘Marxists.’”43 

Some academics have charged that researchers studying purported 

racial differences in intelligence are promoting the same ideology that 

dominated Nazi Germany. Mehler has argued that the Pioneer Fund, in 

addition to providing financial assistance to research that stands in the 

tradition of Nazi race ideology, was actually created by men who 

supported Hitler’s racial ideology. Confronted with this charge, and 

aware of the stakes involved, the president of the Pioneer Fund, attor- 
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ney Harry Weyher, denied all connections between the founding fa- 
thers of his institution and the leaders of Nazi Germany. In a letter to 
the American Jewish World, Weyher asserted that “it is highly unlikely 
that two such prominent men” as Laughlin and Osborn could have 
supported Hitler without public knowledge.44 

In the conflict about scientific racism, the word Nazi has degener- 
ated into a term to be used in any situation to discredit the opponent. By 
providing detailed evidence about the relationship between American 
eugenicists and Nazi Germany, I hope to ground references to Nazi 
Germany in the recent controversies about scientific racism on a histor- 
ically secure basis. The evidence that I present about the history of the 
Pioneer Fund between 1937 and 1945 and the enthusiasm of its founders 
for Nazi Germany is not intended to be the only argument against 

scientific racism. In disputes with scientists active in race research, it is 
clearly not enough to cry “Nazi.” The development, however, of 
science in general and scientific racism in particular needs to be seen 
within its proper historical context. The Nazi connection with Ameri- 
can scientists and its continuity as manifested in the Pioneer Fund can 
help us understand Nazi race ideology and the results and implications 
of present-day race research as part of a shared history of scientific 
racism. 

11 





German—American Relations 
within the International 
Eugenics Movement before 1933 

The forceful and decisive North American does not consider the tradi- 
tional moral code and does not consider the individual in order to 
implement what he thinks is right. After he recognizes the importance 
of heredity in determining mental and physical traits for the entire 

population, he does not hesitate to proceed from theoretical reflection 
to energetic practical action and to enact legislation which will lead to 
ennoblement of the race.1 

German eugenicist Feilchenfeld in 1913 

In an interview for the Berliner Tageblatt, Alfred Ploetz, the German 
founder of the science of racial hygiene, discussed his experience at the 
first International Congress for Eugenics held in London in 1912. 
Ploetz, who served as president of the International Society for Racial 
Hygiene, described the United States as a bold leader in the realm of 
eugenics.2 His comments foreshadowed the development of a relation- 
ship between German and American eugenicists that was grounded in 
an emerging international community of scientists dedicated to the goal 
of race improvement. 

The Early International Connection 

The groundwork for the first major international meeting of eugenicists 
was laid at a meeting of racial hygienists during the 1911 International 
Hygiene Exhibition in Dresden. Organized by the International Society 
for Racial Hygiene, a group founded in 1907 and dominated almost 

exclusively by German racial hygienists, this meeting brought together 
eugenicists from Germany, the Netherlands, Czechoslovakia, Great 
Britain, Austria, Sweden, Denmark, and the United States. The pur- 
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pose of the meeting was to foster international ties and to publicly 

present the results of the rising new science.3 

The International Congress of 1912 was longer and more compre- 

hensive than the Dresden meeting, drawing over 300 participants from 

Europe and the United States. Leonard Darwin, son of the famous 

evolution theorist Charles Darwin and head of the British Eugenics 

Education Society, the official sponsor of the Congress, presided. 

Many famous scientists and other prominent individuals served as vice- 

presidents, including the American inventor, Alexander Graham Bell; 

Charles B. Davenport, director of the Eugenics Record Office in Cold 

Spring Harbor, located in Long Island, New York; Charles W. Eliot, 

president of Harvard University; and David Starr Jordan, president of 

Stanford University. Ploetz and Max von Gruber, professor of hygiene 

in Munich, served as German vice-presidents. Great Britain was repre- 

sented by Winston Churchill, then secretary of state for Home Affairs, 

and William Collins, vice-chancellor of the University of London. 

Lucien March, director of the Institute for Statistics in Paris, and Ed- 

mond Perrier, director of the Museum for Natural History in Paris, 

acted as vice-presidents from France, while August Forel, a famous 

psychiatrist from Zurich, represented Switzerland. 

The Congress was separated into four sections. The first section 

dealt with the question of heredity, primarily the physical aspects of 

heredity and the issue of miscegenation. The second section concen- 

trated on the influence of eugenics on sociological and historical re- 

search. The third section treated the impact of eugenics on legislation 

and social practices. The last section considered the practical applica- 

tions of eugenic principles. In the final section, participants discussed 

how to prevent procreation of the “unfit” through segregation and 

sterilization, and how to encourage procreation of the “fit” by promot- 

ing eugenic ideals. 

The invitation to the Congress declared its purpose as: 

[T]o make more widely known the results of the investigations of those 
factors which are making for racial improvement or decay; to discuss to 
what extent existing knowledge warrants legislative action; and to orga- 
nize the cooperation of existing societies and workers by the formation of 
an International Committee or otherwise.4 

The Congress succeeded in fulfilling its stated goals, particularly re- 

garding the mission of international organization. The London Con- 
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gress strengthened existing informal contacts between eugenicists of 
different countries and led to the creation of the Permanent Interna- 
tional Commission of Eugenics. 

Despite the fact that the International Commission promised to 
provide German racial hygienists with important contacts to eugenicists 
in Great Britain and the United States, its founding represented a defeat 
for Ploetz and his colleagues. Ploetz had hoped to strengthen and 
extend the influence of the International Society for Racial Hygiene by 
integrating more non-German eugenicists into his organization. How- 
ever, only the Scandinavian eugenicists supported a merger with the 
International Society for Racial Hygiene, which would have endorsed 
German leadership. Ploetz was forced to accept British domination of 
the emerging international organization for eugenics. Although inter- 
national meetings of eugenicists ceased during World War I, the foun- 
dation for transnational cooperation had been laid. 

American eugenicists enjoyed a strong standing among their for- 
eign colleagues. European eugenicists admired the success of their 
American counterparts in influencing eugenics legislation and gaining 
extensive financial support for the American eugenics movement. The 
German racial hygiene movement followed the development of the 
American eugenics movement closely. During World War I, the Soci- 
ety for Racial Hygiene in Berlin distributed a public flyer extolling “the 
dedication with which Americans sponsor research in the field of racial 
hygiene and with which they translate theoretical knowledge into prac- 
tice.” The flyer referred to a donation of several million dollars by a 
widow of a railway magnate in support of the eugenics laboratory in 
Cold Spring Harbor. Also mentioned was a foundation established in 
1915 following a eugenics conference in Battle Creek, Michigan, which 
provided $300,000 for conferences and exhibitions in the field of eu- 
genics. According to the flyer, this financial support facilitated inten- 
sive research in the field of heredity, including Alexander Graham 
Bell’s extensive studies on longevity. 

The flyer also claimed that American farmers believed that racial 
hygiene was the most important question of the century, and praised the 
funding of state commissions that attempted to awaken the eugenic 
consciousness of the nation. It applauded the “fantastic” control of 
immigration through restrictive legislation, as well as laws in twelve 
states designed to prevent procreation of “inferior families. ’ ’ The Soci- 
ety for Racial Hygiene concluded that Americans recognized the criti- 
cal importance of race improvement and were eager to adopt measures 
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to further this goal. The flyer ended with the rhetorical question: “Can 
we have any doubts that the Americans will reach their aim—the stabi- 
lization and improvement of the strength of the people?”5 

The reason German racial hygienists in general and Berlin racial 
hygienists in particular were so well informed about the situation of 
eugenics in North America was due in part to one of the most active 
members of the Berlin society. Geza von Hoffmann, who spent several 
years as the Austrian vice-consulate in California, regularly informed 
his German colleagues and the German public about eugenic develop- 
ments in the United States.6 In 1913, he published a book, Die 

Rassenhygiene in den Vereinigten Staaten von Nordamerika [Racial 
Hygiene in the United States of North America], which later became 
one of the standard works of the early eugenics movement. After an 
introduction that sketched the scientific basis of eugenics, he reported 
on the widespread acceptance of eugenic ideals in the United States. He 
claimed that Gabon’s hope that eugenics would become “the religion 
of the future” was being realized in the United States.7 

The theories of evolution and decay [Entartung], the importance 
of heredity, and the possibility of race improvement—in short, the 
ideas of Darwin, Mendel, and Galton—were penetrating American 
scientific thought and social life. As evidence, Hoffmann quoted 
Woodrow Wilson’s presidential address in which he claimed “that the 
whole nation has awakened to and recognizes the extraordinary impor- 
tance of the science of human heredity, as well as its application to the 
ennoblement of the human family.”8 The United States, Hoffmann 
argued, recognized that limited reproduction of “blue-blooded” Yan- 
kees would lead to “race suicide.” This phrase, coined by sociologist 
Edward A. Ross in 1901 and later adopted by Theodore Roosevelt, 
expressed the fear that “inferior” segments of the population were 
gaining power.9 Hoffmann pointed out that federal and state agen- 
cies had established commissions to examine how eugenics could be 
used in state policy and had provided eugenic research with finan- 
cial support. He dedicated an entire chapter to describing marriage 

restrictions applied to “unfit” and “unsocial” elements of American 
society. He reported that marriages of “feebleminded” persons were 
restricted in the majority of states, but complained that the measures 
were not implemented as rigorously as the laws in thirty-two states 
that prohibited marriage and sexual intercourse between blacks and 
whites.10 

Hoffmann dedicated the largest section of his book to sterilization 
legislation, which, in his opinion, represented the “easiest measure to 
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prevent the reproduction of inferior people.”11 He informed his reader 
that the first eugenic sterilization performed in the United States oc- 
curred in Indiana in 1899, without a legal basis.12 In 1907, the doctor 
who performed the procedure convinced Indiana legislators to enact a 
law allowing for sterilization of the mentally handicapped. In 1909, 

California and Connecticut enacted similar measures, followed in 1911 
by Nevada, Iowa, and New Jersey, and, in 1912, New York. In 1913, 
Kansas, Michigan, North Dakota, and Oregon also passed sterilization 
laws. 

Hoffmann’s final chapter addressed the eugenic orientation of 
American immigration restrictions. He explained that American eu- 
genicists demanded that selection be both individually and racially 
based. The “Homo Europaeus, the Germanic and Nordic” type, 
served as the model of racial superiority. Hoffmann quoted American 
eugenicist Charles Woodruff as stating, “It is clear that the types of 
human beings from northwest Europe are our best citizens and have, 
therefore, to be conserved.”13 

German and English eugenicists praised the importance of 
Hoffmann’s information about eugenics in the United States, since it 
allowed European eugenicists insight into events on the other side of 
the Atlantic. The only criticism came from Fritz Lenz, coeditor of the 
major German journal for racial hygiene, who argued that Hoffmann’s 
account seemed to exaggerate the success of eugenics in the United 
States.14 Lenz reproached Hoffmann for overestimating the effective- 
ness of sterilization laws and marriage restrictions, which had only 
limited influence as long as the most “capable” segments of the Amer- 
ican population continued to practice birth control. Lenz claimed that 
the “extreme dominance of the ladies” accounted for the low birth 
rates among Anglo-Americans.15 He argued that it was much more 
critical to support the procreation of “hereditarily worthy” people than 
it was to concentrate on hindering the reproduction of “inferiors.” He 
admitted that the negative eugenic measures in the United States were 
more advanced than they were in Germany, but pointed out discrepan- 
cies between the laws and actual practice. He argued that this lack of 
enforcement was not surprising in a nation governed by an “extremely 
democratic administration,” in which even administrators were elected 
by the masses.16 

The different positions voiced by Hoffmann and Lenz reveal the 
conflicting perceptions of American eugenic measures held by German 

eugenicists prior to World War I. German eugenicists normally ac- 
knowledged the leading role of the United States in implementing 
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eugenic legislation, but they criticized American policies as haphazard 
and poorly enforced. Until the late 1910s, Geza von Hoffmann re- 
mained the primary link between German and American eugenicists, 
although contact became increasingly difficult with the outbreak of 
World War I. Hoffmann gradually grew less optimistic regarding the 
future of eugenics in the United States. He claimed that rash actions, 
the lack of a powerful bureaucratic system, and the peculiarity of the 
American Constitution were partially responsible for getting steriliza- 
tion laws passed, but also contributed to their poor enforcement.17 In 
1914, he reported in the journal of the International Society for Racial 
Hygiene, the ArchivfurRassen- und Gesellschaftsbiologie (.ARGB), on 
a proposal of the American Genetic Association, which was so “unbe- 
lievably radical” that he was unsure as to whether or not to take it 
seriously. The Commission of the American Genetic Association, 
headed by Harry H. Laughlin, proposed that the lowest 10 percent of 
the American population be sterilized. This extreme measure, never 
seriously considered for state legislation, was intended to “eradicate” 
the “inferior” members of the society over a time period spanning two 
generations.18 Despite his doubts concerning the feasibility of such 
measures, Hoffmann praised the proposal for accurately illustrating the 
extent to which sterilization needed to be implemented. 

After World War I: Reintegrating German Racial Hygienists 

World War I strained international relations among eugenicists. The 
Second International Congress of Eugenics was postponed, and the 
Permanent Committee ceased meeting until October 1919. During this 
meeting, which was held in London, eugenicists from Belgium, Great 
Britain, Australia, Denmark, France, Italy, Norway, and the United 
States agreed to hold a Second International Congress for Eugenics in 
1920 or 1921.19 The Congress took place in New York City in Septem- 
ber 1921, without German participation. In the aftermath of war, such 
formal cooperation was out of the question, but the international eu- 
genics community had nonetheless already started to reintegrate indi- 
vidual German racial hygienists into their ranks. Charles B. Davenport, 
the main organizer of the Congress, expressed his regrets to Agnes 
Bluhm, one of the early German racial hygienists, and apologetically 
explained to Alfred Ploetz that “international complications have pre- 
vented formal invitations to the International Eugenics Congress in 
New York City.”20 He expressed his hope that such complications 
would be resolved before the next conference.21 
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Indeed, Davenport played the central role in reintegrating German 
racial hygienists into the international eugenics movement. Acting on 
the initiative of two famous Scandinavian eugenicists, Davenport, as 
the newly elected president of the Permanent International Committee 
on Eugenics, used his influence to grant German racial hygienists a 
stronger position within the movement. His gesture, however, was 
rebuked by his German colleagues. For example, in 1923 Erwin Baur, a 
famous German geneticist, and eugenicist Fritz Lenz turned down an 
invitation to join the meeting of the international organization. Baur, 
who with Lenz and Eugen Fischer authored the main eugenics textbook 
in Germany, thanked Davenport for his overture, but declared that 
German racial hygienists would not sit on a committee with French and 
Belgian eugenicists as long as French and Belgian troops occupied the 
Ruhr.22 In the same vein, Lenz argued that as long as parts of Germany 
were occupied by foreign troops, “there is no time for international 
congresses.”23 Instead, he proposed strengthening bilateral exchanges 
between German and American eugenicists.24 The following year, 
however, German racial hygienists agreed to send delegates to a meet- 
ing of the international organization. In October 1924, the annual gen- 
eral meeting of the German Society for Racial Hygiene (the new name 
for the prior International Society for Racial Hygiene) agreed to send 
Alfred Ploetz and its president, Otto Krohne, as representatives to the 
next international eugenics meeting, but demanded that German be 
accepted as a conference language, and that neither Brussels nor Paris 
be chosen as the conference site.25 

By the time Germany began to rejoin the international movement 
in 1925, relations between German and American eugenicists were 
already restored. Fritz Lenz assumed Geza von Hoffmann’s role as the 
main link between the movements. He established positive relations 
with Laughlin and Davenport at the Eugenics Record Office in Cold 
Spring Harbor and cooperated closely with Paul Popenoe, an important 
eugenic figure on the West Coast. In a 1924 article about the German 
racial hygiene movement translated by Popenoe, Lenz stated that there 
were virtually no differences between the position of eugenicists in the 
United States and Germany. He confessed that Germany lagged behind 
in terms of legislation, which he explained by stating that “the Ger- 
mans are more disposed toward scientific investigation than toward 
practical statesmanship.” Nevertheless, he was confident that if eu- 
genic education proceeded, legislation would naturally follow.26 Look- 
ing back in 1934, historian Reinhold Muller concurred with Lenz’s 
view. In an article for Ziel and Weg, Muller wrote: 
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Racial hygiene in Germany remained until 1926 a purely academic and 
scientific movement. It was the Americans who busied themselves ear- 
nestly about the subject. Through massive investigations, they proved 
(with impeccable precision) Galton’s thesis that qualities of the mind are 
as heritable as qualities of the body; they also showed that these mental 
qualities are inherited according to the very same laws as those of the 
body.27 

Popenoe, Lenz’s colleague on the other side of the Atlantic, regu- 

larly reported on American developments in the journal of the German 

racial hygiene movement.28 Roswell H. Johnson, coauthor of Applied 

Eugenics with Popenoe, explained that the advancement of eugenics 

was nowhere greater than it was in the United States and in Germany. 

This, Johnson argued, was the result of a wider base of interest that, in 

turn, was the result of more general higher education in both countries 

than anywhere else.29 

Underlying the close working relationship between America and 

Germany was the extensive financial support of American foundations 

for the establishment of eugenic research in Germany. The main sup- 

porter was the Rockefeller Foundation in New York. It financed the 

research of German racial hygienist Agnes Bluhm on heredity and 

alcoholism in early 1920. Following a European tour by a Rockefeller 

official in December 1926, the Foundation began supporting other 

German eugenicists, including Hermann Poll, Alfred Grotjahn, and 

Hans Nachtsheim. The Rockefeller Foundation played the central 

role in establishing and sponsoring major eugenic institutes in Ger- 

many, including the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Psychiatry and the 

Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Anthropology, Eugenics, and Human He- 

redity.30 

In 1918, German psychiatrist Emil Kraepelin founded the Institute 

for Psychiatry in Munich, which was taken over by the Kaiser Wilhelm 

Society in 1924. The Department for Genealogy and Demography was 

headed by Ernst Riidin, later director of the Institute for Psychiatry. 

This department—the core of the Institute—concentrated on locating 

the genetic and neurological basis of traits such as criminal propensity 

and mental disease. In 1928, the Rockefeller Foundation donated 

$325,000 for the construction of a new building. The funding of the 

Institute in Munich was a model that other American sponsors fol- 

lowed. Ironically, the Institute continued to be supported by the money 

of the Jewish philanthropist James Loeb until 1940. 

The actual building of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Anthropol- 
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ogy, Eugenics, and Human Heredity in Berlin was also partially funded 
by money from the Rockefeller Foundation. At the opening celebration 
in 1927, Davenport, still president of the International Federation of 
Eugenic Organizations (IFEO), delivered a speech in the name of the 
international eugenics movement. The Institute concentrated on a com- 
prehensive project on racial variation as indicated by blood groups, and 
on twin studies, coordinated by Otmar Freiherr von Verschuer.31 When 
severe financial problems threatened to close the Institute during the 
early years of the Depression, the Rockefeller Foundation kept it afloat. 
At several points, the Institute director, Eugen Fischer, met with repre- 
sentatives of the Foundation. In March 1932, he wrote to the European 
bureau of the Foundation in Paris, requesting support for six additional 
research projects.32 Two months later, the Rockefeller Foundation an- 
swered affirmatively. The Foundation continued to support German 
eugenicists even after the National Socialists had gained control over 
German science. 

By 1930 the United States and Germany had surpassed Great 
Britain as the leading forces of the international eugenics movement. 
At this time, Davenport was succeeded as president of the IFEO by 
Ernst Riidin, director of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Psychiatry in 
Munich. The IFEO committees, established in the late 1920s, were 
influenced mainly by scientists from Germany and the United States. 
The Committee on Human Heredity based its work on the studies of 
Riidin and his colleague at the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute, as well as on 
Hans Fuxenburger’s study of the heredity of psychopathology, schizo- 
phrenia, and manic depressive insanity, Eugen Fischer’s work on the 
genetics of tubercular diathesis, and von Verschuer’s studies of iden- 
tical twins.33 The Committee on Race Crossing was jointly led 
by Davenport and Fischer. Both agreed that “the contrast between 
the slight scientific activity in the field of hybrid investigation and 
the vast extent of race crossing in almost all parts of the earth’’ was un- 
fortunate.34 

The Eugenics Record Office and the Station for Experimental 
Evolution in Cold Spring Harbor and the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute in 
Berlin together prepared a questionnaire in English, German, French, 
Spanish, and Dutch that was distributed to 1,000 physicians, mission- 
aries, and consulates to collect information about miscegenation in 
different areas of the world. Fritz Fenz, chairman of the Committee for 
Race Crossing, insisted at the conference of the IFEO on September 
27, 1928, that the Federation as a whole should be more engaged in 
supporting their work on race mixing. Fischer suggested that “Jew- 
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Gentile crosses,” available in most European countries, could be ex- 
cellent subject material, while “bastard twins” also promised to pro- 
vide a wealth of data.35 The Committee on Race Psychiatry, chaired by 
Riidin, attempted to examine the relationship between race and insan- 
ity. Members of the committee suspected that “inferior” races were 
more likely to show a higher rate of mental retardation, schizophrenia, 
and manic depression than the white race.36 

The Third International Congress of Eugenics, held in 1932 in 
New York, was a setback for Germany in terms of extending German 
influence within the international eugenics movement. Important racial 
hygienists like Fischer and Ploetz were unable to attend the Congress 
because of economic difficulties brought on by the Depression. The 
theme of the Congress was “A Decade of Progress in Eugenics.”37 

Indeed, the 1920s were an era of progress for eugenicists in many 
respects, despite the fact that some former supporters of the eugenics 
movement, such as Raymond Pearl, Herbert S. Jennings, and Hermann 
Muller, had grown critical of key figures in the eugenics movement and 
had ceased participating in eugenics organizations. In a note to Ameri- 
can newspapers, the organization committee of the Congress claimed 
that “to a greater extent than ever before the evolution of the lower 

organisms is under our control.”38 Future possibilities in the field of 
heredity, claimed the American Eugenic News, would call for eugeni- 
cists to collaborate with investigators in the fields of history, anthropol- 
ogy, physiology, psychology, medicine, statistics, plant and animal 

genetics, and other closely related sciences.39 

The “decade of progress” referred both to advances within so- 
called pure eugenics as well as “applied eugenics,” which meant 
increased educational and legislative activity. A growing number of 
college professors in the fields of psychology, biology, and sociology 
were offering courses in eugenics. The sterilization movement in dif- 
ferent nations of the world had also advanced. In 1928, the Swiss 
Canton Vaud passed a law allowing for sterilization of mentally hand- 
icapped persons if health administrators foresaw the danger that the 
individuals in question would produce degenerate offspring. Denmark 
followed one year later with a similar law. By 1928, the Eugenics 
Society in Great Britain had initiated a comprehensive campaign for 
voluntary sterilization, which led to discussions in the British Parlia- 
ment, though legislation was never actually enacted. Eugenic News 

concluded that “eugenics as a ‘long time investment in family-stocks’ 
is making substantial headway.”40 
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American Influence on Germany before 1933 

Germany, too, witnessed the rise of a strong campaign for sterilization. 
In 1932, a committee of the German Medical Association and the 
Prussian Health Council [Landesgesundheitsrat] proposed to limit 
medical care for handicapped people and to implement legislation that 
would allow for voluntary sterilization. In discussions of the Prussian 
Health Council, Benno Chajes, urologist and socialist member of the 
Prussian Parliament, drew on existing sterilization laws in twenty-four 
states of the United States, as well as a Swiss law, in order to illustrate 
the benefits of sterilization legislation.41 Indeed, the entire German 
sterilization discussion prior to the implementation of the Law on Pre- 
venting Hereditarily 111 Progeny, passed on July 14, 1933, was strongly 
influenced by American models. 

The first attempts to implement a sterilization law in Germany 
stemmed from the one-man initiatives of Gerhard Boeters, a district 
physician in Zwickau, Saxony. In May 1923, Boeters sent a report to 
the government of Saxony in which he demanded compulsory steriliza- 
tion for the hereditarily blind and deaf, the mentally handicapped, the 
mentally ill, sexual “perverts,” and fathers with two or more illegiti- 
mate children. He published a model law, the so-called Lex Zwickau, 
in several regional newspapers and in the medical press.42 Boeters 
referred directly to the experience in the United States, stating, 

In a cultured nation of the first order—the United States of America, that 

which we strive toward [sterilization legislation] was introduced and 

tested long ago. It is all so clear and simple.43 

Americans of German origin, he believed, would be especially inter- 
ested in his plan. When writing to the State Department, he asked the 
government to support the distribution of his model law to fifty German 
newspapers in America.44 

In 1923, the Reich Health Office, directed by Franz Bumm, faced 
legal, religious, scientific, and political barriers to enacting a steriliza- 
tion law. Opponents claimed that racial hygiene had not provided con- 
clusive proof that sterilization could effectively reduce the number of 
mental and physical “inferiors.” Furthermore, the turbulent political 
atmosphere in Germany in 1923 did not provide a favorable setting for a 
legislative act that would have led to serious disagreement in scientific, 
political, and economic circles. Nevertheless, the Reich Health Office 
decided to initiate an inquiry in the United States, based on Geza von 
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Hoffmann’s book, regarding the legal and scientific basis of steriliza- 
tion.45 In the fall of 1923, the German embassy and consulates in the 
United States began an extensive examination, which revealed that the 
implementation of sterilization laws in several states had ceased, and 
that “sterilization in the United States compared to the first decade of 
the century does not play such an important role.”46 

Although Boeters was initially isolated regarding the sterilization 
issue, his initiative garnered interest among hygienists, psychiatrists, 
and lawyers.47 In 1927, three and a half years after the State Depart- 
ment survey, the Social Democratic faction in the Prussian Parliament 
unsuccessfully filed a petition urging the government to again collect 
material about the eugenic results of sterilizations in North America.48 

The Social Democrats’ initiative signaled the importance of the United 
States as a role model for Germany, while also indicating that interest 
in such legislation extended to the left of the political spectrum.49 

After 1925, scientific and medical literature about sterilization 
regularly referred to the United States. Robert Gaupp, professor at the 
University of Tubingen, reported in an influential pamphlet concerning 
the sterilization of “mentally and morally ill and inferiors” that, con- 
trary to the position of the Reich Health Office, sterilizations in the 
United States “were increasing quickly.” Actual figures support this 
observation. In the thirteen years from 1907 to the beginning of 1920, 
3,233 persons were sterilized, while in the four years from 1921 to 
1924, 2,689 persons were sterilized—a much higher annual rate than in 
the 1910s. The average rate of 200-600 sterilizations per year before 
1930 shot up in the 1930s to 2,000-4,000 sterilizations per year.50 

Although in favor of eugenics, Gaupp was cautious in promoting com- 
pulsory sterilization. He claimed it was ironic that, in contrast to the 
United States—“the country of freedom”—the “right of self- 
determination” in Germany was too strong to allow for the adoption of 
eugenic principles.51 

The late 1920s witnessed a rapid increase of interest in sterilization 
questions and consequently in the experiences of the United States. In 
1929, Harry H. Laughlin, the assistant director of the Cold Spring 
Harbor Laboratories, published an article about legislative develop- 
ments in the United States in the influential ARGB. The article was 
based on a talk he had presented at the meeting of the IFEO in Munich 
one year before. Laughlin provided German readers with detailed in- 

formation about the status of sterilization laws in twenty-three states. 
He claimed that eugenic sterilization was no longer considered a radical 
method in the United States: “It has been proven that sterilization is 
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necessary to the well being of the state.” However, he also stressed 
that laws alone were insufficient and needed to be enacted in conjunc- 
tion with eugenic education, marriage restrictions, and other measures. 
Most importantly, the “prohibition of procreation for certain members 
of degenerate tribes” needed to be accompanied by special support for 
marriages deemed hereditarily valuable. He closed: 

The racial hygienist as a biologist regards the development of eugenic 

sterilization as the effort of the state “organism” to get rid of the burden 

of its degenerate members.52 

Two books from 1929 provided German racial hygienists with 
extensive material about the situation in the United States. A study on 
sterilization in California by eugenicists Eugene S. Gosney and Paul 
Popenoe was translated into German only one year after it appeared in 
the United States.53 Felix Tietze from the Austrian League for Regen- 
eration and Heredity claimed that “nobody who is working on the 
question of eugenic sterilization could neglect this study.”54 

German sterilization expert Otto Kankeleit also published a book 
based on experiences in the United States. He referred to the 1927 
Supreme Court decision that ruled in favor of the constitutionality of 
compulsory sterilization. Kankeleit referred to Laughlin’s studies when 
he demanded that sterilization of “inferior” women should have prior- 
ity. In the opinion of both eugenicists, the number of “degenerate” 
individuals depended mainly on the number of “degenerate” women: 
“Therefore the sterilization of the degenerate woman is more important 
than that of the man.”55 

The importance of the United States for German eugenicists was 
revealed by the allusions in nearly every German medical dissertation 
about sterilization in the United States as the first country to enforce 
comprehensive eugenics legislation.56 These dissertations often re- 
ferred to literature by Geza von Hoffmann, Hans W. Maier, and 
Laughlin.57 One explanation given for the United States’ leading role 
in eugenics was that racial conflicts in the United States had forced the 
white population early on to employ a systematic program of race 
improvement.58 The dissertations normally supported the compulsory 
character of American sterilization, but were critical concerning the 
lack of enforcement.59 

Such admiration—limited only by doubts about some aspects of 
the sterilization laws—also extended beyond sterilization laws and 
marriage restrictions. In particular, the American Immigration Restric- 
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tion Act of 1924 was applauded by German racial hygienists. Hans F. 
K. Gunther, a famous German race anthropologist, praised the measure 
for its joint approach of prohibiting both degenerate individuals and 
entire ethnic groups from entering the United States. In an article 
entitled “The Nordic Idea!” Bavarian Health Inspector Walter Schultz 
wrote that German racial hygienists should learn from the United States 
how to restrict the influx of Jews and eastern and southern Europeans. 
He took the fact that the immigration law had drastically reduced 
annual immigration as evidence that “racial policy and thinking has 
become much more popular than in other countries.”60 One other 
important German figure, in a famous book from 1924, was full of 
praise for the fact that the Immigration Restriction Act excluded “un- 
desirables” on the basis of hereditary illness and race. His name was 
Adolf Hitler; the book was Mein Kampf.61 
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The International Context: The Support 
of Nazi Race Policy through the 
International Eugenics Movement 

To that great leader, Adolf Hitler!1 

American eugenicist Clarence G. Campbell 

at a reception during the 1935 International 
Population Congress in Berlin 

The International Federation of Eugenic Organizations 

In the summer of 1934, one and a half years after the Nazis came to 
power in Germany, the International Federation of Eugenic Organiza- 
tions (IFEO), meeting in Zurich, passed a resolution to which Nazi 
propaganda frequently referred in order to illustrate the international 
acceptance of their race policies. In this unanimously passed resolu- 
tion, sent to the prime ministers of all the major Western powers, the 
IFEO stated that, despite all differences in political and social outlooks, 
the organization was “united by the deep conviction that eugenic re- 
search and practice is of the highest and most urgent importance for the 
existence of all civilized countries.” It recommended that all govern- 
ments “make themselves acquainted with the problems of heredity, 
population studies, and eugenics.” It stated that eugenic principles 
should be adopted as state policies “for the good of their nations 
. . . with suitable regional modifications.”2 

German racial hygienists and Nazi race politicians viewed this 
resolution as confirmation of German and American dominance in the 
eugenics movement and as international approval of the 1933 German 
sterilization law. Although the resolution did not refer directly to Ger- 
many, its adoption was seen as an achievement for National Socialists 
in gaining international acceptance of their policies.3 Nazi racial hy- 
gienist Heinz Kiirten, who led a Committee for the Implementation of 
the National Revolution with the goal of forcing Jews out of medical 
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positions in Germany, explained that the conference had shown eugeni- 
cists from all over the world that the implementation of comprehensive 
eugenics measures in Nazi Germany represented an important step in 
global eugenics.4 Likewise, at a reception for foreign diplomats and the 
international press on March 21, 1935, Walter Gross, director of the 
National Socialist Party’s Office for Education on Population Policy 
and Racial Welfare [Aufklarungsamt fur Bevolkerungspolitik und 

Rassenpflege], which was soon renamed the Racial Policy Office 
[Rassenpolitische Amt der NSDAP], referred to this resolution as of 
central importance to an assessment of Nazi race policies.5 

Prior to the conference, the Nazis were aware of how important 
the event could be in gaining scientific and political recognition of their 
race policies and countering the generally negative responses in foreign 
newspapers toward their new sterilization law. Leading figures of na- 
tional eugenics movements attended, such as Jon Alfred Mjoen of 
Norway, Morris Steggerda of the Eugenics Research Association of the 
United States, George Schreiber of France, and Hans W. Maier, direc- 
tor of the Psychiatric Clinic in Zurich. Eugenicists from Great Britain, 
East India, Denmark, Poland, British Borneo, and Austria also partici- 
pated. 

The German delegation was the largest at the conference, and the 
leader of the conference was Munich racial hygienist Ernst Riidin.6 As 
chairman of the IFEO Committee on Race Psychiatry, Riidin spoke 
about the relationship between mental retardation and race. Lothar 
Loeffler, an influential figure regarding sterilization administration, 
urged eugenicists in his presentation not to hesitate to draw political 

conclusions from their scientific research. Freiherr von Verschuer, the 
leading researcher of twins, presented a talk about the use of such 
studies in research on mental retardation. He was accompanied by 
colleagues Ernst Rodenwaldt from Frankfurt and Lothar Tirala from 
Munich. In addition, leading figures of the Nazi administration also 
participated in the conference. One such figure was race politician Karl 
Astel, who reported on the practical adoption of eugenics in the Ger- 
man state of Thuringia. 

Of most interest to those reporting at the conference, however, 
was a talk by Falk Ruttke, a lawyer and member of both the S.S. 
(Hitler’s elite guard) and the Committee for Population and Race Poli- 
cies in the Reich Ministry of the Interior. Ruttke was one of the primary 
people involved in the construction of Nazi race ideology. At the 

conference, he reported how Germany’s “unfavorable, not to say di- 
sastrous’’ population situation had improved since Hitler had come to 
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power. Before 1933, according to Ruttke, Germany s declining birth 

rate “left only the dependent part of the community rising in num- 
bers.” Since then, he claimed, knowledge of genetic laws had been 
invoked to create a “healthy race.” 

Ruttke proceeded to outline all the steps the Nazis had taken, 
beginning with a measure designed to combat unemployment, which 

he viewed as leading to family breakdown. The Law to Reduce Unem- 
ployment, enacted July 1, 1933, attempted to replace women workers 
with men through the implementation of state-funded work and through 
occupational training for the unemployed. The next step was to foster 
procreation through marriage subsidies to young persons of “good 
stock. ’’ The Decree for the Granting of Marriage Loans, passed July 1, 
1933, allowed funding to non-Jewish couples free of mental or physical 
illness.7 This measure to support “valuable” couples was accom- 
panied by attempts to eliminate “inferior” members of the society. 
The Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny, passed July 14, 1933, 
allowed for the sterilization of persons with different mental and physi- 

cal afflictions. The Law against Dangerous Habitual Criminals, en- 
acted on November 24, 1933, allowed for the sterilization and castra- 
tion of criminals. 

Another important step taken by the Nazis to improve the quantity 

and quality of the German people was to provide special support to 
rural settlements. The Hereditary Homestead Law, passed September 
29, 1933, and the Law for the New Formation of the German Farm- 
erstock, passed July 14, 1933, provided more than 100,000 new home- 
steads for families of “good stock” and subsidized “hereditarily valu- 
able” farmers. Ruttke quoted Reich Minister for Agriculture and Reich 
Leader for Farmers Richard Walther Darre, who claimed that farmers 

were “the most valuable blood source” of the German people. Imple- 
mentation of these various eugenic measures was guaranteed through 

the centralization of the public health administration, following the 
passage of the Law for the Unification of Health Administration on July 
3, 1934. In addition to overseeing the coordination of public health 
measures, the purpose of this administration was mainly to provide 
support for “hereditary and racial care.”8 

The German race policies in general and Ruttke’s speech in partic- 
ular played an important role in determining how the Conference as a 
whole was evaluated by eugenicists of different countries. The Ameri- 
can Journal of Heredity reported on Ruttke’s speech as illustrating the 
eugenics foundation of the new Nazi state.9 

At the 1936 IFEO conference in Scheveningen, the Netherlands, 
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German racial hygienists again constituted the largest group, and Nazi 
race policies again dominated the part of the conference that dealt with 

applied eugenics.” Fifteen delegates from Germany attended, as 
compared with five from the Netherlands and three each from the 
United States and England. Austria, Denmark, and France all sent two 
delegates, while Sweden, Norway, Estonia, and Latvia were repre- 
sented by one delegate. Reports were presented concerning new re- 
search on the inheritance of mental disorders, methods for research in 
the psychology of inheritance, the mutation rate in plants, animals, and 
humans, and statistics of selection. Reports about eugenic policies in 
different nations also played an important role. Charles M. Goethe, 
president of the Eugenics Research Association, explained to the Euro- 
pean eugenicists that because of the “low qualitative composition” of 
certain strains in the American population, the United States had taken 
strong measures to prevent the further admission of undesirable immi- 
grants and to purge the existing population. Caroline H. Robinson, a 
member of the board of directors of the Eugenics Research Associa- 
tion, informed the delegates that approximately two-thirds of Amer- 
ica’s female college graduates did not marry. Ernst Riidin, Falk Ruttke, 
and Karl Astel discussed the Sterilization Law in Germany. Only one 

participant, Dutch geneticist G. P. Frets, criticized the compulsory 
character of the German law.10 

The minutes of the meeting indicate that the participants appreci- 
ated the information presented by German racial hygienists. The fact 
that Ernst Riidin, the past IFEO president and director of the Kaiser 
Wilhelm Institute for Psychiatry, was serving as a chief adviser to the 
Nazi government was viewed as a “great opportunity.” The partici- 
pants paid special attention to Ruttke’s and Astel’s talks.11 Ruttke 
reported on the “progress” that Nazi race policies had made since the 
previous conference two years earlier. Since 1934, he reported, tax 
laws in Germany were based on racial ideology. The sterilization law, 
the most sensational of the Nazi measures for race improvement, had 
been further extended. Amendment laws passed on June 26, 1935, and 
February 4, 1936, legalized abortion if the pregnant woman had already 
been singled out for sterilization.12 Furthermore, a decree dated Febru- 
ary 26, 1936, allowed for the sterilization of women by radiation. 

To illustrate his account, Ruttke distributed brochures that in- 
cluded the texts of the Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny, the 
two amendment laws, and five decrees, translated into English, 
French, Spanish, and Italian. Ruttke also devoted substantial time to a 
discussion of marriage restrictions. The Law for the Protection of He- 
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redity, passed on October 18, 1935, prohibited marriage between 
“healthy” and mentally retarded persons. Ruttke stressed the impor- 
tant role of physicians in the improvement of the German race. The 
Reich Decree for the Medical Profession, passed on December 13, 
1935, declared it the duty of the German medical profession to protect 
the health of both individuals and the German people. As a whole, 
doctors were deemed responsible for the “stabilization and improve- 
ment of health, hereditary value, and the race of the German people.” 
The race legislation, Ruttke explained, was accompanied by compre- 
hensive race propaganda and measures to improve environmental fac- 
tors. He concluded by stressing that the legislation would be unsuccess- 
ful if the National Socialists failed to convince the population of the 
need to protect its hereditary value: 

Hereditary traits are not only given to us, but carry a moral obligation to 
pursue the highest biological development possible. This not only calls 
for work on behalf of the volk, into which the individual is bom and with 
which he is connected through blood ties, but also on behalf of all 
humankind. This is thus extremely important work toward the mainte- 
nance of peace.13 

Germany’s scientific press and the Nazi mass media reported ex- 

tensively on the 1936 Conference.14 The Volkischer Beobachter, 
mouthpiece of the Nazi government, stated that, despite different world 
views, the conference accepted the “absolutely leading position of 
Germany in genetic research and in practical measures in the area of 
racial welfare.” The Volkischer Beobachter concluded that “leading 
racial hygienists of nearly all civilized nations have agreed with the 
German position and accepted the correctness of the measures imple- 
mented in Germany.”15 

The 1934 and 1936 conferences reveal the domination of the IFEO 

by German racial hygienists and their foreign supporters in other coun- 
tries. The Nazi bureaucracy and German racial hygienists agreed that 
winning approval of the IFEO was crucial for gaining international 
acceptance of their race policy. Their strategy was to dominate the 
international conferences, to support only eugenicists friendly to Na- 

tional Socialism as leaders of the IFEO, and to provide as many Ger- 
man organizations as possible with access to the Federation. In 1935 
and 1936, three new German institutes dedicated to the study of racial 
hygiene and human genetics joined the organization. 

Ernst Rodenwaldt, representative of the Institute for Hygiene of 
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the University of Heidelberg, author of a study on race crossing, and 
coeditor of the central German scientific journal for racial hygiene, 
wrote to the German minister for education that “it is self-evident that 
the participation of German racial hygienists in this early international 

organization is a necessity. ”16 The Nazi administration concurred. In a 
letter to the Reich Ministry for Propaganda, an administrator of the 
Reich Ministry of the Interior stated that his department favored a 

“quantitatively and qualitatively excellent representation of German 
scholars” at the meetings of the International Federation.17 In the late 
1930s, the Federation virtually depended on Nazi Germany; the extent 
of German influence can be seen by the fact that in 1939 the Federation 

accepted German-incorporated Vienna as the site of the Fourth Interna- 
tional Congress for Racial Hygiene and Eugenics.18 

The 1935 International Congress for Population Science 
in Berlin 

The 1935 International Congress for Population Science in Berlin 
marked the apex of international support of Nazi race policies and 
represented a great success for the Nazi race propaganda machine. This 
Congress assembled prominent eugenicists, anthropologists, popula- 
tion scientists, and geneticists from all over the world. German racial 

hygienists constituted the largest group of participants, delivering 59 of 
the 126 presentations. 

The speeches presented at the Congress represented the entire 
spectrum of eugenics and population science. Charles Close, the Brit- 
ish president of the International Union for the Scientific Investigation 
of Population, spoke about population trends in Great Britain. He 
called for a reduction in the rate of population growth and for an 

improvement in the overall quality of the society. Two other people 
from Great Britain voiced support for this view. Marie C. Stopes, 

president of the Society for Birth Control and Progress of Race, 
stressed the qualitative results of births as central for the survival of 
human beings. C.B.S. Hodson, secretary of the IFEO, spoke of “the 

biological worth of the stable family.” Scientists from Switzerland, 
Austria, Latvia, the United States, Germany, France, Hungary, Spain, 
Italy, and India reported about population movements in their respec- 
tive countries. A large section was dedicated to “racial hygiene as 

common task for civilized nations.” B. Sekla, from the Czech- 
oslovakian Eugenic Society, claimed that in his nation “inferior” 
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members were reproducing themselves much faster than their “supe- 
rior” counterparts. 

One of the few individuals to raise any criticism at the Congress 
was a French participant who attacked the scientific basis of steriliza- 
tion laws. He was angrily refuted by German and non-German eugeni- 
cists like Mjoen, Hodson, and Riidin. Questions about race typologies 
were discussed by numerous delegates: French race anthropologist 
Rene Martial; leader of the eugenics movement in Italy, Corrado Gini; 
Swiss eugenicist Otto Schlaginhaufen; and two German race anthro- 
pologists, Egon Freiherr von Eickstedt and Albert Harrasser. An im- 
portant section was dedicated to practical racial hygiene. Arthur Giitt, 
ministerial director in the health department in the Reich Ministry of 
the Interior, director of the Reich Committee for Public Health Service 
[Reichsausschusses fur Volksgesundheitsdienst], and chief author of 

the sterilization law, introduced the section by using a stock phrase of 
the Nazi government: “General need goes before individual need” 
[Gemeinnutz geht vor Eigennutz]. He was followed by Riidin, Ver- 
schuer, Astel, Ruttke, and Ploetz. 

The 1935 Congress had been initiated in 1931 by the International 
Union for the Scientific Investigation of Population Problems 
(IUSIPP), an international scientific organization in the field of popula- 
tion sciences closely connected to the IFEO, its eugenic counterpart. 
IUSIPP did not alter plans to hold the Congress in Berlin, although 
leading figures of IUSIPP recognized that the Nazi government would 
use the Congress for its own purposes. 

The president of IUSIPP, Raymond Pearl, remained committed to 
Berlin as the conference site, although he feared that population sci- 
ence would become politicized.19 Pearl, professor at Johns Hopkins 
University, was initially a eugenics enthusiast who became critical of 
the movement in the 1920s and turned to population science. Pearl 
honored the president of the Population Conference, Eugen Fischer, as 
a distinguished and broad-minded scientist.20 He accepted Fischer’s 
invitation to serve as vice-president as “a great honor.” 

As it turned out, Pearl was unable to attend the conference.21 

Instead, two other Americans served as vice presidents at the Berlin 
conference in 1935: Harry H. Laughlin and Clarence G. Campbell. 
Laughlin could not go to Berlin, but nevertheless accepted the honorary 
position of vice-president, contributed a paper entitled “Further Stud- 
ies on the History and Legal Development of Eugenic Sterilization in 
the United States,” and sent an exhibit, consisting of twelve illustrative 
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charts and publications.22 Included were testimonies given before the 
United States Congress in 1924 that illustrated how the United States 
had founded its immigration policy on biological principles.23 

Clarence G. Campbell, who served as the senior representative of 
the American eugenics movement in Berlin, delivered a lecture on 
"Biological Postulates of Population Study.” After praising a number 
of non-German eugenicists, he proceeded: 

It is from a synthesis of the work of all such men that the leader of the 
German nation, Adolf Hitler, ably supported by the Minister of Interior, 
Dr. Frick, and guided by the nation’s anthropologists, its eugenicists, 
and its social philosophers, has been able to construct a comprehensive 
race policy of population development and improvement that promises to 
be epochal in racial history. It sets the pattern which other nations and 
other racial groups must follow, if they do not wish to fall behind in their 
racial quality, in their racial accomplishment, and in their prospect of 
survival.24 

German race hygienists were conscious of the important role 
Campbell played in rallying support for Nazi race policy. In his closing 
speech about "race and achievement [Rasse und Leistung],” the leit- 
motif of the conference, Fischer made special reference to the "excel- 
lent remarks of Mr. Campbell.”25 

An "impressive result of the Congress,” according to German 

propaganda in scientific journals and the mass media, was "the fact 
that well-known researchers from all over the world welcomed as ef- 
fective and promising the line taken by the National Socialist govern- 
ment . . . and that they thought it is necessary that all countries’ 

governments should follow the Germans on this path.”26 

The Nazi press showed a special interest in Campbell. The Vol- 
kischer Beobachter reported him as stating: 

The Third Reich under the guidance of racially conscious men has estab- 
lished a comprehensive race policy of population development and race 
improvement [Volksaufartung] based on the knowledge of eugenic sci- 
ence. This fact will secure Germany a place in the history of races.27 

In an interview with the Berliner Borsenzeitung, Campbell praised the 
Berlin Congress as an extraordinarily important meeting that had suc- 
ceeded in convincing representatives from all over the world that race 
biology should be at the center of every population policy.28 
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After his return to the United States, Campbell attempted to gamer 
support among his American colleagues for the race policies in Nazi 
Germany. “Anti-Nazi propaganda with which all countries have been 
flooded,” he lamented, “has gone far to obscure the correct under- 
standing and the great importance of the German race policy.”29 In an 
article for Eugenic News, the official organ of the Eugenic Research 
Association, the Galton Society, and the American Eugenics Society, 
Campbell claimed that Nazi race policies had gained “the enthusiastic 
support and cooperation of practically the entire German nation.” He 
argued that evidence of public support of “racially valuable families” 
could already be seen in Germany’s increasing birth rate. “Where 
American families desire another motor-car, when they can afford it, 
German families desire another child.”30 

Der Erbarzt, supplement to the Deutsche Arzteblatt, edited by the 
Deutsche Arztevereinsbund and the Verband der Arzte Deutschlands 
(Hartmannbund), reprinted Campbell’s article in a translated version as 
a sign of international support for Nazi race policies.31 Der An griff, a 
widely read Nazi newspaper, quoted Campbell’s article in Eugenic 
News as evidence of support by a well-known scientist publishing in an 
internationally accepted journal. The Nazi journal NSK noted Camp- 
bell’s article as proof of acceptance of race-oriented measures on the 
other side of the Atlantic.32 Under the headline “Amerikanische For- 
scher fordem Anwendung des Sterilisationsgesetzes in der ganzen 
Welt” [American Researchers Demand Application of the Sterilization 
Law Throughout the World], another German newspaper reported on a 
speech by Campbell before the Canadian Club in Toronto. On that 
occasion, Campbell claimed that it would be necessary to sterilize 10 
percent of the population, lest the world suffer from racial degenera- 
tion.33 

Campbell’s statements on German race policy were exceptional in 
their enthusiasm; he virtually collaborated with the Nazi propaganda 
machine. Shortly after his comments appeared in the American press, 
German papers reprinted them to illustrate international scientific sup- 
port for German race policies. Indeed, Campbell was the most fre- 
quently cited non-German scientist in the Nazi press. Campbell’s state- 
ments, however, represent only the most extreme example of 
collaboration. Nazi race policies were widely accepted in some interna- 

tional scientific circles and by American eugenicists in particular. The 
reason eugenicists supported a policy that was criticized by many 
highly esteemed scientists requires further explanation.34 
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The Consensus between Nazi Race Politicians and Eugenicists 
in Other Countries 

Nazi eugenics measures—including sterilization, marriage restrictions 
for unwanted members of society, and their exclusion from govern- 
ment subsidies, which were reserved for people defined as “valu- 
able”—corresponded with the goals of eugenicists all over the world. 
Eugenicists understood Nazi policies as the direct realization of their 
scientific goals and political demands. In 1934, Leon F. Whitney, 
secretary of the American Eugenics Society, expressed his admiration 
for the German sterilization law. “Many far-sighted men and women 
in both England and America,” he stated, “have long been working 
earnestly toward something very like what Hitler has now made com- 
pulsory.”35 

Eugenicists recognized that Hitler’s steps toward improving the 
“German race” represented both the implementation of their practical 
proposals and, more importantly, the adoption of their basic ideology. 
Regardless of nationality or affiliation within the eugenics movement, 
all eugenicists urged governments to be “eugenically minded” in mat- 
ters of political programs and social organization.36 The world, they 
argued, should operate according to biological principles.37 Nazism 

implemented this kind of thinking on an unprecedented scale. At the 
1936 IFEO meeting, Falk Ruttke explained how the German govern- 
ment had designed all measures of racial welfare according to the 
scientific results of eugenics. To him, this represented the consistent 
“adaptation of biological knowledge to statesmanship.”38 Rudolf 
Hess, the deputy leader of the Nazi Party, expressed the same thought 
by employing a popular Nazi expression first coined by Fritz Lenz in 
1931 (in even simpler terms): “National Socialism is nothing but ap- 
plied biology.”39 

The appeal of National Socialism for eugenicists was strong. For 
the first time, their ideas became the basis for the organization of a 
whole state. Eugenic News announced that “nowhere else than in 
Germany are the findings of genetics rigorously applied to the improve- 
ment of the race.”40 In the other important eugenics journal in the 
United States, the Journal of Heredity, Paul Popenoe, a California 
member of the board of directors of the American Eugenics Society, 
praised Hitler for basing “his hopes of biological regeneration solidly 
on the application of biological principles of human society.”41 
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From Disciple to Model: Sterilization in 
Germany and the United States 

The Germans are beating us at our own game.1 

Joseph S. DeJamette, member of the 

Virginia sterilization movement 

Eugenicists in the United States were the strongest foreign supporters 
of Nazi race policies. Other national eugenics movements, such as the 
one in Great Britain, were relatively critical of Nazi Germany. The 
Rassenpolitische Auslandskorrespondenz, the main German observer 
of foreign positions toward Nazi race policies, published eleven reports 
on eugenic activities within the United States. Four of these articles 
dealt with the support of the American eugenics movement for Nazi 
policies. No other country played such a prominent role in Nazi propa- 
ganda.2 

The Influence of American Eugenics on Nazi Race Policy 

The Nazi administration referred to the “model U.S.” as playing an 
important role in shaping its own race policy. Otto Wagener, head of 

the Nazi Party’s Economic Policy Office from 1931 to 1933, wrote 
about Hitler’s personal interest regarding eugenic developments in the 
United States. He claimed that Hitler said: 

Now that we know the laws of heredity, it is possible to a large extent to 

prevent unhealthy and severely handicapped beings from coming into the 

world. I have studied with great interest the laws of several American 

states concerning prevention of reproduction by people whose progeny 

would, in all probability, be of no value or be injurious to the racial 

stock. I’m sure that occasionally mistakes occur as a result. But the 

possibility of excess and error is still no proof of the incorrectness of 

these laws.3 
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In 1935, the Rassenpolitische Auslandskorrespondenz stated that, 

in terms of eugenics, Germany was a “good disciple of other civilized 

societies.”4 In 1939, the Archive fur Rassen- und Gesellschaftsbiologie 

claimed that the United States had “achieved something great” since 

the passage of its first sterilization measures.5 Likewise, Volk und 

Rasse referred favorably to United States Supreme Court decisions that 

legitimized compulsory sterilization in 1916 and again in 1927. In order 

to prevent “being swamped with incompetents,” the court argued: 

It is better for all the world if instead of waiting to execute degenerate 
offspring for crime, or to let them starve for their imbecility, society can 
prevent those who are manifestly unfit from continuing their kind. The 
principle that sustained compulsory vaccination is broad enough to cover 
the cutting of the Fallopian tubes.6 

Although sterilization in the United States was more limited than 

it was in Germany, German racial hygienists emphasized that steriliza- 

tion practices in some parts of the United States were more radical than 

were those in Nazi Germany. German economist Paul Heinz Bes- 

selmann explained the early acceptance of “such drastic measures” in 

the United States by pointing to the willingness of American politicians 

to implement “radical” laws.7 However, German racial hygienists 

opposed the policy adopted by some American states of using steriliza- 

tion as punishment and criticized the arbitrary way in which state 

governments enforced sterilization measures. They proudly referred to 

their own elaborate decision-making process, implemented by special 

“courts for hereditary health” in Nazi Germany. 

American immigration laws designed to keep out people with 

hereditary diseases and citizens from non-Nordic countries won special 

approval in Germany. German economist H. H. von Schneidewind 

claimed that the aim of such policies was the preservation of Nordic 

blood. He was impressed by the influential role that the eugenic studies 

of Lothrop Stoddard and Madison Grant had played in shaping the 

thinking and policies of the Harding administration.8 

In February 1934, Hans F. K. Gunther, race anthropologist and a 

special protege of the Nazis, explained to his audience in a crowded 

hall at the University of Munich that it was remarkable that “American 

immigration laws were accepted by the overwhelming majority, al- 

though the United States appeared the most liberal country of the 

world.” He referred to Grant and Stoddard as the “spiritual fathers” of 

immigration legislation and proposed that the laws serve as a model for 
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Germany.9 Nazi racial hygienists were especially impressed by the way 
in which American immigration policy combined eugenic and ethnic 
selection.10 

American eugenicists were conscious and proud of their impact on 
legislation in Nazi Germany. They recognized that the German Law on 
Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny was influenced by the California 
sterilization law and designed after the Model Eugenic Sterilization 
Law, developed by Harry Laughlin in 1922. The German law followed 
Laughlin’s proposal in terms of basic guidelines, but it was slightly 
more moderate.11 Laughlin called for the sterilization of the mentally 
retarded, insane, criminal, epileptic, inebriate, diseased, blind, deaf, 
deformed, and economically dependent. The German law demanded 
sterilization in cases of mental retardation, schizophrenia, manic- 
depressive insanity, inherited epilepsy, Huntington’s chorea, heredi- 
tary blindness, deafness, and malformation. It also allowed for the 
sterilization of alcoholics under a separate category. Both laws dele- 
gated the power of decision making to a special court. Eugenic News 
commented that “to one versed in the history of eugenic sterilization in 
America, the text of the German statute reads almost like the American 
model sterilization law.”12 

Access to information regarding legal and medical aspects of ster- 
ilization in the United States was one reason why the Nazis were able to 
pass the sterilization law in Germany within a mere six months after its 
takeover. In a letter to the Reich Ministry of the Interior in Berlin, the 
prime minister of Thuringen, Fritz Sauckel, explained that German 
legislators had to rely on reports from foreign countries due to a lack of 
experience in their own country.13 Likewise, Ruttke claimed that be- 
fore the German sterilization law was passed, German experts had 
carefully examined the experiences of foreign countries regarding ster- 
ilization.14 The German sterilization law was the first such legislation 
to be based on a systematic analysis of experiences and discussions 
abroad.15 

The Nazi Reception of American Degeneration Studies 

In addition to learning from the practical and legal experiences of 
sterilization in the United States, the Nazis also drew upon research 
conducted in the United States after 1870. The first family eugenics 
study, based on an examination in thirteen jails in Ulster County, New 
York, was carried out in the mid-1870s by William L. Dugdale, a New 
York merchant and prison reformer. Dugdale examined four families 
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with blood ties in order to prove that pauperism was a hereditary trait. 
According to his study, a frontiersman named Max Juke married a 
degenerate wife and produced an astonishingly large line of “white 
trash.” Of the 709 descendants Dugdale claimed to have located, he 
identified 181 prostitutes, 106 illegitimate births, and 142 beggars. Fur- 
thermore, he stated that 64 descendents were housed at public expense 
and 70 had been convicted of crimes, 7 for murder. Dugdale estimated 
that this family alone cost the taxpayers of New York over $1.3 million 
between 1730 and 1874. 

Dugdale’s study inspired a wave of research about “degenerate” 
families. For example, Reverend Oscar McCulloch conducted a study 
of the “social degradation of the Indian tribe of Ishmael, ’ ’ and the dean 
of the graduate school at the University of Kansas, Frank W. Black- 
mar, focused on the “Smoky Pilgrims” in 1897. After 1904, Cold 
Spring Harbor Laboratories coordinated several family studies. In 1907 
Charles Davenport’s wife, Gertrude C. Davenport, published a report 
about the “Zero Family,” based on records of a Swiss insane asylum. 
The first such study based on research of the Eugenics Record Office 
was Charles Davenport’s report on “hill folks.” 

Without doubt, the most famous of the family studies was that of 
the Kallikaks from 1912, conducted by Henry Herbert Goddard and his 
field worker, Elizabeth Kite. Goddard was director of research at a 
school for mentally retarded children in Vineland, New Jersey, and the 
translator and publisher of Alfred Binet’s intelligence test in the United 
States. Kallikaks—from the Greek words kallos [beauty] and kakos 
[bad]—was a pseudonym for the descendents of a soldier who served in 
the Revolutionary Army. In 1776, Martin Kallikak had sex with a 
nameless “feebleminded tavern wench,” who bore an illegitimate boy. 
The descendents of the bastard numbered 480, including 143 mentally 
retarded, 36 illegimate births, 33 sexual deviants, 24 alcoholics, 3 
epileptics, 82 infant deaths, and 3 criminals. Martin Kallikak reformed 
after leaving the army and married a ‘ ‘respectable girl of good family. ’ ’ 
Through that union another line of descendents arose of a radically 
different character. Among the 496 descendents, only three were found 
to be “somewhat degenerate.” All of his legitimate children married 
into good families, including descendents of colonial governors, 
signers of the Declaration of Independence, and the founders of Prince- 
ton University. Goddard wrote that in the kallos family and its collat- 
eral branches, “we find nothing but good representative citizenship.” 
In his opinion, the Kallikak study proved that “feeblemindness is 
hereditary and transmitted as surely as any other characteristic.”16 
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Eugenicists used the scientific evidence of these family studies to 
support their calls for sterilization as a means of stopping the exponen- 
tial reproduction of “degenerates.” For example, during a 1927 Su- 
preme Court session, eugenicists referred to the Kallikak study in their 
testimonies as proof of the hereditary character of mental retardation 
and the need for sterilization.17 Likewise, in 1932, at the Third Interna- 
tional Congress of Eugenics, Theodore Russell, from the Essex County 
Mental Hygiene Clinic in New Jersey, referred to the family studies 
conducted in the United States in a speech entitled “Selective Steriliza- 
tion for Race Culture.” Russell assumed that there were few in his 
audience 

[W]ho have not read the descriptions of the trail of crime, murder, 

pauperism, prostitution, illegitimacy, and incest which is found in the 

history of the famous Jukes and Kallikak families. It was demonstrated 

that the main factor in these ignoble family histories was mental defi- 

ciency. It would have cost but $150 to have sterilized the original cou- 

ples, to cut off the seemingly endless social sores resulting wherever 

members of these families have settled. Yet the actual cost of relief alone 

of only one of these families was estimated at over $2,000,000 in 1916, 

as there were at that time 2,000 members of that socially unworthy 

clan.18 

National Socialists enthusiastically adopted the stories of the 
Jukes and Kallikaks in order to legitimize their own sterilization pro- 
gram. The first German edition of Goddard’s book about the Kallikaks 
was published in 1914. The second edition appeared in November 1933 
in a special issue of Friedrich Mann s Padagogisches Magazin. In the 
introduction, translator Karl Wilker clarified the impact of the Kallikak 
study: 

Questions which were only cautiously touched upon by Henry Herbert 

Goddard at that time . . . have resulted in the law for the prevention of 

sick or ill offspring dated the Nth of July, 1933. These questions have 

become generally interesting and significant. Just how significant the 

problem of genetic inheritance is, perhaps no example shows so clearly 

as the Kallikak family.19 

The Neues Volk commented that the new edition showed that “feeble- 
mindedness ... is the best fecund soil for every form of crime.”20 

The Kallikak study also played an important role at the German Exhibi- 
tion for Hereditary Care in 1935. The Wochenblatt Sachsen Anhalt 
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reported on a controversy between a doubtful visitor and a Nazi doctor. 
After several questions about the character of the Kallikak study, the 
visitor asked: 

— And who has carried out all this research? 

— This examination was initiated and directed by the American Pro- 

fessor Goddard. There is even a book about it. 

— Yes, Doctor, one last word. All the cripples and idiots here—all are 

due to the same cause? 

— Yes. There is only one answer: heredity.21 

The doctor, however, did not mention that Goddard had distanced 
himself from his study and its political implications as early as 1928.22 

In addition to the Kallikak study, a prominent family study in Nazi 
race propaganda was Dugdale’s earlier examination of the Jukes. The 
Zeitschrift fur Rassenkunde praised Dugdale’s study as the first to 
prove the hereditary character of “inferiority.” Referring to a follow- 
up study by Arthur Estabrook from the Eugenics Record Office, it 
claimed that it had subsequently been possible to locate up to 2,820 of 
these “American criminals. ” The social cost of the Juke clan had risen 
to over $1.3 million. The Zeitschrift fiir Rassenkunde concluded that 
the high fertility rate and the hereditary nature of criminality had been 
proven in the United States, and that the American government would 
surely start to think about the millions of dollars being wasted upon 
these families of criminals.23 

The California Sterilization Experience 

Especially important for the German law were the detailed analyses of 
sterilization measures adopted in California. Popenoe and his col- 
leagues in the California sterilization movement regularly informed 
German racial hygienists before and after 1933 about new develop- 
ments in California, the state where nearly half of all sterilizations in 
the United States were performed. In 1935, a representative of the 
American Committee on Maternal Health visiting Nazi Germany de- 
tected the influence of the California experience on the German Law on 
Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny. After discussions with members of 
the Nazi administration and with judges of the Hereditary Health 
Courts, she concluded that: 

The leaders in the German sterilization movement state repeatedly that 

their legislation was formulated only after careful study of the California 
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experiment as reported by Mr. Gosney and Dr. Popenoe. It would have 

been impossible, they say, to undertake such a venture involving some 1 

million people without drawing heavily upon previous experience else- 

where.24 

An essential basis for the development of the German sterilization 
law was a study by Popenoe and Eugene S. Gosney, president of the 
primary eugenics organization in California, the Human Betterment 
Foundation. Originally published in 1929, Sterilization for Human Bet- 
terment appeared in a German edition the following year.25 The au- 
thors, after examining 6,000 sterilized persons, reported that the opera- 
tions had led to a decline in sex crimes. This was intended to counter 
one of the main arguments of social reformers who opposed steriliza- 
tion in part because they believed sterilized women were more likely to 
become prostitutes. However, Popenoe and Gosney could positively 
ascertain such a result in only one case. Referring to this study, the 
Volkischer Beobachter claimed that the example of California illus- 
trated the “beneficial effects” of sterilization laws: Nearly one-half of 
the sterilized “feebleminded’ ’ women were married or had at one point 
been married.26 

In the second half of 1933 and the beginning of 1934, the Human 
Betterment Foundation mailed an influential pamphlet detailing Cali- 
fornia’s experiences to German racial hygienists and Nazi administra- 
tors responsible for the enforcement of the German law. The brochure 
claimed that sterilization served to protect the sterilized person, his or 
her family, and society at large. It closed by asserting that people were 
becoming increasingly convinced that a nation that asked its able citi- 
zens to risk their lives in times of war was entitled to demand a much 
smaller sacrifice from its incapable citizens in times of peace.27 In a 
cover letter to an administrator of the Innere Mission, a social welfare 
organization of the German Protestant Church that was particularly 
active on eugenic issues, Gosney applauded the fact that “with the 
adoption of a eugenic law by Germany, more than 150 million civilized 
people are now living under such a law.” 

Hans Harmsen, chief propagandist of the Protestant Church for 
eugenic measures, justified the Nazi sterilization law by pointing to the 
brochure and California’s prior experience.28 Two of the main Nazi 
politicians promoting sterilization, Arthur Giitt and Herbert Finden, 
also used the pamphlet to further the cause of the German sterilization 
law. Finden, an influential member of the Health Department at the 
Reich Ministry of the Interior and later a chief organizer of the Nazi 
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extermination of more than 100,000 mentally handicapped people, re- 
ferred to the report of the Human Betterment Foundation in his speech 
before the Committee for Population and Racial Policies. Citing the 
experiences of the United States, he claimed that opposition to the Law 
on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny was due to anticipation that the 
law would be enforced with unprecedented thoroughness, and not due 
to the content of the law.29 

During the 1930s, the Human Betterment Foundation and the Cali- 
fornia Branch of the American Eugenics Society remained important 
sources of information for Nazi Germany. Popenoe, the leading figure 
of both societies, received special attention. In an article about him and 
the California eugenics movement, Der Erbarzt portrayed Popenoe 
as a eugenicist of international stature and argued that the journal of 
the Human Betterment Foundation enjoyed influence throughout the 
American continent.30 

Concerned about the public acceptance of their own sterilization 
law, German propaganda reported in 1936 that, according to a survey 
of the Human Betterment Foundation, the overwhelming majority of 
Californians supported sterilization laws. According to the survey, 
more than 90 percent of people with some knowledge of sterilization 
approved such measures; the only critics were those who were ignorant 
of the issues. The Nazi journal NSK viewed this survey as evidence that 
the more information people had about sterilization, the more likely it 
was that they were to support it. The newspaper concluded: 

[Educating the people on the character of sterilization cannot be insis- 
tently and comprehensively enough. This holds not only for California, 
where sterilization by the state has taken place for a whole generation, 
but for Germany as well, which, with its exemplary “Law on Preventing 
Hereditarily 111 Progeny,” ranks above all other nations.31 

Up to the late 1930s, German scientific journals and Nazi propa- 
ganda reported new publications, developments, and demands from the 
California eugenics movement.32 

American Support for the German Sterilization Law 

In view of such recognition, it is not surprising that Popenoe, Gosney, 
and the California eugenics movement as a whole strongly supported 
the Nazi sterilization law. In 1934, the California eugenics movement 
organized the presentation of an exhibition of the Reich’s eugenics 
program. The exhibition was shown during the annual meeting of the 
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American Public Health Association and was opened to the public at 
the Los Angeles County Museum. The newsletter of the Southern 
California Branch of the American Eugenics Society promoted the 
exhibition: 

It portrays the general eugenics program of the Nazi government, giving 

special attention to the need for sterilization. Those who have seen this 

exhibit say it is the finest thing of the kind that has ever been produced. 

Take the opportunity to see this while it is in Los Angeles. Tell your 

friends about it.33 

Popenoe viewed the German sterilization law as the fulfillment of 
principles developed by the California movement. He remarked that 
“since the Nazis came into full power, changes have been so frequent 
that it has been difficult to keep track of them.”34 He announced that 
the German sterilization law, which became effective on January 1, 
1934, encompassed “the largest number of persons who had ever been 
included in the scope of such legislation at any one time.’’35 He called 
the German law well conceived and argued that it could be considered 
superior to the sterilization laws of most American states. In a letter to 
L. C. Dunn, a critic of Hitler’s race policy, Popenoe defended the 
German sterilization law: 

The law that has been adopted is not a half-baked and hasty improvisa- 

tion of the Hitler regime, but is the product of many years of considera- 

tion by the best specialists in Germany ... I must say that my impres- 

sion is, from a close following of the situation in the German scientific 

press, rather favorable.36 

i 

In a scientific evaluation of sterilization laws in different countries, 
Popenoe identified favorable trends during the first three years follow- 
ing the application of the German sterilization law.37 

The example of California reveals the critical role that the transfer 
of knowledge about medical, scientific, and political aspects of sterili- 
zation played in the formulation of Nazi sterilization legislation. How- 
ever, support of the Nazi sterilization law was not limited to California 
eugenicists. Other state organizations for eugenics and sterilization 
were also enthusiastic supporters. In a letter to the state government of 
Virginia in 1934, Joseph DeJamette, a leading member of the Virginia 
eugenics and sterilization movement, argued that the state needed to 
extend the sterilization law to more closely resemble the comprehen- 
sive German law.38 
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Concern about the racial degeneration of the American population 
was also expressed at the annual meeting of the New York State Asso- 
ciation of Elementary School Principals in 1934, which called for in- 
creased sterilization of “criminals and low mentality classes.” A 1937 
survey by Fortune Magazine indicated that a majority of the American 
population supported the extension of sterilization. Sixty-six percent 
were reported as supporting compulsory sterilization of habitual crimi- 
nals.39 Marion S. Norton, the leading figure of the Sterilization League 
of New Jersey, defended the Nazi law against attacks by the American 
Catholic Church and declared it a model for the United States.40 

Leon F. Whitney, secretary of the American Eugenics Society, 
was similarly supportive of Hitler’s race policy. In a note sent to 
several newspapers in 1933, Whitney, speaking for the American Eu- 
genics Society, claimed that Hitler’s sterilization policy had demon- 
strated the Fuhrer’s great courage and statesmanship.41 Though he 
harbored doubts about the German government’s ability to fully imple- 
ment the law, he described the measures as evidence that “sterilization 
and race betterment are . . . becoming compelling ideas among all 
enlightened nations. ’’42 

The widespread support of the American eugenics movement for 
Nazi sterilization regulations is also evident in numerous articles in 

Eugenic News. Edited in the 1930s by Harry Laughlin, Charles Daven- 
port, and Roswell Johnson, it served as the official organ of the three 
major eugenics societies in the United States. In 1934, it reported that 
in “no country of the world is eugenics more active as an applied 

science than in Germany” and praised the Nazi sterilization law: 

One may condemn the Nazi policy generally, but specifically it remained 
for Germany in 1933 to lead the great nations of the world in the recogni- 
tion of the biological foundations for national character. It is probable 
that the sterilization statutes of the several American states and the na- 
tional sterilization statute of Germany will in legal history, constitute a 
milestone which marks the control by the most advanced nations of the 
world of a major aspect of controlling human reproduction, comparable 
in importance only with the states legal control of marriage.43 

In an article about the Nazi sterilization law, the journal reported that 
the legislation provided any individual who considered her- or himself 
as hereditarily ill with the possibility of applying for sterilization. 
Petitions would be decided on a case-by-case basis by a special court 
that represented the “eugenic interest of the family stock of the 
Reich.” The law was to be equally applied to all “hereditary degener- 
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ates . . . , regardless of sex, race, or religion.” Eugenic News con- 
cluded: 

The new law is clean-cut, direct and a “model.” Its standards are social 
and genetic. Its application is entrusted to specialized courts and pro- 
cedures. From a legal point of view, nothing more could be desired.44 

After the beginning of sterilization in Germany on January 1, 
1934, Eugenic News printed the translation of an article from a German 
journal about the success of steps taken to implement racial hygiene in 
Nazi Germany. The author stressed that, with special loans for married 
couples, higher taxes for single persons, hereditary homestead laws, 
and the introduction of labor camps, the measures of the Nazi govern- 
ment were “made for the benefit of posterity, regardless of the ap- 
proval or disapproval of present generations.” Especially important 
was the Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny, which, the author 
argued, had created a “tremendous sensation all over the world. Scien- 
tists and laymen . . . greeted it enthusiastically as a milestone in the 
history of mankind and as return from a hitherto wrong path. ’ ’ The law 
would ensure that “healthy, happy generations can now live and de- 
velop with the protection of the state.” The article concluded with a 
quote from an unnamed American scientist: “Germany has made world 
history with her sterilization law!”45 

Until 1939, Eugenic News regularly reported on the development 
of German eugenics policy. It issued a translation of the German steril- 
ization law and informed readers about the number of sterilizations in 
Germany. It also printed a translation of a speech by Wilhelm Frick, 
Reich minister of the interior, about Nazi race policy, and it congratu- 
lated Freiherr von Verschuer for founding the Institute for Hereditary 
Biology and Racial Hygiene at the University of Frankfurt. In addition, 
it reprinted—without commentary—a translation of an article of the 
Rassenpolitische Auslandskorrespondenz claiming that the percentage 
of Jewish physicians in Berlin was too high.46 

The Rassenpolitische Auslandskorrespondenz was clearly con- 
scious of the importance of Eugenic News in 1935, it proudly an- 
nounced that the extensive and detailed coverage of eugenic laws in 
Nazi Germany by Eugenic News was an “unambiguous” sign of the 
“highest attention” foreign scientists bestowed on Nazi Germany. In 
1936, Volk und Rasse, an “illustrative monthly journal for German 
national tradition, race science, and race care,” published by the Reich 
Ministry of the Interior and the German Society for Racial Hygiene, 
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complained that Eugenic News had published inaccurately high figures 
regarding the number of enforced sterilizations in Germany and ex- 
pressed its hope that the journal would correct its mistake in the next 
edition. A correction and an apology did appear in the next edition of 

Eugenic News.47 

Nazi Sterilization Propaganda in the United States 

The American eugenics movement was especially impressed by Nazi 
propaganda that promoted the ideals of race improvement. Harry 
Laughlin coordinated efforts to introduce Nazi sterilization propaganda 
to the American public. An enthusiastic supporter of Nazi Germany, he 
had collected newspaper clippings about the National Socialists even 
before their rise to power in 1933. On the margin of a clipping concern- 
ing the opening of a Nazi racial bureau for eugenic segregation, the 
words Hitler should be made honorary member of the ERA (Eugenics 
Research Association) are written.48 Laughlin also used his position as 
assistant director of the Eugenics Record Office in Cold Spring Harbor 
to organize the dissemination of Nazi race propaganda. He was im- 
pressed by the modem methods of Nazi race propaganda, especially by 
the use of films as a persuasive medium for propagating eugenic goals. 

In 1936, Laughlin purchased an English version of the movie 
Erbkrank [Hereditary Defective], an important sterilization propa- 
ganda film of the Racial Political Office of the Nazi Party, in order to 
show it at the Carnegie Institution in Washington.49 Erbkrank, which 
the Nazi censor administration evaluated as “national political valu- 
able” [staatspolitisch wertvoll], and which received “the particular 
acknowledgment of the Fiihrer, ’ ’ was the basis of a large propaganda 
campaign in Germany.50 

The film is introduced by a quote from Walter Gross, director of 
the Racial Policy Office: 

A people that builds palaces for the descendents of drunks, criminals, 

and idiots, and which at the same time houses its workers and farmers in 

miserable huts, is on the way to rapid self-destruction.51 

Among other pictures of mentally handicapped people the film shows 
“four feebleminded siblings” who have cost the state “together during 
more than eighty years of institutionalization 153,000.marks.” One 
subtitle claims that “many idiots are deep under the animal.” The film 
concludes with the statement “that the prevention of hereditarily sick 
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offspring is a moral duty” and means “the highest respect for the God- 
given natural laws.” The film ends with a picture of a man and a 
women planting with the subtitle: “The farmer, who prevents the over- 
growth of the weed, promotes the valuable.”52 

Laughlin described the movie as confined to the “problem of 
hereditary degeneracy in the fields of feeblemindedness, insanity, 
crime, hereditary disease, and inborn deformity.” He stated that the 
film: 

[CJontrasts the squalid living conditions of normal children in certain 

German city slums with the finer and costly modem custodial institutions 

built for the care of handicapped persons produced by the socially inade- 

quate and degenerate accompanied by captions explaining the family 

history and description of the near-kin of the particular subject. 

Although the film propagated the notion that Jews were partic- 
ularly susceptible to mental retardation and moral deviancy, Laughlin 
asserted in Eugenic News that the picture contained “no racial propa- 
ganda of any sort.” The film’s sole purpose, he argued, was to “edu- 
cate the people in the matter of soundness of family-stock quality— 
physical, mental, and spiritual—regardless of race.”53 

Impressed by the film’s powerful effect on the audience at the 
Carnegie Institution, Laughlin decided to use a slightly altered version 
of Erbkrank to help educate the wider American public about race 
improvement. His assistant, Alice M. Hellmer, informed the S.S. Of- 
fice for Race and Settlement about this plan.54 Laughlin raised money 
to fund the distribution of the film’s edited version, entitled Eugenics in 
Germany, to churches, clubs, colleges, and high schools. Laughlin 
wrote to the millionaire Wickliffe Draper: 

If this film reflects accurately the policy of modem Germany, that nation 

in this particular field of applied negative eugenics has evidently made 

substantial progress in its intention to act fundamentally, on a long-term 

plan, for the prevention, so far as possible, of hereditary degeneracy.55 

Draper and his Pioneer Fund undertook to finance the distribution of the 
Nazi movie. In cooperation with the Eugenics Research Association, 
the Eugenics Record Office sent a flier advertising the film to biology 
teachers in 3,000 high schools. The Pioneer Fund, the Eugenics Record 
Office, and the Eugenics Research Association anticipated a favorable 
response because of the attractive medium and the low cost to viewers. 

The movie played twenty-eight times between March 15, 1937, 
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and December 10, 1938. Although plans for national distribution were 
never realized, the Nazi press reported that Erbkrank had been a suc- 
cess in the United States. An article in a Nazi newspaper, entitled 
“Rassenpolitische Aufklarung nach deutschem Vorbild: Grosse Beach- 
tung durch die amerikanische Wissenschaft” [Racial Political Propa- 
ganda on the German Model Receives Great Attention among Ameri- 
can Scientists], reported that the movie had made an “exceptionally 
strong impression” on American eugenicists.56 

Reasons for the Support 

Why did the eugenics movement in the United States as a whole, 
ranging from moderate eugenicists to the race anthropologists around 
Madison Grant, express such enthusiasm for the Nazi sterilization law? 
In the view of the American eugenicists, the Nazi government had 

avoided mistakes that were made in the formulation of sterilization 
laws in the different states of their own nation. The German govern- 
ment had introduced a nationwide, well-conceived law, unlike the 
heterogeneous, improvised state laws in America. 

American eugenicists also viewed the Law on Preventing Heredi- 
tarily 111 Progeny as grounded on scientific results. After returning from 
her study tour of Nazi Germany, Marie E. Kopp claimed: 

[T]he German Law is based on thirty years of research in psychiatric 

genealogy which was undertaken under the leadership of Dr. Ernst Riidin 

at the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute of Psychiatric Research in Munich.57 

Whitney reported that “from his considerable correspondence with 
certain German scientists who ever since the war have been enthusias- 
tic advocates of sterilization,” he was convinced the law had been 
based on long years of scientific research. He referred to Germany as a 
country that knew more about its hereditary “defectives” than any 
other nation, and pointed to the fact that German research in psychiatry 
and applied psychology was several years ahead of the United States.58 

In the Journal of Heredity, Popenoe dismissed any charges that 
National Socialists were racists. He instead stressed the fact that Hitler 
had formulated his policy after carefully studying the textbook of Baur, 
Fischer, and Lenz—probably the most popular eugenics textbook in the 
world. Popenoe believed that the Nazi sterilization law could be seen as 
a sign that scientific leadership was gaining more and more importance 
within the Nazi hierarchy. 
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American eugenicists thought of the German law as legally so 
well conceived that abuse would be nearly impossible. Eugenic News 
claimed that “to one acquainted with English and American Law, it is 
difficult to see how the new German Sterilization Law could, as some 
have suggested, be deflected from its purely eugenic purpose.”59 

American eugenicists were impressed by the clear definition of heredi- 
tary illness and the polished legal and bureaucratic system surrounding 
the sterilization law. They referred to the establishment of special 
Hereditary Health Courts and appellate courts as a means of protecting 
both individual and societal interests. 

Another reason for American support of the Nazi sterilization law 
was based on the fact that the German law distinguished eugenic steril- 
ization from the use of sterilization as punishment for criminals. Nev- 
ertheless, castration was accepted among eugenicists in both countries 
when this procedure was clearly distinguished from eugenic-motivated 
sterilization. The German Law against Dangerous Habitual Criminals, 
passed November 24, 1933, was welcomed as a contribution to the 
“battle against dangerous habitual criminals.” The law was applied, 
according to Eugenic News in 1934, “to such habitual criminals who 
would rather break the law than live by honest work, thus making crime 
a profession or continuous source of income.” The law sanctioned 
castration for “dangerous sex offenders” with at least two perpetra- 
tions of certain sex offenses. Stressing that the law had been designed 
after the pattern of model foreign laws, Eugenic News expected “that 
the energetic and moderate handling of this law will effectively help the 
fight against habitual and professional crime.”60 

German propaganda used the medical, legal, and bureaucratic 
elaboration of the German sterilization law to contrast the Nazi mea- 
sures with the chaotic situation of sterilization in the United States. Up 
to the early 1930s, German propaganda referred to abuse of sterilization 
in the United States. Such propaganda stressed the exemplary, legally 
correct implementation of sterilization in Germany by focusing on the 
arbitrary sterilization of inmates in American mental hospitals and 
jails.61 

The main reason why the Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Prog- 
eny gained nearly unanimous support among American eugenicists was 
due to the fact that the law did not sanction sterilization based on ethnic 
or religious background.62 Leon L. Whitney assumed that “American 
Jewry is naturally suspecting that the German chancellor had the law 
enacted for the specific purpose of sterilizing the German Jews.” He 
claimed that the German law provided for sterilization of hereditary 
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defectives only, and that it stated that “the measure is solely eugenic in 
its purpose, and were it not for its compulsory character, it would 
probably meet with the approval of all who are free from religious 
bias.”63 

American eugenicist Robert Cook also forcefully denied rumors 
that the sterilization law was used as a “racial purifier” against Jews 
and other ethnic minorities. He accused opponents of sterilization mea- 
sures in the United States of using resentment against the Nazis to “kill 
two birds with one stone.” He pleaded for an “objective view” on the 
sterilization law, which would preclude any possibility that the law 
would be abused due to race, class, or gender biases. Heinrich Schade, 
a fervent supporter of Nazi race policies at the Institute for Human 
Heredity and Racial Hygiene in Frankfurt, reviewed Cook’s article and 
found it “very objective and accurate.” He applauded the fact that 
Cook countered misleading “horror stories” that depicted the steriliza- 
tion law as a “racial purifier.”64 

The consensus among eugenicists was so strong that Richard 
Goldschmidt, a liberal Jewish eugenicist who was forced by the Nazis 
to flee his position at the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Anthropology, 
Human Heredity, and Eugenics, complained that the Nazis “took over 
our entire plan of eugenic measures.”65 
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American Eugenicists 
in Nazi Germany 

Without attempting to appraise the highly controversial racial doc- 
trine, it is fair to say that Nazi Germany’s eugenic program is the most 
ambitious and far-reaching experiment in eugenics ever attempted by 
any nation.1 

Lothrop Stoddard after a visit 

to Germany in 1940 

American eugenicists followed the development of eugenics measures 
in Germany with rapt attention. The widespread coverage of the Nazi 
eugenics program by the American mass media promised to promote 
eugenics within the United States, as long as the eugenics movement 
succeeded in separating the positively regarded eugenics measures in 
Germany from the negative image of the barbaric, racist Nazis. 

The secretary of the American Eugenics Society, Leon F. 
Whitney, boasted that eugenics had enjoyed a steady increase in public 
interest since 1934. He explained the increase primarily as the result of 
in-depth coverage by American newspapers of Hitler’s plan to sterilize 
400,000 Germans, about 1 percent of the population. He viewed 
Hitler’s extreme measures as creating discussion “among thousands of 
persons [in the United States] who may never before have taken any 
real interest in the subject.”2 

For American eugenicists, it was important to acquire firsthand 
information regarding the application of measures within Germany. In 
their view, the success of German eugenic laws resulted from the 
consistent application of an exemplary legislative design. In order to 
promote Nazi race policies, American eugenicists attempted to collect 
information and evidence with which they could counter criticism, 
such as the rumors that the purpose of the German sterilization law was 
to eliminate the Jewish population. 

After the National Socialists seized power in 1933, American 
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eugenicists frequently traveled to Germany. Nazi race and health ad- 
ministrators offered American eugenicists, anthropologists, psycholo- 
gists, psychiatrists, and geneticists who visited Germany the “proof” 
they were seeking to convince themselves of the scientific and political 
merits of Nazi race policies. The administrators facilitated access to 
high-level Nazi politicians and scientists, and arranged for American 
scientists to visit institutes, public health departments, and Hereditary 
Health Courts. German racial hygienists were instructed to treat their 
foreign visitors with special courtesy. We can only estimate the extent 
to which American eugenicists increased their professional contacts 
with German racial hygienists after 1933. The generally enthusiastic 
coverage, however, given to visits of American eugenicists by German 
newspapers reveals the importance of such contacts for Nazi Germany. 

American Eugenicists Visiting Early Nazi Germany 

The first American eugenicist who came to Germany to witness the 
application of eugenics measures was William W. Peter, secretary of 
the American Public Health Association. In 1933 and 1934, he traveled 
through Germany for six months on a stipend from the Karl Schurz 
Foundation. During his journey, he visited nearly every major section 
of Germany and met with officials who were responsible for the new 
health and race measures. He also participated in conferences at which 
German physicians were trained to assume their new duties as 

“Rassenpfleger” [racial purifiers] of the German people. Peter’s expe- 
riences convinced him that the Nazi government was applying eugenics 
measures in a “legally and scientifically fair way.” He judged Ger- 
many as the “first modem nation to have reached a goal toward which 
other nations are just looking, or approaching at a snail’s pace.”3 

Back in the United States, Peter deposited a version of informa- 
tion and impressions he recorded with the American Public Health 

Association and published an article in the American Journal of Public 
Health and The Nation s Health. In this article he reassured the Ameri- 
can scientific community that several safeguards would prevent poten- 
tial abuse of the Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny. The 
Hereditary Health Courts and Hereditary Health Supreme Courts, he 
argued, would guarantee the correct application of the law. Peter was 
convinced that the system guaranteed a fair trial for “unfit” members 
of German society. 

The reasons for the sterilization program were readily apparent to 
Peter: 
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Germans must live with themselves within their own borders for the 

immediate future, and depend more than ever upon their own resources. 

These resources are much depleted. Hence the present load of social 

irresponsibles are liabilities which represent a great deal of waste. 

Economic problems, including reparations, public and private postwar 
debts, the loss of colonies, declining foreign trade, the painfully slow 
recovery from inflation and unemployment, and senior citizen pen- 
sions, necessitated the sterilization of the majority of the nation’s 
700,000 handicapped people. Peter explained to his readers that “to 
one who lives [in Germany] for some time, such a sterilization program 
is a logical thing.”4 

The tone of Peter’s article, written for the American scientific 
community, contrasted sharply with an article he published in Neues 

Volk, a popular journal of the Racial Political Office of the National 
Socialist Party. Peter told his German readers of a dream he had about a 
procession of people, many of them crippled. In that dream the few 
strong people were forced to carry the crippled, blind, and deaf on their 
backs. Horrified at this spectacle, Peter asked a strong, blond man why 
he had to cater to the handicapped. The blond man told him that he did 
not know the reason, but that he had carried the burden since his youth 
and would go on carrying it until his death. He explained to Peter that 
the handicapped were of diverse races and cultures. He complained that 
they also had many more children than the healthy. The old man on his 
back, for example, had ten children. 

Deeply disturbed, Peter inquired, “Why do you not undertake 
anything to hinder hereditarily ill people from reproducing more of 
their kind?” Suddenly, he noticed a group in the procession with a 
much lighter burden, including hundreds and hundreds of people who 
had nothing at all on their backs. He saw nearly no handicapped babies 
or small children. He asked the first man he encountered how they 
managed to have so few handicapped children. The man answered that, 
since 1934, they had curtailed the reproduction of all the “misfortu- 
nate.” He explained to Peter how they had constructed social institutes 
staffed by doctors and lawyers who decided each sterilization case 
individually. He asked Peter if he could imagine anyone who would 
like to raise a child who would be nothing but a burden throughout his 
or her life. 

Peter explained to his readers that, although the story was only a 
dream, one question haunted him: “How long, how long shall this 
huge burden of misery press down upon mankind?” He concluded that 
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“an overtaxed world waits hopefully for the result of the recent great 
enterprise in Germany, which shall enrich human life.”5 

The person who studied German race policy in the greatest detail 
and who did a lot to propagate the advantages of Nazi race politics 
within the American eugenics movement was Marie E. Kopp. Kopp, 
who was not very well known in the scientific world before her compre- 
hensive publications about Nazi race policy, had visited Germany for 
six months in 1935 on an Oberlander Fellowship. Her job was to 
conduct a detailed study of the origin, application, and impact of the 
German eugenics policy and to compare it to what she had observed on 
a prior journey in 1932. Through contact with scientists at the Kaiser 
Wilhelm Institutes, she received permission in 1935 to interview super- 
intendents of hospitals and other health institutions, judges of the He- 
reditary Health Courts, and a large number of physicians, surgeons, 
psychiatrists, and social workers. She was allowed to visit any public 
service agency related to her study. 

After her return to the United States, Kopp influenced the debate 
about eugenic measures by publishing speeches and articles in major 
eugenic, medical, sociological, and criminological journals. She 
stressed the importance of Germany as the “first country in the world to 
put an extensive eugenics program into operation among its 65 million 
people.” Such racial measures “were imperative to correct conditions 
undermining the health of the nation.”6 

In a presentation at the Twenty-fifth Meeting of the Eugenics 
Research Association in which she compared the sterilization laws of 
several countries, she stressed that one of the unique features of the 
German law was that it was not limited to persons in institutions. Only 
in Germany would the “outward manifestation of a hereditary disease 
bring every individual under provisions of the law, irrespective of 
class, race, and creed.”7 At another meeting, she reported to members 
of the eugenics and sterilization movement that: 

Sterilization law is accepted as beneficial legislation, designated to mini- 

mize the difficulties of the afflicted. All possible safeguards are taken to 

forestall miscarriages of justice in whatever form they may oc- 

cur. . . .Iam convinced that the law is administered in entire fairness 

and that discrimination of class, race, creed, political, or religious belief 

does not enter into the matter. I say this with confidence because I had 

the rare opportunity to examine case histories in large number in various 

sections of the country and to familiarize myself with the proceedings of 

the Hereditary Health Courts.8 
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Kopp reported that medical circles in Germany and elsewhere believed 
that properly performed sterilization operations had no adverse effects 
on health. She was especially impressed that only 0.4 percent of all 
women died during sterilization operations. Kopp explained this “re- 
markably low rate,” a total of 4,500 women, by pointing to the fact 
that most of those sterilized were in good physical health.9 

Kopp considered the Sterilization Law as part of a comprehensive 
eugenics program in Germany. She regarded “positive” eugenic 
measures—the encouragement of racially pure, healthier, superior hu- 
man beings—as especially important. She explained that the 1933 Law 
to Reduce Unemployment reduced “male unemployment by relegating 
back to the home the underpaid women workers.” The reemployment 
of men would encourage them to marry earlier while giving women at 
home the possibility to raise the children under proper conditions. 
Kopp explained that marriage loans were given to healthy men when 
their wives relinquished employment and agreed not to engage in paid 
work until after full repayment of the loan. Loans of up to $480 could 
be attained by marrying. With the birth of each baby, the state waived 
25 percent of the original loan.10 

More prominent eugenicists, including two presidents of the 
American Eugenics Research Association, also traveled to Germany in 
order to obtain firsthand information about the implementation of Nazi 
race policies. Clarence Campbell visited racial hygiene institutes while 
attending the International Population Congress in Berlin in 1935. He 
became convinced that the conference presentation by the National 
Socialists had accurately described the theoretical goals and demon- 
strated how theory was translated into the practical reality of race 
improvement. 

Campbell’s successor as president of the Eugenics Research Asso- 
ciation, banker and millionaire Charles M. Goethe, was equally enthu- 
siastic about the development of the race policies in Nazi Germany. 
Goethe was a founder of the Eugenics Society of Northern California 
and the Immigration Study Commission, which lobbied to extend the 
Johnson Immigration Restriction Act to include Latin America. He was 
especially interested in restricting Mexican immigration. Goethe, who 
worked closely with Popenoe and Gosney, was a trustee of the Human 
Betterment Foundation, a member of the advisory board of the Sacra- 
mento Mental Health Association, and a member of the advisory board 
of the American Genetics Association. He funded eugenics organiza- 
tions on both the East and West coasts. As president of various firms 
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and of the Goethe Bank, Goethe traveled frequently to Germany. He 
used his annual business trips to study the progress of eugenics mea- 
sures. Goethe reported his findings to the Eugenics Research Associa- 
tion and Human Betterment Foundation and called for a similar policy 
to be enacted in the United States.11 He wrote to Gosney about how the 
United States and Gosney personally had contributed to eugenic devel- 
opments in Germany: 

You will be interested to know that your work has played a powerful part 

in shaping the opinions of the group of intellectuals who are behind 

Hitler in this epoch-making program. Everywhere I sensed that their 

opinions have been tremendously stimulated by American thought, and 

particularly by the work of the Human Betterment Foundation. I want 

you, my dear friend, to carry this thought with you for the rest of your 

life, that you have really jolted into action a great government of 

60,000,000 people.12 

Another important figure of the eugenics movement, Marion S. 
Norton, visited Germany in 1938. She studied sterilization laws and 
efforts to legislate sterilization in Switzerland, Denmark, Sweden, Fin- 
land, and England. Norton became well known in Germany for pam- 
phlets she published and for her role as a major figure of the Steriliza- 
tion League of New Jersey. The tone of a pamphlet that she published 
in 1937, entitled Selective Sterilization in Primer Form, reveals the 

similarities between the sterilization propaganda of her own organiza- 
tion and the racial propaganda of National Socialism. One of the photo- 
graphs in the pamphlets carried the following caption: 

See the happy moron; 

He doesn’t have a care, 

His children and his problems 

Are all for us to bear.13 

In 1935 Norton published a small pamphlet entitled Sterilization 
and the Organized Opposition, an angry counterattack against Catholic 
critics of sterilization. The pamphlet received special attention among 
German racial hygienists and politicians. She countered claims that 
sterilization in Germany was used to eliminate Jews, and complained 
that such rumors stemmed from the “cunning effort on the part of 
Catholics to emotionally stampede people, who otherwise would sup- 
port a measure for social health.” She criticized the “strangulating 
power” of Pope Pius XT s opposition to all forms of population control 
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that he reiterated in his Encyclical Casti Connubii on December 31, 
1930. Nazi race politicians used Norton’s pamphlet when confronting 
Catholic opposition to the Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny. 
On September 18, 1937, Gottfried Frey, member of the health depart- 
ment of the Reich minister of the interior, wrote a report for the Reich 
Chancellory about the “fight of the Catholic Church against the Law on 
Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny.’’ In the report he quoted Norton to 
prove that the opposition of the Catholic Church was coordinated 
“from abroad (Rome)” rather than from Germany. Frey also argued 
that Norton had unveiled a change in the strategy of the Catholic 
Church. After first attacking sterilization laws as incompatible with 

moral and religious standards, the Catholic hierarchy had switched to 
attacking the scientific basis of eugenics measures.14 

Because of her renown, Norton was cordially received by Falk 

Ruttke. She gladly fulfilled his request to compose English captions for 
a German sterilization film called The Fatal Chain of Hereditary Dis- 
ease. Impressed by the movie, she purchased a copy for the Steriliza- 
tion League of New Jersey. In addition, she ordered twenty-seven 
photographs used by German race propagandists. Convinced that the 
German people saw sterilization as an individual “benefit, not as pun- 
ishment,” she continued to promote Nazi race policies abroad. After 
returning to the United States in the summer of 1938, she published her 
experiences in an eight-page pamphlet entitled Major Provisions for 
Population Control Abroad. This pamphlet included summaries of the 
Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny and other sterilization 
laws.15 

American Eugenicists in Germany during World War II 

Even after the beginning of World War II, American eugenicists con- 
tinued to visit Germany. In the winter of 1939-1940, for example, 
American geneticist T. U. H. Ellinger visited Germany, apparently 
undeterred by recent displays of Nazi aggression. He met with Hans 
Nachtsheim, a geneticist at the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Anthropol- 

ogy, Human Heredity, and Eugenics, and examined Nachtheim’s elab- 
orate experiments on the genetic causes of disease. During a meeting 
with the director of the Institute, Eugen Fischer, Ellinger was also 
introduced to Wolfgang Abel, who wore the black uniform of the S.S. 
Abel was an anthropologist known for his research on Gypsies and 
bushmen and had been active in sterilization campaigns directed 
toward blacks. He later served as an adviser to the S.S. concerning the 
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problem of “Germanizing” Nordic elements in the Russian popula- 

tion. Abel presented El linger with detailed information about research 

on the “Jewish element” in the German population.16 

After his return to the United States, Ellinger explained to readers 

of the Journal of Heredity .that the treatment of Jews in Germany had 

nothing to do with religious persecution. Rather, it was entirely “a 

large-scale breeding project, with the purpose of eliminating from the 

nation the hereditary attributes of the Semitic race.” He compared the 

relationship of German science to the brutal treatment of Jews with that 

of American scientists and the black population. He viewed the deci- 

sion to eliminate inferior “hereditary attributes” from the nation and 

the decision to support the procreation of “Nordic elements” as strictly 

a matter of politics that had nothing to do with science. “But,” he 

concluded, “when the problem arises as to how the breeding project 

may be carried out most effectively, after the politicians have decided 

upon its desirability, biological science can assist even the Nazis.” 

Ellinger was impressed by the “amazing amount of unbiased in- 

formation” collected by the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute regarding the 

physical and psychological defectiveness of Jews. Ellinger believed 

that the Institute could play an important role in defining whether or not 

a person had Jewish ancestors. He wrote: 

If it be decided by the Nazi politicians that persons with Jewish ancestors 
shall be prevented from mating with those who have not such ancestors, 
science can undoubtedly assist them in carrying out a reasonably correct 
labeling of every doubtful individual. The rest remains in the cruel hands 
of the S.S., the S.A., and the Gestapo. 

Ellinger speculated that the idea behind the cruel treatment of the Jews 

“might be to discourage them from giving birth to children doomed to 

a life of horrors.” In 1942, the year that witnessed the installation of 

gas chambers in Auschwitz, Ellinger argued that if the cruelties “were 

accomplished, the Jewish problem would solve itself in a generation, 

but it would have been a great deal more merciful to kill the unfortunate 

outright.”17 

Characteristically, the only critic of Ellinger’s article in the Jour- 

nal of Heredity was a Jewish emigrant from Germany, Richard Gold- 

schmidt, who had been a former assistant director of the Kaiser 

Wilhelm Institute for Anthropology, Human Heredity, and Eugenics. 

Goldschmidt criticized Ellinger’s “naive paean of praise” for the 

Nazis. Based on his own experiences and his dismissal from the Insti- 
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tute, Goldschmidt argued that the Nazis prostituted science. Further- 
more, distinguishing between Germans and Jews was impossible, he 
argued, because Germans as well as Jews encompassed a mixture of 
genetic elements.18 Goldschmidt, however, who also maintained that 
Nazism was better than Bolshevism,19 did not challenge the basic 
assumptions of Ellinger’s article: the belief in the need for race im- 
provement. 

At the same time that Ellinger was studying Nazi race policies, 
Lothrop Stoddard also spent four months in Germany. Nazi propa- 
ganda pointed proudly to the fact that such famous American eugeni- 
cists were visiting Germany, even after the outbreak of war. Stoddard 
traveled officially as a journalist for the North American Newspaper 
Alliance, but he used his reputation as a famous eugenicist and racial 
anthropologist to gain access to the highest ranks of the Nazi hierarchy. 
Stoddard’s books, particularly The Rising Tide of Color Against White- 
World-Supremacy and The Revolt Against Civilization, won him re- 

nown throughout the white world. He was praised, for example, by 
President Herbert Hoover, and he testified before the House Immigra- 
tion Committee in 1924.20 

In contrast to his journalistic colleagues, Stoddard was allowed to 
speak with high-level German officials, such as Heinrich Himmler, 
chief of the German Secret Police and of the S.S., Joachim von Rib- 
bentrop, minister of foreign affairs, and Richard Walther Darre, head 

of agriculture. He even met personally with Adolf Hitler. William L. 
Shirer, an American colleague who had been in Germany since 1934, 
complained that the Reich minister for propaganda gave special prefer- 

ence to Stoddard because his writings on racial subjects were 1 ‘featured 
in Nazi school textbooks.”21 

Stoddard also met with top Nazi racial hygienists, such as Hans 

F. K. Gunther, Eugen Fischer, and Fritz Lenz, and visited their institu- 
tions.22 He was impressed by the comprehensive character of the Nazi 
race policy. According to Stoddard, Hitler’s race ideology consisted of 
two very dissimilar aspects: 

The first of these concerns differences between human stocks. Hitler 

assumes that such differences are vitally important and that “the purity 

of the racial strain must be preserved.” Therefore, logically, crossings 

between them are an evil. This is the Nazi doctrine best described as 

racialism. The interesting thing is that Hitler does not here stop to labor 

the point. He takes it for granted as self-evident and passes on to other 

matters. . . . These concern improvement within the racial stock, that 

61 



THE NAZI CONNECTION 

are recognized everywhere as constituting the modem science of eu- 
genics, or race-betterment.23 

Stoddard emphasized that in practice the Third Reich concentrated on 
the regeneration of the German stock. He viewed racialism, on the 
other hand, as a “passing phenomenon.” Stoddard claimed in 1940 
that the “Jews problem” is “already settled in principle and soon to be 
settled in fact by the physical elimination of the Jews themselves from 
the Third Reich.”24 

Stoddard explained that when the Nazis came to power, Germany 
was biologically in bad shape. The “best stock” had perished on 
the battlefields of World War I, and economic depression, mass unem- 

ployment, and widespread hopelessness had caused the birthrate to 
drop so quickly that the nation was no longer reproducing itself. The 

elements of “highest social value” refused to have children, while the 
‘morons, criminals, and other antisocial elements” reproduced “at a 

rate of nine times as great as that of the general population.” 
When the Nazis came to power, argued Stoddard, they started to 

increase “both the size and the quality of the population.” They cou- 
pled initiatives designed to encourage “sound” citizens to reproduce 
with a “drastic curb on the defective elements. ”25 Stoddard personally 

witnessed how the Nazis were “weeding out the worst strains in the 
Germanic stock in a scientific and truly humanitarian way.” On the 
recommendation of German racial hygienists and because of his con- 
tacts with leaders of the Nazi Party and the state, he was able to attend a 
session of a Hereditary Health Supreme Court. For Stoddard, these 
courts constituted a sophisticated system for the implementation of the 
Nazi race policies. 

At the Hereditary Health Supreme Court in Charlottenburg, Ber- 
lin, he joined two regular Nazi judges, a psychopathologist, and a 

criminal psychologist. Stoddard reported on four cases that he re- 
viewed in order to illustrate the urgency of sterilizations: 

1. An “apelike” man with a receding forehead and flaring nostrils who 
had a history of homosexuality and was married to a “Jewess” by 
whom he had three “ne’er-do-well children.” 

2. An obvious manic-depressive, of whom Stoddard wrote that “there 

was no doubt that he should be sterilized.” 
3. An eighteen-year-old deaf-mute girl with several “unfortunate” 

hereditary factors in her family. 
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4. A seventeen-year-old mentally retarded girl employed as a helper in 
an inexpensive restaurant. 

Stoddard left that court session convinced that the law was "being 
administered with strict regard for its provisions and that, if anything, 
judgments were almost too conservative.”26 He was impressed that 
such measures to eliminate "inferior elements” were also accom- 
panied by financial support for the procreation of "hereditarily valu- 
able” couples and by a systematic program to propagate a "racial and 
eugenic consciousness.” 

The first-hand information that American eugenicists carried 
home from their visits to Germany shaped the image of German race 
policy within the United States. Their positive impressions of the Nazi 
policy influenced the scientific community. They countered the nega- 
tive reports by Jewish and politically progressive German scientists 
who had been forced to emigrate and who attempted to inform the 
American public about the inhuman and destructive character of Nazi 
policy. 
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Science and Racism: The Influence 
of Different Concepts of Race on 
Attitudes toward Nazi Race Policies 

German National Socialism, within its favored racial group, has one 
of the most eugenic attitudes but its ultraracialism otherwise betrays it 
into dysgenic practice.1 

Eugenicist Roswell H. Johnson in 1934 

Despite widespread support for Nazi race policies within the American 
eugenics movement, American historical scholarship has traditionally 
argued that only a small group of eugenicists supported Nazi race 
policies, and that this group was increasingly marginalized and dis- 
credited within the scientific community. Historians like Mark H. Hal- 
ler, Kenneth M. Ludmerer, and Daniel J. Kevles have differentiated 
between two groups within the eugenics movement. The first lent sup- 
port to Nazi policies and shared similar goals with the Nazis— 
improvement of the white race through the elimination of “inferior” 
elements and prevention of miscegenation with other races. The second 
group, which gained increasing influence in the 1930s, assumed a 
critical stance toward Nazi race policies. 

Three historians—Haller, Ludmerer, and Nils Roll-Hansen— 
have argued that the distinction between these two groups can be ex- 
plained by understanding their relationship to science. They have ar- 
gued that the second group of eugenicists was knowledgeable about the 
latest developments in genetics and in step with modem scientific 
thought. They view the group that supported Nazi racial hygienists, on 
the other hand, as having practiced “pseudoscience" in order to sup- 
port strongly biased political positions.2 

It can be argued that the distinction between two groups of 
eugenicists—one supporting, one opposing, Nazi race policy—is too 
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simplistic. Furthermore, the relationship of eugenicists to science can- 
not be used as an adequate delineating factor. Rather, both groups of 
eugenicists included scientists of international stature, as well as those 
who were more involved in translating scientific positions into publicly 
accessible positions and promoting political action. In the controversies 
among eugenicists about Nazi race policy, scientific and political posi- 
tions were deeply intertwined. To separate eugenicists into groups of 
“scientists” and “pseudoscientists” denies the complex interaction 
between science and politics within the various branches of the Ameri- 
can eugenics movement.3 

Broadly speaking, eugenicists perceived themselves as both scien- 
tists and social activists. Most believed that there should be a close 
relationship between their research and its political implementation. 
The division of labor within the eugenics movement, however, reveals 
a complex picture. The largest group of activists consisted of biolo- 
gists, geneticists, psychiatrists, sociologists, zoologists, and physi- 
cians, who often held prestigious positions within the scientific 
community. Five presidents of the American Association for the Ad- 
vancement of Science (AAAS) served as members of the advisory 
board of the American Eugenics Society. Furthermore, many eugeni- 
cists were highly placed in central positions in related professional 
scientific organizations, such as the American Genetics Association, 
the National Academy of Sciences, the American Sociological Asso- 
ciation, and the American Social Hygiene Association.4 

A smaller group of eugenicists did not possess this type of scien- 
tific background. Eugenicists such as author Albert Edward Wiggam 
and sterilization propagandist Marion S. Norton used scientific lan- 
guage to bolster their arguments, but they did not view themselves as 
professional scientists. Another group, composed of very wealthy 
members of the eugenics movement, understood their role as support- 
ing the movement’s endowment. For example, Mary Harriman, her 

daughter Mary Rumsey, and Charles Goethe provided the movement 
with extensive resources. They sat on the advisory board of the Ameri- 
can Eugenics Society with other benefactors, such as powerful bankers 
Frank Babbott and Robert Garrett.5 

However, despite the varying orientations of members within the 
eugenics movement, almost all saw the scientific and political aspects 
of eugenics as closely interrelated. Professional gatherings usually ad- 

dressed practical policy as well as new research. The distinction be- 
tween “pure” and “applied” eugenics was primarily analytical. 
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The Artificial Separation between Science and Politics 

Some eugenicists tried to distinguish themselves from the more politi- 
cal branch of eugenics. Biologists Ross Harrison, Herbert S. Jennings, 
Clarence McClung, and Raymond Pearl distanced themselves from the 
organized movement in the 1920s because they objected to its use of 
propaganda; however, they continued to adhere to a eugenic ideology. 
Eugenicists such as Charles B. Davenport, Lewellys F. Baker, a physi- 
cian from Johns Hopkins University, and Henry Edward Crampton, a 
zoologist and experimental biologist from Columbia University, 
pursued a different strategy. They served as key figures of the orga- 
nized movement and privately supported its political demands. How- 
ever, they carefully limited their public remarks about the political 
implications of their work. A case study of two individuals, Daven- 
port and Pearl, who saw themselves as engaged solely in “pure” 
eugenics, reveals specific patterns of behavior toward Nazi racial hy- 
gienists. 

Raymond Pearl, professor of biometry and vital statistics at Johns 
Hopkins University, distanced himself from the organized eugenics 
movement in an angry article published in The American Mercury in 
1927. He lambasted the “biology of superiority” taught by many of his 
colleagues. He asserted that eugenics had: 

largely become a mingled mess of ill-grounded and uncritical sociology, 

economics, anthropology, and politics, full of emotional appeals to class 

and race prejudices, solemnly put forth as science, and unfortunately 

accepted as such by the general public.6 

Pearl shifted his interest to population science, a field in which he 
had already done research. He maintained only loose ties with the 
organized eugenics movement, but clearly did not want to disassociate 
himself completely from eugenics. In 1935, when William K. Gregory 
threatened to sever his connection to the eugenics movement if Eugenic 

News did not cease publishing favorable articles on Nazi eugenics, 
Pearl intervened. Gregory, a paleontologist at the American Museum 
of Natural History and president of the New York Academy of Medi- 
cine, served on the board and advisory council of the American Eu- 
genics Society from 1923 to 1935 and was a member of the executive 
committee of the Galton Society. In response to his threat to re- 
sign from the Galton Society, Pearl urged him to reconsider his deci- 
sion.7 
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The reasons for Pearl’s intervention in this matter are unclear. 
Although he saw some justification for anti-Semitic policies, he crit- 
icized the belief in Nordic superiority.8 When anthropologist Franz 
Boas started a campaign in 1935 against the Nazi race policy and asked 
prominent anthropologists, geneticists, and population scientists to 
sign a petition against the Nazi ideology of Nordic superiority, Pearl 
questioned the wisdom of the action Boas proposed: 

I have a strong aversion to round-robins by scientific men, and most 

particularly where the pronouncement is really, however camouflaged, 

about political questions or angles of political questions which have more 

or less relation to purely scientific matters. In my observation such 

round-robins never do any good in correcting an evil they are supposed 

or intended to correct, and, furthermore, in my observation they always 

do harm to the scientific men who sign them and through these men to 

science itself.9 

Pearl feared that the close connection of German racial hygienists, 
geneticists, and population scientists to Nazi politics would damage the 
reputation of eugenics and population science on an international level. 
By differentiating between “legitimate” science and politics, he could 
criticize aspects of the German race policy while continuing to support 
Nazi science until the late 1930s. He published in the Zeitschrift fiir 

Rassenkunde, a scientific journal for racial hygiene in Nazi Germany, 
as late as 1937.10 

Davenport, director of the Station for Experimental Evolution 
(1904-1934) and the Eugenics Record Office (1910-1934), made a 
similar distinction between politics and science in Nazi Germany.11 

Although Davenport campaigned for sterilization laws and for the Im- 
migration Restriction Act of 1924, he generally tried to distance him- 
self from eugenics propaganda. He argued that the eugenics movement 
should be careful not to connect itself too closely with advocates among 
eugenicists who favored health and food fads, “fitter family” contests, 
and baby shows, as well as with proponents of more serious causes like 
birth control, prohibition, and legislation against child labor.12 

Davenport’s sharp distinction between science and politics al- 
lowed him to cultivate and extend his relations with Nazi racial hy- 
gienists until 1940, a time by which most other eugenicists had ceased 
extensive involvement with their colleagues in Germany. Between 
1933 and 1940, Davenport published several articles in German jour- 
nals for racial hygiene. In 1934, he participated in the festschrift for 
Eugen Fischer. As late as 1939 he wrote a contribution to the festschrift 
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for Otto Reche, an anthropologist who later became a leading figure in 
planning the “removal” of “inferior” populations in eastern Ger- 
many.13 

In addition to his publications in German journals, Davenport held 
positions on the editorial boards of two influential German journals, the 
Zeitschrift fur Rassenkunde und ihrer Nachbargebiete and the Zeit- 
schrift fur menschliche Vererbungs- und Konstitutionslehre, both of 
which were founded in 1935. His position as editor of the latter allows 
insight into Davenport’s relationship to science in Nazi Germany. 
When asked by Gunther Just, professor of human heredity and eu- 
genics in Greifswald, to join the editorial board of the forthcoming 
journal, Davenport cabled a one-word reply in May 1934: “ Yes. ”14 On 
June 26, 1934, Davenport received a letter from Julius Bauer of the 
medical department of the University of Vienna. Bauer had originally 
been considered for the position as second editor. He informed Daven- 
port that he had been prevented from becoming an editor of the journal 
because scientists of Jewish ancestry were now forbidden to edit pub- 
lications that appeared in Germany. He urged Davenport to recognize 
that scientific journals in Germany were strongly influenced by political 
decisions.15 Davenport did not respond to Bauer, and his name ap- 
peared on the editorial board list of the Zeitschrift fur menschliche 
Vererbungs- und Konstitutionslehre until 1939. 

In October 1935, Walter Landauer, a German socialist geneticist 
and eugenicist who emigrated to the United States before 1933, asked 
Davenport to sign a protest resolution against the politically motivated 
expulsion of German geneticist Julius Schaxel from the German Soci- 
ety for Genetics. Davenport did not sign the resolution, although he 
agreed that members of a scientific society should not be expelled for 
political reasons. He wrote to Landauer that he had “some doubt as to 
how far the scientific workers in one country should interfere in the 
public policy of another country even though this policy affects the 
scientific work of a colleague in that country. ’ ’ He believed that Ameri- 
can scientists should help politically persecuted scientists “individu- 
ally in any way we can, but there is no use to write protests to Mr. 
Hitler.”16 

Davenport’s refusal to acknowledge fully the highly politicized 
nature of eugenics and genetics in Nazi Germany was also expressed in 
his refusal to support an initiative to approve a panel devoted to ques- 
tioning the scientific basis of ethnic racism at the Seventh International 
Congress for Genetics, planned for 1937 in Moscow. In his answer to 
representatives of this initiative, he stated that such a discussion would 
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only result in an “angry, political debate” and would “bring genetics 
into bad repute.”17 

The strict distinction between eugenics as science and eugenics as 
politics that allowed Pearl and Davenport to cooperate with Nazi racial 
hygienists was not typical of the eugenics movement as a whole. The 
majority of eugenicists resisted making distinctions between pure and 
applied eugenics. Most did not regard the political aspects of their work 
as problematic because they viewed the practical applications of eu- 
genics as stemming logically and directly from a scientific basis. Be- 
cause the majority of the eugenicists agreed with the principle of com- 
bining biological science with politics, differences in their reactions to 
Nazi race policy cannot be explained by understanding their specific 
relationship to scientific research. 

Racism as the Core of the American Eugenics Movement 

A useful way to distinguish between strands in the eugenics movement 
is to emphasize their differing conceptions of race improvement. All 
eugenicists held the idea that it was possible to distinguish between 
inferior and superior elements of society, but not all traced inferiority 
directly to an ethnic basis. It can be argued, however, that any attempt 
to designate a group as inferior, combined with a political agenda of 
race improvement through discrimination, constitutes racism. This fol- 
lows a recent trend in scholarship that treats any eugenic discrimination 
against “inferior” people as an expression of racism.18 

My understanding of eugenics as closely intertwined with racism 
relies on a broad conception of racism that extends beyond ethnicity 
and skin color by distinguishing two forms of racism: ethnic and eu- 
genic. Ethnic racism represents “classical racism,” the application of 
hierarchical standards to the taxonomy of human racial groups. Such 
ideology is based on a “typological,” “morphological,” or “anthro- 
pological” understanding of race. For example, Hans F. K. Gunther 
defined race in a strictly zoological sense, as a “group of human 
beings, which distinguishes itself through a specific combination of 
physical and mental traits from every other group of human beings. ’ ’19 

He distinguished between three races: the black race of the Negroids, 
the yellow race of the Mongoloids, and the white race of the Europoids. 
Among whites, the Nordic race was the most superior group. The 
leading nations of the earth, so argued Gunther, are those nations with 
the strongest hint of Nordic blood.20 

Eugenic racism is based on a genetic understanding of race. Race 
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in this view is regarded as unity of procreation, preservation, and 
development. It is an attempt to define group cohesion biologically, but 
without referring to a fixed typology of qualitative differences.21 Eu- 
genicists in this tradition focus on the improvement of their own race by 
eliminating its “negative” traits. Eugenic racism, therefore, is the 
demarcation of certain elements within a particular race, followed by 
attempts to reduce these elements through discriminatory policies.22 

Alfred Ploetz, for example, based his theory of the “vital race” on the 
ideas of Francis Galton, the English founder of eugenics. Ploetz distin- 
guished a vital race from the typological system of races, which, in his 
opinion, was only a narrow morphological description of species.23 

Both eugenic and ethnic racism represent attempts to define 
groups of human beings either by visible differences or through scien- 
tific methods, and to distinguish between them physically, psycho- 
logically, intellectually, socially, or culturally. These two concepts of 
race, as historian Gisela Bock has argued, work together: Every “eth- 
nic” or “anthropological” race has a “population genetic” constitu- 
tion, and every “population genetic” race includes one, several, or all 
“ethnic” or “anthropological” races.24 Both concepts of race are 
therefore based on the belief that human beings are of different value. 
This more or less arbitrary hierarchical taxonomy is translated into 
biological terminology and implies that human beings should be treated 
differently due to their value for their race or society.25 

The eugenics movements in the United States and in Germany 
attempted to combine ethnic and eugenic racism into a comprehensive 
program of race improvement. The main textbooks of both move- 
ments, Paul Popenoe and Roswell H. Johnson’s Applied Eugenics 
and the German manual, referred to as the “Baur, Fischer, Lenz,” 
expressed the need to improve the race through the elimination of 
inferior members of “white” or “Nordic” stock and by hindering 
miscegenation of this stock with inferior races.26 In the mid-1920s, 
Hitler summarized his underlying racial ideology in Mein Kampf as: 
Just as “one people is not equal to another,” so “one person is not 
equal to another within one Volksgemeinschaft [ethnic community]”; 
therefore, “the individuals within a Volksgemeinschaft must be 
differently evaluated, especially as regards the right to have chil- 
dren.”27 

Although the combination of ethnic and eugenic racism was facili- 
tated by the common goal of race improvement, the linkage of these 
two forms of racism in the ideology of mainstream eugenicists in 
Germany and the United States was not automatic, as Bock has argued. 
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Rather, ethnic and eugenic racism interacted in complex ways within 
their specific historical and national contexts in the first half of the 
twentieth century. We can understand conflicts, dissociations, coali- 
tions, and associations among eugenicists and racial hygienists in part 
by examining to what extent various factions expressed ethnic racism 
in their eugenic proposals for race improvement. 

Different Concepts of Race Improvement among American Eugenicists 

Historians of eugenics have normally differentiated the American eu- 
genics movement into two groups. The first group, called “mainline 
eugenicists” by Daniel Kevles, favored the elimination of “degener- 
ate” elements within the white race and argued for preventing mis- 
cegenation between races. The second group, the so-called reform 
eugenicists, tried to separate themselves from mainline eugenicists and 
National Socialists by advocating selection on an individual rather than 
ethnic basis.28 This distinction parallels attempts by historians to dis- 
tinguish between critics and supporters of Nazi race policies; most of 
the mainline eugenicists have been viewed as supportive, while reform 
eugenicists have been regarded as critical of Nazi race policies. 

Some recent scholarship has recognized the inherently racist char- 
acter of both groups of eugenicists and has argued that any attempt to 
distinguish between mainline and reform eugenicists is extremely prob- 
lematic. Barry Mehler has pointed out that the borders between these 
two groups were highly fluid, and that it is difficult to firmly situate 
individual eugenicists in one camp or the other. Furthermore, he argues 
that the ultimate consequences of the ideas of both groups were often 
the same.29 

While agreeing with these points, I also believe that it is essential 
to retain an appreciation for the differences between various branches 
of the eugenics movement. Specifically, I see the need to distinguish 
analytically between three groups within the eugenics movement: 
mainline eugenicists, racial anthropologists, and reform eugenicists. In 
addition, a fourth group, which I refer to as socialist eugenicists, had 
only tenuous connections to the organized eugenics movement in the 
United States. This group will be discussed in Chapter 7. My differen- 
tiation is based on various understandings of race improvement, which, 
I will argue, shaped the positions of eugenicists toward Nazi race 
policies. By using these categories, I do not want to imply that the 
groups had clear-cut group identities. The categories should be re- 
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garded as “ideal types” that can help clarify various strands of thought 
within eugenics, not as entirely distinct, separate entities. 

Mainline eugenicists dominated the eugenics movements in the 
United States, Scandinavia, and Germany until the early 1930s. They 
believed in white superiority, yet argued that the white race also needed 
further improvement. Mainline eugenicists explained the inequality 
between races as the result of superior adaptation by some groups in the 
struggle for existence. In other words, whites were viewed as more 
advanced than others in the evolutionary process. Mainline eugenicists, 
such as Harry H. Laughlin and Leon F. Whitney, thus agreed in princi- 
ple with the ethnic as well as the eugenic racism implemented in Nazi 
Germany. Although most mainline eugenicists were anti-Semitic them- 
selves, they were careful not to be too blatant in supporting Nazi 
discrimination against the Jews. They feared that Nazi anti-Semitism 
would dominate the perception of eugenics in the United States and 
would overshadow the more “acceptable” measures, such as steriliza- 
tion, marriage restrictions for handicapped people, and special support 
for the procreation of “worthy” couples. Mainline eugenicists sought 
to redirect public attention to these “exemplary” eugenic measures and 
tried to minimize the anti-Semitism of Nazi Germany, especially after 
the passing of the Nuremberg Law against miscegenation in 1935. 

In a speech at the conference of the American Eugenics Society in 
1937, Maria Kopp tried to shift emphasis away from the anti-Semitic 
measures of the Nuremberg Laws to what she saw as the more impor- 
tant marriage restrictions placed on the mentally and physically hand- 
icapped.30 Similarly, Laughlin, in an article promoting the previously 
mentioned propaganda film Erbkrank, claimed that “there is no racial 
propaganda of any sort in the picture,” despite a long passage in the 
film about the connection between Jewishness and a disposition to 
mental illness.31 

The group of eugenicists who voiced the strongest support for 
Nazi Germany was clustered around racial anthropologists Madison 
Grant, Lothrop Stoddard, and Clarence G. Campbell. American racial 
anthropologists were closely tied to mainline eugenicists in national 
eugenics societies. Racial anthropologists, however, based their ideol- 
ogy on the presumption of French race philosopher Arthur Comte de 
Gobineau that races are innately unequal. Their belief in Nordic superi- 
ority was combined with a strong anti-Semitic bias.32 Racial anthro- 
pologists were more explicit than were mainline eugenicists in voicing 
support both for eugenic racism in Nazi Germany, which concerned all 
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ethnic groups, as well as for racism directed specifically at ethnic and 
religious minorities. When Grant’s second important book, The Con- 
quest of a Continent, appeared in 1933, a reviewer for The New York 
Times correctly noted: “Substitute Aryan for Nordic, and a good deal 
of Mr. Grant’s argument would lend itself without much difficulty to 
the support of some recent pronouncements in Germany.’’33 Grant 
personally arranged for copies of this book to be sent to German eu- 
genicists Eugen Fischer and Fritz Lenz, as well as to Alfred Rosenberg, 
chief ideologist for the National Socialists.34 In 1937 the book appeared 
in a full German translation. In a foreword to the translated version, 
Eugen Fischer stressed that Grant was “no stranger to German readers 

of writing on race and eugenics’’ and added that, in a time when the 
racial idea has become one of the chief foundations of the National 
Social State’s policies, “no one has as much reason to note the work of 
this man with the keenest of attention as does a German of today.’’35 

Racial anthropologists, however, were conscious of the need to be 
cautious in propagating the ethnic racism of Nazi Germany too openly. 
Madison Grant wrote to his friend Laughlin that, although “most peo- 
ple of our type’’ were in sympathy with Germany’s actions, eugenicists 
had to “proceed cautiously in endorsing them.’’36 Grant’s letter indi- 
cates that the difference between mainline eugenicists and racial an- 
thropologists in their support for National Socialists was primarily an 
issue of degree and willingness to be outspoken. 

Reform eugenicists, grouped around Frederick Osborn, Roswell 
H. Johnson, and Ellsworth Huntington—all of whom served as presi- 
dents of the American Eugenics Society—distanced themselves from 
the blatant ethnic racism of the racial anthropologists and National 
Socialists. They argued that biological differences between groups 
were negligible compared to the much more significant biological dif- 
ferences existing between individuals. 

Roswell H. Johnson, member of the board of directors of the 
American Eugenics Society from 1928 to 1932, laid the ideological 
basis for reform eugenicists. Focusing his attack on Madison Grant, 
Johnson criticized the notion that all members of one race were in 
principle superior to those of other races; he labeled such views “ultra- 
racist.’’37 In contrast to racial anthropologists and National Socialists, 
he developed a concept of “overlap racism. ’ ’ His premise was “that in 
mental traits some races do differ in a significant degree, although the 
overlap is so great that individual differences outrank social differences 
in importance.’’ In other words, although races differed in quality, the 
high-quality individuals of a lesser race might be superior to low- 
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quality individuals of a higher race. Still, the chances of finding a 
superior human being were higher among whites than they were among 
members of other races. Osborn refrained from using the term overlap 
racism to describe the direction he favored for the American Eugenics 
Society. 

As historian Barry Mehler has pointed out, however, the ethnic 
racism of reform eugenicists was only thinly disguised. Osborn and his 
colleagues used the “problem” of “differential fertility” as a code for 
expressing alarm at the supposed decline of white, Northern European 
stock. Despite the fact that the Indian and Mexican populations were 
small in the United States, Osborn viewed the high differential growth 
of Indians and Mexicans as problematic. When eugenicists, who 
claimed that they preferred individual selection over ethnic selection, 
lamented the fact that “genetically inferior” populations of the rural 
South and West were reproducing faster than “hereditarily more valu- 
able” stock in the Northeast, the “genetically inferior” population 
they discussed was clearly conceived of as predominantly black, In- 
dian, and Mexican.38 

The racism of reform eugenicists shaped their specific position 
toward Nazi race policy. Criticism by this group focused on the dis- 
crimination against Jews in Germany and on the concept of Nordic 
superiority. Johnson regretted that the enormous progress of the eu- 
genics movement under Hitler “suffered by being linked with anti- 
Semitism.” He feared that the “excellent eugenic program” adopted 
by the Nazis would be nullified by the “dysgenic” consequences of 
discrimination against ethnic minorities. The persecution of heredi- 
tarily “superior” Jews would cause Germany to “remain behind the 

attainment that would otherwise have been theirs.”39 

Osborn also combined criticism of Nazi Nordic arrogance and 
discrimination against Jews with enthusiasm for Nazi eugenic mea- 
sures. In 1937, he praised the Nazi eugenic program as the “most 
important experiment which has ever been tried.” Despite his doubts 
that compulsory sterilization could obtain better results than voluntary 
sterilization, he called the German sterilization program “apparently 
an excellent one.”40 

American reform eugenicists’ simultaneous criticism of Nazi anti- 
Semitism and enthusiastic support for the Nazi eugenic program were 
possible only because of a refusal to recognize the inseparable connec- 
tion between eugenic and ethnic racism in Nazi Germany. Reform 

eugenicists stressed that eugenic measures in Nazi Germany needed to 
be evaluated independently of Nazi totalitarianism and Nazi anti- 
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Semitism. For example, before the Annual Meeting of the American 
Eugenics Society in May 1938, Osborn lamented the fact that the public 
opposed “the excellent sterilization program in Germany because of its 
Nazi origin.’’41 Thus, reform eugenicists did not equate the eugenics 
measures of Nazi Germany with National Socialism, and they believed 
that Nazi anti-Semitism had nothing to do with the eugenic concept of 
race improvement. In their minds, the fact that the two issues were 
linked together in Nazi Germany was merely an unfortunate coinci- 
dence. 
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The Influence of Nazi Race 
Policies on the Transformation 
of Eugenics in the United States 

I consider Hitler one of the narrow-minded fanatics who have brought 
endless misery over this world. The first unrevised edition of his book 
shows his absolute lack of knowledge. For any intelligent person it is 
not worthwhile to waste as much as a word in regard to the shallow 
twaddle about race, since every honest scientist, whose view is not 
obscured by fanaticism, must be able to see through all the false 
premises and conclusions.1 

Anthropologist Franz Boas in 1935 

Socialist Eugenicists 

The reaction of the eugenics movement to Nazi race policy must be 
seen within the context of the scientific community in the United 
States. In the 1930s, important scientific and political groups grew 
more skeptical about the policy of the eugenics movements toward 
ethnic minorities. The “scientific basis” for discrimination against 
blacks and Jews was questioned by prominent figures, such as socialist 
geneticists Hermann J. Muller and Walter Landauer, liberal geneticist 
L. C. Dunn, and anthropologist Franz Boas. Muller, Landauer, and 
other geneticists enjoyed increasing prestige in the scientific commu- 
nity due to the research successes and growing importance of genetics. 

In contrast to Boas and Dunn, who were in principle critical of 
eugenics, Muller and Landauer represented a group of socialist eugeni- 
cists who were primarily responsible for coordinating the scientific 
critique against Nazi race policies. Although socialist eugenicists ar- 
gued that there were no differences between races, they believed that 
the human race as a whole should be improved by supporting the 
procreation of “capable” individuals and preventing the reproduction 
of “inferior” persons.2 Socialist eugenicists, therefore, as well as 
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critics like Boas and Dunn, focused their opposition on the ethnic 
racism of Nazi Germany. They concentrated their attacks on disman- 
tling the scientific basis of Nazi anti-Semitism, the ideology of Nordic 
superiority, and the Nazi policy of prohibiting miscegenation. They 
argued that the Nazis abused science for their political purposes. Mul- 
ler, for example, warned: 

There is not one iota of evidence from genetics for any such conclusions, 
and it is too bad to have them issued with the apparent stamp of genetic 
authority. They form just the sort of ground which reactionaries desire, 
on which to raise a pseudoscientific edifice for the defense of their system 
of sex, class and race exploitation.3 

The conflict between critical American scientists and Nazi racial 
hygienists escalated during the preparation for the Seventh Interna- 
tional Congress for Genetics. The Congress was originally planned to 
be held in 1937 in Moscow. In 1936, thirty American geneticists sent a 
resolution to the general secretary of the Congress, Russian geneticist 
Solomon G. Levit. They demanded a special section to discuss differ- 
ences between human races, to explore the question of whether theories 
of racial superiority had any scientific basis, and to debate whether 
eugenics measures could lead to any definite improvements in human 
society. Leading American geneticists signed the resolution. Even 
some reform eugenicists signed, including Clarence C. Little, president 
of the American Eugenics Society between 1928 and 1929, and Robert 
C. Cook, editor of the Journal of Heredity.4 

The resolution produced considerable controversy in Germany. At 
a meeting at the Foreign Office in August 1936, the Nazi government 
decided to initiate a broad boycott of the Congress and, if this failed, to 
send only a small delegation to Moscow. Shortly thereafter, the Nazi 
government noted with relief that the Moscow regime had canceled the 
Congress due to its new policy against genetics.5 The Congress was 
then postponed until August 1939 and relocated to Edinburgh. Al- 
though the meeting concluded prematurely due to the outbreak of 
World War II, leading socialist eugenicists and geneticists succeeded in 
preparing a resolution against Nazi race policy—the so-called Genetico 
Manifesto.6 The Manifesto was prepared and supported primarily by 
scientists from the United States. It demanded effective birth control 
and the emancipation of women, stressed the importance of economic 
and political change, and condemned racism against ethnic minorities. 
The Manifesto, however, still adhered to a eugenic ideology: 
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A more widespread understanding of biological principles will bring 
with it the realization that much more than the prevention of genetic 
deterioration is to be sought and that the raising of the level of the 
average of the population nearly to that of the highest now existing in 
isolated individuals, in regard to physical well-being, intelligence and 
temperamental qualities, is an achievement that would ... be physi- 
cally possible within a comparatively small number of generations.7 

The Genetico Manifesto clearly demonstrated that the scientists who 
opposed Nazi race policies did not do so because of opposition to their 
eugenic orientation. The Manifesto signatories were critical only of the 
arbitrary definition of different races and the discrimination against 
ethnic minorities. 

The struggle within the international scientific community of ge- 
neticists concerning the correct position toward Nazi race policy was 
not between a liberal group of anti-eugenical “real” scientists and a 
group of reactionary, racist “pseudoscientists.” Rather, it was primar- 
ily a struggle between scientists with differing conceptions of race 
improvement and different positions as to how science, economics, and 
politics should be used to realize their goals. 

The Transformation within the American Eugenics Movement 

In the 1920s, mainline eugenicists held prestigious positions as pro- 
fessors in universities and as members of leading research institutes, 
where they received support from major foundations. Their influence 
extended into the highest political levels of the state and federal govern- 
ments. The important role they played in shaping immigration policy, 
health administration, and sterilization laws indicates the extent of their 
influence as scientific experts in political decision-making. In the 
1930s, mainline eugenicists and racial anthropologists lost a large part 
of this influence. They even lost their dominance over the primary 
eugenic organization in the United States, the American Eugenics Soci- 
ety, although they continued to dominante the Eugenics Research As- 
sociation, Cold Spring Harbor Laboratories, and the Human Better- 
ment Foundation in California. 

A number of factors contributed to their demise: the deaths of 
important figures like Henry Fairfield Osborn and Madison Grant; the 
retirement of Charles Davenport; public criticism of blatantly anti- 
Semitic statements of eugenicists like Laughlin; discoveries in genetics 
that contradicted the scientific basis of mainline eugenics; and the 

79 



THE NAZI CONNECTION 

demand for a stronger sociological approach to the problems of modem 
society.8 Critics outside the eugenics movement heightened these fac- 
tors by pointing out connections between mainline eugenics and Nazi 
racial hygiene. The strong support of mainline eugenicists for Hitler’s 
race policies provided critics with powerful ammunition for illustrating 
the potential consequences of mainline eugenics ideology. 

The most prominent critic of Nazi race policy and the position of 
mainline eugenicists was Franz Boas, professor of anthropology at 
Columbia University in New York. Boas’ efforts to counteract the 
“vicious, pseudoscientific activity of so-called scientists who try to 
prove the close relation between racial descent and mental character’ ’ 
have been well documented in the work of Elazar Barkan.9 Boas sought 
to publicly reveal the questionable scientific basis of racism, to initiate 
resolutions by scientists and scientific organizations, and to undertake 
new research that would “undermine the belief in race as primary 
factor in cultural behavior.’’10 

After several thwarted attempts to organize scientists against Nazi 
racism in 1933 and 1934, Boas turned toward the more modest goal of 
gaining support for a resolution condemning the theory of Nordic supe- 
riority. Livingston Farrand, president of Cornell University, and Ray- 

mond Pearl both refused to collaborate, so Boas turned to a scientist 
whose views on racial issues were more ambiguous, Harvard anthro- 
pologist Earnest A. Hooton. Hooton was one of the world’s leading 
anthropologists and participated in the American eugenics movement, 
with a special interest in the biological results of miscegenation and 
criminal anthropology. Although Hooton rejected the theory of Nordic 
superiority, he was nevertheless somewhat receptive to the racist no- 
tions of his colleagues in the eugenics movement. He spoke at the 
“Fourth National Conference on Race Betterment,’’ organized by 
Davenport, and wrote to Grant after reading Conquest of the Continent 
that he had “basic sympathy’’ for Grant’s “opposition to the flooding 
of this country [United States] with alien scum.’’11 

Barkan has pointed out that Hooton’s attitudes toward Jews were 
marked by the same ambiguity as his position on race.12 In an article 
designed to combat racism, he described Jewishness as a physically 
determined entity, illustrating his argument with pictures of Jewish 
noses. At the same time, he emphasized the intellectual superiority of 
Jews.13 Hooton stressed his high opinion of Jews, but hoped that they 
would “strive to eradicate certain aggressive and other social charac- 
teristics’’ which “account for some of their trouble.’’14 

Hooton prepared a statement that granted that it was “conceivable 
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that physical races may differ psychologically, in tastes, temperament, 
and even in their intellectual qualities,” but that “a precise scientific 
determination of such differences has not yet been achieved” and “no 
definite relation between any physical criterion of race and mental 
capacity” had yet been found.15 Hooton’s and Boas’ hope that this 
statement would be supported by the leading physical anthropologists 
in the United States was not realized. It’s not surprising that Raymond 
Pearl declined outright. C. H. Danforth, professor of anatomy in the 
medical school of Stanford University, also refused to sign. “The 
Jewish problem in this country is somewhat the responsibility of influ- 
ential Jews themselves,” he argued, who, “because of their Jewish 
racial solidarity,” were “overanxious to retaliate on Germany through 
America.”16 

After the 1937 International Population Congress in Paris, which 
led to an escalation of the conflict between Nazi scientists and their 
critics, Boas and Hooton started a new initiative to establish an inde- 
pendent committee to carry out research on “the whole field of so- 
called racial behavior.”17 This committee included well-known an- 
thropologists, geneticists, psychologists, and sociologists, as well as 
reform eugenicist Frederick Osborn. In a letter to Boas written October 
11, 1937, Osborn described the attempts of reform eugenicists in the 
American Eugenics Society to develop a “sound program that will 
eliminate all of the old class and race biases of eugenics.” He argued 
that the whole question of group superiority should be dropped, and the 
focus should be placed on “eugenic selection of birth. ’ ’ In other words, 
the eugenics movement should direct its effort toward the selection of 
superior individuals, who could be found in every race.18 Boas re- 
ported to Osborn on the new American committee and invited Osborn 
to participate. Osborn replied that he would be honored to join, but 
asked that the committee not emphasize German race policy. He sug- 
gested that the committee instead focus on the positive amalgamation 
of a great number of racial types in the United States. 

Boas next prepared a resolution, “Proposal for Studies in the 
Determination of Population Qualities by Genetic and Environmental 
Factors.” This resolution declared that heredity might play an impor- 
tant role in family lines, but that the importance of heredity for large 
social or racial groups was scientifically unknown. Because of this lack 
of knowledge, the resolution called for further studies in the field and 
warned against drawing premature political conclusions.19 Although 
some well-known scientists supported the resolution, it generally did 
not influence the discussion among American scientists.20 
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Osborn and Hooton agreed with Boas only to the extent that they 
were prepared to criticize Nordic superiority and the scientific justifica- 
tion of anti-Semitism. Hooton and Osborn continued to maintain con- 
tact with both mainline eugenicists and their critics. 

Osborn and other reform eugenicists, such as Frank Notestein, 
from the Milbank Memorial Fund, and Warren S. Thompson, president 
of the Scripps Foundation, were able to basically gain control of the 
American Eugenics Society when the position of mainline eugenicists 
within the Society weakened steadily throughout in the 1930s. Through 
their comprehensive and uncritical support of Nazi race policies, main- 
line eugenicists had made their own standing in the United States partly 
dependent on the reputation of Nazi Germany. As Nazism grew more 
unpopular with the American public, mainline eugenicists were no 
longer able to distance themselves from Nazi race policies. 

Laughlin, for example, was eventually ousted from influential 
political and scientific positions. The Carnegie Foundation, the sponsor 
of the most important institutional base of mainline eugenicists, the 
Eugenics Record Office, accused the Office of producing political pro- 
paganda. A Foundation committee that evaluated the Eugenics Record 
Office in 1935 recommended that it 

cease from engaging in all forms of propaganda and the urging or spon- 
soring of programs for social reform or race betterment such as steriliza- 
tion, birth control, inculcation of race or national consciousness, restric- 
tion of immigration, etc.21 

The committee also demanded that the Eugenics Record Office sever 
its close ties to Eugenic News. Even after it adopted a more restrained 
strategy, criticism of the Eugenics Record Office continued. Finally, in 
1939, the Carnegie Foundation forced Laughlin to retire as assistant 
director. The Office closed on December 31, 1939. 

Historians have tended to interpret the difficulties of mainline 
eugenicists in the 1930s as a crisis of eugenics as a whole. However, a 
study concerning sterilization in the United States has proven that 
sterilization for eugenic purposes increased during the 1930s—the same 
time in which the institutionalized eugenics movement was in a period 
of redefinition.22 The transformation of eugenics should be viewed as a 
shift in power from eugenicists with strong notions of Nordic superi- 
ority and anti-Semitism to socialist eugenicists and the reform wing 
within the American Eugenics Society. Furthermore, the 1930s wit- 
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nessed a widespread diffusion of eugenic ideology into other scientific 
fields, such as population science and psychiatry. 

The shifts within the American Eugenics Society in the 1930s 
made it ripe for a transformation into a more sociologically oriented 
movement. The changes took place peacefully, without an intense 
internal power struggle, and with general solidarity among the different 
wings of the eugenics movement. For example, the growing influence 
of reform eugenicists within the American Eugenics Society did not 
result in the total exclusion of mainline eugenicists like Laughlin, 
sociologist Henry Pratt Fairchild, or Henry Perkins, president of the 
Society from 1931 to 1934. These men remained models for younger 
eugenicists. Osborn described Laughlin as “a thoroughly competent 
man of real ability” and Fairchild as a “moderate” who “works well 
with others of more technical experience.”23 

In his study of the American Eugenics Society historian Barry 
Mehler has shown that in the 1930s Osborn and Laughlin worked 
closely together in running the Eugenics Research Association and in 
editing Eugenic News. Laughlin praised Osborn’s work on differential 
fecundity and wrote him that what really counted was the different birth 
rates “between fine stocks and races on the one hand and incompetent 
and degenerate races and stocks on the other.”24 Laughlin and Osborn 
both helped to set up the Pioneer Fund in 1937 and discussed one of its 
first projects—cash grants to pilots of the Army Air Corps, who were 
not reproducing their “superior stock” due to a lack of income. Os- 
born, however, advised Laughlin against running the project by him- 
self. “It would be like a general, responsible for the strategy of the 
army, wanting himself to drive one of the tanks in the attack,” he 
wrote. Instead, he proposed that they use their contacts to delegate the 
project to another person.25 

The shift away from the eugenic aspects of Nazi race policies 
began quite late. In the late 1930s, the new leadership of the American 
Eugenics Society became more and more interested in how the eu- 
genics measures in Sweden, which had developed a comprehensive 
program to support large hereditarily healthy families, could combine 
with a sterilization law. The American Eugenics Society was searching 
for a model that combined democracy with eugenics. Mehler has 
shown that the shift away from interest and support for Nazi Germany 
was because of opposition to the totalitarian political regime, not be- 
cause of the Nazi eugenics program.26 In Osborn’s opinion, a demo- 
cratic welfare state could better guarantee the procreation of the eu- 
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genically “superior” elements of society than a totalitarian state. A 
positive trend, he argued, would materialize the moment large families 
were provided with enough support. The state, however, should re- 
strain itself, Osborn argued in 1939, from defining people as “unfit” or 
“fit,” “except in the case.of hereditary defectives.”27 

The “friendly takeover” of eugenics societies by reform eugeni- 
cists opened the movement to new genetic discoveries, new sociologi- 
cal methods, and the question of overpopulation. However, the core of 
eugenics ideology—the distinction between superior and inferior ge- 
netic groups, combined with the aim of race improvement—remained 
intact. The definition of “inferior” and “superior” groups changed. 
In 1937 Osborn formulated the position of the American Eugenics 
Society: 

It would be unwise for eugenicists to impute superiorities or inferiorities 
of a biological nature to social classes, to regional groups, or to races as a 
whole.28 

Osborn and the other leaders of the American Eugenics Society after 
1935 did not entirely renounce the notion that there were differences 
between races, but they did adopt a reformist outlook that diminished 
the importance of race differences and argued for selection on an indi- 
vidual basis. 
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American Support in Nazi Germany 

Since January 1, 1934, the law of July 14, 1933, on preventing heredi- 
tarily ill progeny has been enforced. Thereby a years-long controversy 

about the admissibility of sterilization, about the way of executing it 
and the extent of its application has been concluded. In a sense, this 
concerns not only Germany but also Europe and the rest of the 
world. . . . German scholarship is still a model to foreign countries 
because for decades it has done pioneering work. Thus, if we do not 
ourselves jeopardize German scientific research and the reputation of 
German training particularly in the field of medicine, this is going to 
remain so in the future, too, and German influence in general is going 
to grow increasingly along with the political regeneration of the Ger- 
man people.1 

Arthur Giitt, Ernst Riidin, Falk Ruttke in the 

official commentary about the German 
sterilization law in 1934 

Nazi Incentives to Foreign Scientists 

In 1934, one of Hitler’s staff members wrote to Leon Whitney of the 
American Eugenics Society and asked in the name of the Fiihrer for a 
copy of Whitney’s recently published book, The Case for Sterilization. 
Whitney complied immediately, and shortly thereafter received a per- 
sonal letter of thanks from Adolf Hitler. In his unpublished autobiogra- 
phy, Whitney reported a conversation he had with Madison Grant 
about the letter from the Fiihrer. Because he thought that Grant might 
be interested in Hitler’s letter he showed it to him during their next 
meeting. Grant only smiled, reached for a folder on his desk, and gave 
Whitney a letter from Hitler to read. In this, Hitler thanked Grant for 
writing The Passing of the Great Race and said that “the book was his 
Bible.’’ Whitney concluded that, following Hitler’s actions, one could 
believe it.2 
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Hitler’s personal correspondence with American eugenicists re- 
veals both the influence that American eugenicists had on the highest 
figures of the Nazi regime and the crucial importance that National 
Socialists placed on gamering support for their policies among foreign 
scientists. The Nazi government consistently relied on the support of 
scientists to propagate their race policies both at home and abroad. 

One effective way of enlisting the aid of the international scientific 
community was to honor foreign scientists by awarding them honorary 
degrees from German universities. In 1934, for example, the Johann 
Wolfgang von Goethe University in Frankfurt offered Henry Fairfield 
Osbom, uncle of Frederick Osbom, an honorary doctorate of science. 
Henry Osbom was one of America’s most famous paleontologists, 
president of the American Museum of Natural History in New York for 
twenty-five years, and founder of the department of biology at Colum- 
bia University. As president of the Second International Congress for 
Eugenics in 1921 and founder of the American Eugenics Society, he 
was one of the earliest important figures in the American eugenics 
movement. Honored by Frankfurt University’s overture, Osbom trav- 
eled to Nazi Germany to accept his degree.3 

Osborn’s honor did not receive much publicity in either the Amer- 
ican or the German press. Shortly thereafter, however, a much larger- 
scale attempt to court international scientists attracted widespread at- 
tention. In the mid-1930s, the Nazi government decided to use the 
550th anniversary of the University of Heidelberg to celebrate the 

new spirit” of academia in Germany. Many representatives of non- 
German universities were invited, and honorary degrees were given to 
well-known German and non-German scientists. 

On this occasion, two renowned eugenicists from the United 
States were awarded honorary doctorates—Foster Kennedy, a psychi- 
atrist, and Harry H. Laughlin. Kennedy was well known for his mem- 
bership in the Euthanasia Society of the United States and for his 
advocacy of the killing of mentally handicapped persons. In 1939, three 
years after he received his honorary degree in Nazi Germany, he re- 
signed from the Society because he criticized its policy of favoring 
“voluntary” euthanasia for people who had at one time been well, but 
later became ill. In contrast, he favored systematic extermination. He 
thought that it would be for the general good that “euthanasia be 
legalized for creatures bom defective,” whose future would be hope- 
less in the opinion of a medical board.4 Kennedy continued to promote 
euthanasia in the United States, even after the mass killings of mentally 
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handicapped people in Nazi Germany had been revealed to the Ameri- 
can public.5 

In May 1936, the dean of the faculty of medicine at the University 
of Heidelberg and professor of racial hygiene, Carl Schneider, who 
later served as a scientific adviser for the extermination of handicapped 
people in Nazi Germany, officially offered Laughlin an honorary de- 
gree as Doctor of Medicine. Laughlin’s reply conveyed deep apprecia- 
tion: 

I stand ready to accept this very high honor. Its bestowal will give me 

particular gratification, coming as it will from a university deeply rooted 

in the life history of the German people, and a university which has been 

both a reservoir and a fountain of learning for more than half a millen- 

nium. To me this honor will be doubly valued because it will come from 

a nation which for many centuries nurtured the human seed-stock which 

later founded my own country and thus gave basic character to our 

present lives and institutions.6 

Laughlin, however, did not travel to Germany to accept the 

award. The official reason he gave to Schneider was lack of time. An 
important unofficial reason, however, may have been that the participa- 
tion of American scientists at the jubilee was sharply criticized by the 
American public media. In April 1936, The New York Times called for 

a wreath to be laid on the “grave of academic freedom” in Germany 
and claimed that those who went to the jubilee celebration would 
become “propaganda tools” for the Nazis.7 Laughlin was probably 
afraid that a journey to Germany would weaken his position within the 
Carnegie Foundation, which was already becoming more critical of the 
work of the Eugenics Record Office. Despite his wariness of being 
regarded publicly as allied with the Nazi government, Laughlin was 
proud of the honorary degree. He received congratulations from several 
colleagues in the eugenics movement and was acknowledged in both 
the German and American press.8 

Following the jubilee, Laughlin wrote to Schneider and thanked 

him again for the “high honor.” He requested that Schneider mail the 
diploma to him in the United States and concluded his letter with the 
following remarks: 

I consider the conferring of this high degree upon me not only as a 

personal honor, but also as evidence of a common understanding of 
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German and American scientists of the nature of eugenics as research in 
and the practical application of those fundamental biological and social 
principles which determine the racial endowments and the racial 
health—physical, mental and spiritual—of future generations.9 

Laughlin received the degree from the German consulate in New York 
City on December 8, 1936. The diploma lauded him as a “successful 
pioneer of practical eugenics and the farseeing representative of racial 
policy in America.”10 

The cultivation of non-German eugenicists, geneticists, and an- 
thropologists by the Nazi regime was not based primarily on a desire to 
acquire scientific information. Rather, the main purpose was to gener- 
ate support for a propaganda strategy designed to quell opposition to 
Nazi race policies. On the one hand, this propaganda effort was di- 
rected at the German population. The Nazis believed that favorable 
statements by well-known scientists from other countries would give 
the German people the impression that scientific communities abroad 
favored Nazi race policy and viewed it as compatible with scientific 
knowledge.11 On the other hand, Nazis relied on the approval of for- 
eign scientists to further their propaganda efforts outside of Germany. 
Statements by non-German scientists were more credible than were 
those of German scientists, who were often regarded as mere puppets 
of the new regime. Thus, the Racial Policy Office informed foreign 
guests at the 1936 Olympic Games in Berlin that Nazi race policy was 
based on “the internationally accepted” science of racial hygiene and 
referred to eugenics measures in the United States and Scandinavia. 
Similarly, in 1935, Walter Gross, head of the Racial Policy Office, 
informed the international press and foreign diplomats in Germany that 
the scientists who had attended the 1934 Congress of the International 
Federation of Eugenic Organization approved of the Nazi race pol- 
icy.12 

Foreign Reception of Nazi Race Policies 

The international reception of Nazi race policies passed through several 
phases, at least in the perception of National Socialists. In looking 
back, Walter Gross, who was one of the main propagandists of German 
race policy, declared in 1939 that Germany’s race policies had gained 
more and more international acceptance during the previous years. 
After countering initial criticism from non-German countries, the Nazi 

government and German scientists together succeeded in quelling 

88 



American Support in Nazi Germany 

much of the opposition by promoting the notion that Nazi race policies 
were of a scientific character and politically necessary. In a speech at 
the Hochschule fur Politik, Gross claimed that this success was among 
the biggest achievements of the last six years in Nazi Germany, compa- 
rable only to the “unheard successes in the development in political, 
military, or economic areas.’’13 

While Gross’ speech must be viewed as part of Nazi propaganda, 

it nevertheless points to a shift in the reaction of foreign countries 
toward Nazi race policies. From the perspective of Nazi race politi- 
cians, the first two years, 1933-1934, were marked by “the devastating 
and incredible success” of propaganda from Jewish circles that at- 
tempted to discredit the scientific character of their race policy. 

Gross viewed the Congress of the IFEO in 1934 as the turning 
point after which the Nazis succeeded in convincing foreign scientists 
of the scientific character of their race policies. He explained that at the 
Congress, German and non-German scientists had held long discus- 
sions on the question of whether the Nazis really intended to sterilize 
only people who were hereditarily “ill,” or if they would use the law to 
get rid of former ministers and representatives of the Weimar Republic. 

The Nazi journal, Neues Volk, summarized foreign criticism un- 
der three different categories. First, foreign countries argued that Ger- 
mans neglected the importance of education and overstressed the im- 
portance of inheritance. Second, they believed that National Socialists 
overestimated differences between races. Third, they feared that Ger- 
many’s emphasis on the importance of the folk would result in dimin- 
ished freedom for individuals. Neues Volk optimistically believed that 
such opposition would be overcome: 

The cooperation of the scientists of all nations, who have begun to 

express agreement with our standpoint, will lead unavoidably in the near 

future to an intellectual shift in other countries.14 

Similar evidence illustrating how Germans perceived a weakening 

of international resistance toward their race policies surfaced in an 
internal meeting of the Racial Policy Office of Baden in December 
1934. The Office representative told his audience that the Law on 
Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny was initially greeted by a “series of 
outrageous attacks” from foreign countries; however, “only after one 
year,” he stated, “did the defense propaganda start to work.”15 Begin- 
ning in 1935, German propagandists voiced greater satisfaction with 
the prevailing image of Nazi race policies. In June 1935, the Racial 
Policy Office of the National Socialist Party stated: 
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Of greatest importance is the increasing interest of foreign countries in 
the National Socialist race ideology. . . . Scholarly circles in England, 
the United States, and even in Japan have accepted the race ideology of 
National Socialism in a very positive way and are attempting to apply it 
to their own national conditions. The sterilization law is gaining special 
attention.16 

Likewise, in 1935, Walter Gross claimed at a reception for foreign 
diplomats and press agents that respect for the race, health, and popula- 
tion policies of Adolf Hitler was spreading throughout the world.17 

In a 1938 review article, the Volkischer Beobachter emphasized 
that after only a few years, protests from foreign countries against 
German race and health policy were clearly more subdued. The Vol- 
kischer Beobachter explained the change by pointing to the fact that 
more and more governments were introducing eugenic programs based 
on the experiences of Nazi Germany.18 It referred to the establishment 
of sterilization laws in Norway, Sweden, Finland, Estonia, and Can- 
ada. However, these were never carried out to the same extent as they 
were in Germany, nor were they part of a comprehensive strategy of 
race improvement. 

Indeed, Nazi propagandists emphasized that the notion that repro- 
duction of “hereditary inferiors” had to be stopped was widespread 
and not limited to totalitarian countries. They stressed that politicians 
accepted the idea that the “quality” of their people played a central 
role in political conflicts even in parliaments and parties of democratic 

countries.19 As part of a report concerning a racial hygiene exhibition 
in the United States, the Volkischer Beobachter stated that discussions 
about German race policy were becoming less emotional and more 
scientific and that scientists in the United States were increasingly 
convinced that the laws of the Third Reich were exemplary.20 

Clearly, the Nazi claims that other countries were influenced by 
German race policy should be read critically. They were part of a broad 
propaganda strategy designed to convince the German population that 
Germany served as a model for other nations. The increasing imple- 
mentation of eugenic laws in different countries in the 1930s may have 
been influenced by the Nazis, or they may have been primarily a 
reaction to the worldwide Depression. In either case, the increasing 
number of eugenics laws in democratic countries does not explain why, 
in the perception of the Nazis, the international criticism seemed to 

decline. Three other reasons for the decline must be emphasized. 
First, as Germany became stronger and more autonomous after 

90 



American Support in Nazi Germany 

1936, Nazi politicians became bolder in ignoring outside criticism. In 
1934 and 1935, Germany was economically and militarily too weak to 
dismiss other countries’ reactions toward its policies. In 1939, Gross 
recalled the earlier period as an unhappy time when the Reich lacked 
freedom, power, and economic strength. Gross further explained that 
only after Germany had attained a strong position in the world could it 
act freely in the development and propagation of its race policies. 
Although scientific critics of Nazi ethnic racism and anti-Semitism 
became better organized and more vocal after 1936, the Nazis were 
well entrenched by then, and they denounced every critic as a represen- 
tative of “international Jewry.” 

Second, criticism was clearly affected by the rising status of Nazi 
Germany in world affairs. Aware of Germany’s increasing influence, 
some politicians attempted to limit criticism of the Nazis to special 
fields and to particular forms of expression. 

Finally, an important factor for understanding the seemingly di- 
minished and ineffective international opposition resides in the fact that 
criticism was limited largely to Nazi ethnic racism. The majority of 
international scientific critics failed to question the aim of race im- 
provement in principle. The disadvantage of this strategy can be seen in 

the response toward the Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny. 
International scientific criticism focused on the possibility that the law 

could be abused if applied specifically to ethnic minorities and political 
enemies. The critics seldom questioned the law as a whole. As they 
became increasingly convinced that the law was being applied legally, 
their criticism of this aspect of Nazi race policies tapered off. 

Questionable Nazi Distinctions 

In viewing American reactions to their race policies, Nazis artificially 
distinguished between the affirmative reactions of “reasonable” 
American scientists and negative reactions expressed in the supposedly 
Jewish-controlled public media. Looking back in 1939, Gross recalled 

that the leadership recognized a “strange rift” abroad in the early years 
of the National Socialist regime. While the public media had nothing 
positive to say about Nazi race policies and criticized the sterilization 
law, scientific and political representatives were traveling privately to 
Germany in order to study the results of their policy. 

Nazi propaganda explained the negative perception abroad as a 
result of the “lie campaign” of the “Jewish press.” Immediately 
following the implementation of race policies, “international Jewry” 
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succeeded in denouncing Germany “once again” as the “classical 
country of barbarism.”21 Nazi propaganda claimed that foreign scien- 
tists only gradually succeed in convincing an uninformed public about 
the beneficial character of Nazi race policies. As Gross recognized, 
foreign scientists were crucial for changing public opinion abroad. 
“Their word,” he claimed, “was able to balance the opinion of a 
hundred chatterers. ”22 

The Nazis portrayed the United States as a country with an en- 
lightened group of scientists who were thwarted by a Jewish- 
manipulated public and government. The country with the strongest 
group of eugenicists, they argued, faced opposition from “interna- 
tional Jewry,” which wielded control over large parts of the mass 
media and government.23 This image of the United States as divided 
between “enlightened” scholars and a “manipulated” public helped 
Nazi propaganda to counter American criticism. In doing so, they were 
aided by American eugenicists who shared their view.24 

International Support 

In order to influence the scientific community and the public in foreign 

countries, the Nazi government first needed to mobilize its own Ger- 
man scientists, especially racial hygienists, eugenicists, anthropolo- 
gists, psychiatrists, and population scientists. However, the relation- 
ship between German scientists and Nazi race policy cannot be 

understood adequately by assuming that the health and race administra- 
tion of the Nazi state was monolithic or homogeneous. Rather, this 

totalitarian interpretation should be replaced by an analysis of the Nazi 
regime as consisting of multiple centers of power. Such an approach 
allows insight into both cooperation and rivalry among different inter- 
est groups and power blocs within Nazi Germany.25 One can locate 
several different power groups: Groups clustered around Hitler’s chief 
ideologist Alfred Rosenberg, the Party’s Racial Policy Office headed 
by Gross, the National Socialist Welfare League, and the Nazi Doc- 
tors’ League under Gerhard Wagner, as well as under the more techno- 
cratic and elitist segment of public health administrators, medical re- 
searchers, and the S.S.26 

The relationship between different power blocs in the health and 
race bureaucracy and racial hygienists should also not be viewed as a 
simple process of Gleichschaltung [coordination] or instrumentaliza- 
tion. The Nazi takeover in 1933 translated into both new possibilities 
and new risks for administrators, German racial hygienists, anthropolo- 
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gists, and population scientists. Scientists willing to work with the new 
regime had to negotiate with Nazi leaders. The Nazi demand for total 
obedience threatened the relatively independent position scientists had 
enjoyed in the Weimar Republic. However, if racial hygienists could 
succeed in convincing the National Socialist government of their loy- 
alty, then they could also gain access to new resources and enjoy 
increased influence as members of prestigious research institutes. 

The example of Eugen Fischer demonstrates how individual racial 
hygienists maneuvered within Nazi ranks. When Fischer’s position as 
director of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute was threatened as a result of the 
controversial views of two of his main staff members, Richard Gold- 
schmidt and Hermann Muckermann, Fischer used his prestige in the 
international scientific community to safeguard his position. In addition 

to quickly separating himself from Goldschmidt, a Jew, and Mucker- 
mann, a Catholic eugenicist, he emphasized his role in international 
science in a written declaration of loyalty: 

I can truly say that I have gone with all my power to any lengths to serve 

the most important part of the National Socialistic ideology and politics 

(human heredity, racial hygiene, population policy). . . . Today the 

whole world is dealing with the way in which the race question is treated 

in Germany. . . . Two persons are well known as exponents of the 

German racial science in foreign countries: Gunther and I. Gunther is 

mainly seen as a propagandist. I am called by Schemann “the dean“ of 

this science. I know that in all foreign countries people are following 

what I said in the past and what I am saying today about race and the 

importance of the Nordic race. I know what would be thought if I were 

not allowed henceforth to say anything in public. I would also never say 

anything against my inner convictions. 

The Reich Ministry of the Interior reported to Richard Walther Darre, 
Fischer’s main opponent, that while the Ministry still had reservations 

about Fischer, it was necessary to retain him. Fischer was an accepted 
important figure in the field of human heredity and race research both at 
home and abroad. The Nazi government decided it could not afford to 
alienate Fischer because a disagreement between him and the adminis- 
tration would give the impression, in Germany as well as abroad, that 
Fischer had objected to the course of Nazi race policy and that the 
adopted measures stood in contradiction to scientific knowledge.27 

The strategy of the German Racial Hygiene Society was similar to 

that of Fischer and his Kaiser Wilhelm Institute. In 1933, the German 
Racial Hygiene Society came under the control of the Reich Ministry of 
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the Interior. The minister of the interior, Wilhelm Frick, appointed 

Ernst Riidin as the president of the Society: 

I hereby tender you assignment as my honorary representative at the 
Society for Race Hygiene and the German League for Heredity Science 
and Racial Improvement. The theory of inheritance and race hygiene are 
of the utmost importance for the structure of the Reich and for improve- 
ment of the race of the German people; therefore, I would like you to 
carry through the reconstruction work in closest collaboration with my 
ministry.28 

After 1933, principal aims of racial hygienists—propagating race 

improvement among the German people and serving as scientific ex- 

perts to the government—were either overtaken by Nazi organizations 

or institutionalized through advisory boards within the different minis- 

tries. The racial hygienists supported the Nazi mass organization, 

joined the advisory boards, and sat in the sterilization courts. However, 

the only area that racial hygienists could continue to monopolize and 

dominate was that of promoting German influence within the interna- 

tional eugenics movement. Famous members of the German Society 

for Racial Hygiene, such as Alfred Ploetz, Riidin, Fischer, Fritz Lenz, 

Otmar Freiherr von Verschuer, and Otto Reche, served to boost the 

international prestige of Nazi racial policies.29 

Nazi race propaganda portrayed racial hygiene as completely har- 

monious with the goals of National Socialism. In 1938, Walter Gross 

claimed that the Nazis had succeeded in establishing close and fruitful 

cooperation with scientists from the beginning of Third Reich. In no 

other field, he argued, was cooperation closer than in the fields of 

population science and racial hygiene, and in no other field was the 

cooperation between science and politics so imperative: 

In some other fields the scientific community sometimes failed to appre- 
ciate our modem times and distracted politicians with outdated notions. 
However, we can recognize with satisfaction that in the field of race and 
population policy, German scientists have been loyal collaborators in the 
implementation of our political aims. . . . The unquestioned unity of 
politics and science succeeded in promoting German race ideology all 
over the world, and proved extremely fruitful at several international 

congresses.30 

Eugenicists outside Germany could not see the complex character 
of relations between scientists and National Socialists. They often did 
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not recognize that power struggles within Nazi Germany were veiled 
by an ideology that appeared to show total agreement between Nazi 
race policy and science. In one of the first statements of the American 
Eugenics Society on the new regime in Germany, Paul Popenoe 
stressed that 

Hitler is surrounded by men who at least sympathize with the eugenics 

program. . . . The policy of the present German government is there- 

fore to gather about it the recognized leaders of the eugenics movement, 

and to depend largely on their counsel in framing a policy which will 

direct the destinies of the German people, as Hitler remarks in Mein 

Kampf, “for the next thousand years.”31 

The interaction between German and American eugenicists was 
characterized by selective perception on both sides of the Atlantic. The 
American side associated German eugenic measures with “scientific, 
reasonable” racial hygienists, separating them from what they saw as 

the barbaric racism of only a small “unscientific” element in the Nazi 
Party. They regarded the close connection between German scientists 
and the Nazi administration as a guarantee against possible abuses of 
eugenics policies. Likewise, the Germans chose to see outside criticism 
of their policies as resulting from a Jewish conspiracy. They refused to 
acknowledge that the support, expressed by certain elements within the 
eugenics community, was counterbalanced by widespread scientific 
opposition to their policies. 
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The Temporary End 
of the Relations between German 
and American Eugenicists 

A glance at the literature shows that Germany’s action [through the 
Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny] has inspired foreign na- 
tions to deal once again with the question of sterilization of heredi- 
tarily inferior people. In general, it is possible to say that no other 
nation followed the National Socialist law in its rigorous compulsory 
character but in principle the problem was accepted as important 
everywhere.1 

Karl Bonhoeffer, arguing for the reestablishment 

of the German sterilization law, 1949 

The Decline of German—American Relations 

When relations between the eugenics movement in the United States 
and German racial hygienists began to cool in the late 1930s, it was not 
primarily because American eugenicists recognized the negative conse- 
quences of the implementation of eugenics principles. Rather, a combi- 
nation of different factors was at work: gradual recognition by the 
public and the scientific community that anti-Semitism was at the core 
of Nazi race policy; a power shift inside the scientific community of the 
United States toward a group of more progressive socialist eugenicists 
and liberal geneticists; and the rapid decline in the late 1930s of the 
reputation of Nazi Germany within the United States. 

The decrease in contacts between American eugenicists and Ger- 
man racial hygienists was closely connected with the radicalization of 
anti-Semitism in Nazi Germany. That anti-Semitism was the dominant 

element of the National Socialist race ideology became clear for the 
American eugenics movement when, in September 1935, the Nazi 
government passed the Nuremberg laws. One of them, the Reich Citi- 
zenship Law, stipulated that only persons of “German or related 
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blood’ ’ could be citizens of the Reich. Jews were explicitly excluded. 
The other, the “Blood Protection Law,” forbade marriages between 
Jews and “citizens of German or related blood.” On November 9 and 
November 10, 1938, a government-sponsored pogrom against the 
German-Jewish population-graphically illustrated the extent of discrim- 
ination against Jews in Germany. The pogrom was accompanied by a 
flurry of decrees that further limited Jews in nearly all aspects of their 
lives. They were forbidden to participate in public life, and Jewish 
children were no longer allowed to attend public schools. In 1939, 
decrees followed that limited the districts in which Jews could rent 
apartments, mandated forced labor, and compelled them to wear the 
yellow star of David. 

American eugenicists became concerned that racial anti-Semitism 
in Germany would alter the relations between eugenicists of the two 

nations. Despite widespread anti-Semitism within the eugenics move- 
ment in the United States, only a few American eugenicists agreed with 
the degree to which Jews were discriminated against in Germany.2 

Reports in American newspapers that German racial hygienists played 
an important role in legitimizing Nazi anti-Semitism therefore played a 
strong role in changing the behavior of American eugenicists toward 
their German colleagues. With the increasing American criticism of the 

anti-Semitic policy in Nazi Germany, it became difficult even for main- 
line eugenicists to support Nazi race policies openly and to maintain 
close relationships with their German colleagues. 

Nazi propagandists reacted to American criticism by arguing that 
ethnic minorities in the United States were treated in a similar way as 
were Jews in Germany. According to the Nazi view, large parts of the 
American public were critical of discrimination against Jews, but did 
not apply the same standards to all forms of ethnic racism, particularly 
in regard to blacks. 

In 1937, the Preussische Zeitung claimed, under the title “The 
‘cruel German racial theory’ and its comparisons abroad,” that “lib- 
eral circles” that criticized German race laws as an “intervention in 
human freedom” overlooked the fact that a “state which can be seen as 

democratic” had its own race laws. The newspaper informed its 
readers that in thirty states in the United States, marriage between 
blacks and whites was forbidden. It also referred to the strict segrega- 
tion between whites and blacks and pointed out that lynching of ethnic 

minorities was a phenomenon not found in Germany.3 In a more exten- 
sive article, the same author, Wilhelm Jung, claimed that nearly all 

“misinterpretation, criticism, and attacks” against Nazi Germany re- 
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ferred to its racial measures. Compared to other nations, he viewed the 
United States as the only other country with extensive race legislation.4 

In 1939, the Nationalsozialistische Partei Korrespondenz pub- 
lished an article under the headline “Double Standard in the U.S.,” 
which claimed that America presented itself as the country of freedom, 
taking upon itself the task of defending humankind from the “race 
mania” of the authoritarian German state. The article argued that, in 
reality, the United States did not live up to its democratic claims. 
References to the lynching of blacks and the failure of an antilynching 
bill in the Senate were used to illustrate the “double standard.”5 Sim- 
ilarly, the Berliner Borsenzeitung reported that blacks in the United 
States, “in contrast to the Jews in modem Germany, knew what lynch- 
ing was.” The article argued, 

The Nigger would well be surprised that the white American becomes 

outraged at the elimination of Jews from German universities, while they 

do not even consider the exclusion of Negroes from many American 

universities.6 

In Nazi propaganda after the mid-1930s, the United States became 
the main point of reference, by reason of its specific combination of 
ethnic and eugenic racism as well as the extent to which information on 
American eugenics was available in Germany.7 In addition to the well- 
known books of Madison Grant and Lothrop Stoddard, Heinrich 
Krieger’s 1936 book, Das Rassenrecht in den Vereinigten Staaten [The 

Race Law in the United States], provided Nazi propagan- 
dists with detailed data. The Grossdeutscher Pressedienst heralded 
Krieger’s book by stating, 

[Flor us Germans it is especially important to know and to see how one 

of the biggest states in the world with Nordic stock already has race 

legislation which is quite comparable to that of the German Reich.8 

Krieger himself defended the importance of studying the race laws 
in the United States by asserting that the United States was the only 
country besides the German Reich and South Africa that had “real race 
legislation.”9 Krieger placed his work under the credo: 

The central problem of today is: How are all countries of Nordic stock, 

especially the three leading powers of America, England, and Germany, 

going to learn the great theory, that they have one faith, and that up to 

now every injury to one of them is an injury to the others, too.10 
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Before the beginning of World War II, Nazi propagandists 
claimed that Germany had no interest in waging war against nations 
that belonged to the same “white Nordic stock. ” American eugenicists 
who believed this position reacted with surprise when the Nazis initi- 
ated aggression against nations of similar racial composition. Nazi 
aggression obviously strained relations between Germany and the 
American eugenics movements. The visits of T. U. H. Ellinger and 
Stoddard at the beginning of the war were already strongly affected by 
the difficult international situation. The complete break between Ger- 
man and American eugenicists occurred with the entrance of the United 
States into the war against Germany and Japan. After December 7, 
1941, the day of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, no contact be- 
tween the German and American eugenics movements can be found. 
Many German racial hygienists were preoccupied with coordinating 
extensive extermination programs and the American eugenics move- 
ment suspended most of its activities for the duration of the war. The 
New Jersey League for Sterilization, for example, virtually ceased 
activity, and the American Eugenics Society limited its business to 
publishing Eugenic News.11 

Eugenics after 1945 

After World War II, members of the American Eugenics Society 
sought to distance themselves from their former support for Nazi race 
policies. The elimination of millions of Jews, Gypsies, and handi- 
capped people had completely discredited Nazi race policies. Maurice 
A. Bigelow’s “Brief History of the American Eugenics Society,” 

published in Eugenic News in 1946, did not mention the Society’s 
former support for Nazi attempts at race improvement. Neither did 
Frederick Osborn’s “History of the American Eugenics Society,” pub- 
lished in 1974.12 Reform eugenicists’ artificial distinction between fa- 
vorable parts of Nazi race policy and parts that needed to be condemned 
or concealed influenced their self-perception after 1945. The fact that 
they had criticized elements of Nazism allowed them conveniently to 
“forget” their prior support for Nazi eugenic racism. By successfully 
concealing this part of their history, reform eugenicists also shaped the 
early historiography of eugenics, in which historians claimed that only 
a small and rapidly diminishing number of eugenicists on the far politi- 
cal Right supported Nazi policies.13 

Other eugenicists had fewer scruples in confessing their former 
support for Nazi Germany. They continued to view the eugenics mea- 
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sures of the 1930s as exemplary, and referred with pride to the impor- 
tant role the United States had played in the development of this policy. 
As late as the 1970s, Marian S. Olden, the leading figure in the Asso- 
ciation for Voluntary Sterilization, and Leon F. Whitney, secretary of 

the American Eugenics Society, proudly recalled their support for Nazi 
race policies.14 

German Eugenicists and Their Relation to the United States after 1945 

In the Nuremberg Doctors Trial in 1946 only a small group of German 
racial hygienists was accused of participating in government-sponsored 
massacres. In their defense, those accused referred to the acceptance of 
the scientific basis of their work outside Germany. This strategy was 
based on the claim that democratic states had provided a model for the 
Nazi race policy. Physicians accused of organizing the “euthanasia 
program” in Nazi Germany pointed to the United States to prove that 
elimination of “inferior elements” was not unique to Germany.15 The 
1927 United States Supreme Court decision affirming the legitimacy of 
eugenic compulsory sterilization in the United States was used by a 
German doctor as an example of the precedents for Nazi racial hy- 
giene.16 

Hermann Pfannmuller, a psychiatrist who, as director of the state 
mental hospital in Haar near Munich, was responsible for killing hun- 
dreds of mentally and physically handicapped people, explained to the 
court that the exterminations were 

just as legal as the regulation for prevention of transmission of hereditary 

disease and infection in marriage. These laws were passed during the 

National Socialist regime. But the ideas from which they arose are centu- 

ries old.17 

The head of the Nazi program for the killing of the mentally 
handicapped, Karl Brandt, claimed before the court that the Nazi pro- 
gram for sterilization and elimination of “life not worthy of living” 
was based on ideas and experiences in the United States. In his defense, 
he included several works that supported his claims, such as Grant’s 
Passing of the Great Race, Alexis Carrel’s Man, the Unknown, and a 
study by Erich Ristow, which pointed out that Indiana’s sterilization 
law dated back to 1907.18 

American prosecutors at the Nuremberg Doctors Trial were not 
entirely unsympathetic to these arguments. Nazi racial hygienists were 
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not tried for the forced sterilization of more than 400,000 Germans on 
the basis of the Law on Preventing Hereditarily 111 Progeny. Recent 
scholarship has shown that a group of prosecutors tried to present the 
mass killing of handicapped people and the experiments in concentra- 
tion camps as completely separate from “genuine eugenics.” They 
also attempted to show that American military authorities tried to re- 
cruit some of those accused of war crimes for military research.19 

Other German racial hygienists, who were either not directly in- 
volved in the mass killings or who were able to hide their involvement, 
also encountered problems due to their numerous links with National 
Socialism. Their contacts with American colleagues helped them rees- 
tablish their position in the international scientific community shortly 
after the collapse of Nazi Germany. 

A central figure in aiding this speedy reintegration of German 
scientists into the international scientific community was Hans Nachts- 
heim. Nachtsheim, who played an important role in genetics in Nazi 
Germany but did not participate in the mass killings, took over the 
position of director of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute. Immediately after 
the end of World War II, Nachtsheim reforged close ties to his col- 
leagues in the United States. With their help, he was able to bring 
geneticists with a Nazi past to the Eighth International Congress of 
Genetics, held in Stockholm in 1948. Nazi psychiatrists were reinte- 
grated into the international movement at a similar speed. Leading 
German psychiatrists, some of whom had been closely connected to the 
killing of handicapped persons in Nazi Germany (such as Ernst Riidin 
and Werner Villinger), were able to participate at international meet- 
ings shortly after the war.20 

Nachtsheim tried to protect his former chief and predecessor at the 
Kaiser Wilhelm Institute, Freiherr von Verschuer, from accusations 
that he had connections to medical experiments conducted in concen- 
tration camps. Von Verschuer was accused by German physicist Rob- 
ert Havemann of receiving “human material” from his assistant Josef 
Mengele. Before his enlistment in the S.S. in 1940, Mengele had 
worked under Verschuer in Frankfurt.21 In 1942, Mengele was ap- 
pointed to the Reichsarzt S.S. und Polizei in Berlin and assumed re- 
sponsibility for medical experiments in concentration camps. He then 
contacted Verschuer, who advised him to request a transfer to Ausch- 
witz as a “unique possibility” for racial biological research.22 At 
Auschwitz, Mengele examined twins and dissected them after they 
were killed. He sent the results of dissections (including pairs of eyes) 
to Verschuer at the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute.23 Miklos Nyiszli, doctor 
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and prisoner at Auschwitz who worked with Mengele in preparing the 
specimens, confirmed this in his autobiography and claimed that Ver- 
schuer thanked Mengele for “the rare and valuable specimens.”24 

Mengele visited his professor in Berlin and was received by Ver- 
schuer’s family. Shortly after the war, Verschuer destroyed all his 
correspondence with Mengele and denied that Mengele had ever been 
his assistant in Berlin or that he had ever received biological specimens 
from him.25 Furthermore, Verschuer claimed that he was “openly 
opposed to the National Socialist race fanaticism.”26 Writing to Her- 
mann J. Muller, Verschuer expressed his commitment to restoring the 
reputation of “our science.” Verschuer argued that the first necessary 
step was to remove all those “who were not real scientists” from their 
positions. Referring to his own trouble, he asked Muller to support him 
with a letter of recommendation and lamented his “life of depriva- 
tion.”27 

Verschuer’s troubles, however, did not last long. After he was 
classified as a “fellow traveler” in a de-Nazification process, he be- 
came professor of human genetics at Munster in 1951. Shortly thereaf- 
ter he was elected president of the German Society for Anthropology.28 

Verschuer became editor of the prestigious Zeitschrift fur menschliche 
Vererbungs- und Konstitutionslehre and served as a member of the 
editorial board of The Mankind Quarterly, which was later edited by 
Roger Pearson.29 Verschuer’s case was all too typical. Other racial 
hygienists who played prominent roles in Nazi Germany quickly re- 
gained influential positions. Between 1946 and 1955, for example, Fritz 
Lenz, Gunther Just, and Heinrich Schade returned to professorships in 
German universities in human genetics, anthropology, or psychiatry, 
not in racial hygiene or eugenics.30 

The only person who could not find a new academic position was 
Hans F. K. Gunther. Although the American Society for Human Ge- 
netics helped with the nomination of Gunther as one of its foreign 
members, at least to reestablish his academic self-esteem, Gunther 
never could get a new position as a professor in Germany.31 His think- 
ing was too abstruse, and his theories were too discredited. This, 
however, did not prevent Gunther from publishing more academic 
books, even if he sometimes used his pseudonyms: “Ludwig Winter” 
or “Heinrich Ackermann.”32 In the late 1950s, Gunther found a new 
group of intellectuals with whom he could celebrate his “Nordic” 
thoughts: The Northern League, established in 1958 by Roger Pear- 
son.33 

That the ideology of many former German eugenicists and racial 
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hygienists did not change is revealed by the attempts of a group of 
eugenicists who were not involved in the mass killing to reestablish a 
eugenic sterilization program. They used references to sterilizations in 
the United States and other countries to separate eugenic measures 
from National Socialism. As early as 1949, Karl Bonhoeffer, a famous 
psychiatrist at the Charite Hospital in Berlin, attempted to revive the 
sterilization program. Citing the absence of discrimination against eth- 
nic minorities in the German law, the positive reaction toward the Nazi 
law abroad, and the support of the 1935 International Congress for 
Criminal Law in Berlin, Bonhoeffer pleaded for the reestablishment of 
eugenics policy in Germany.34 

Hans Harm sen, the chief ideologist of the eugenicists in the Prot- 
estant church, and Hans Nachtsheim voiced similar thoughts. They 
argued that sterilization laws had value independent of their implemen- 
tation under National Socialism. In their view, therefore, it would be 
appropriate to continue the practice of sterilization in a nontotalitarian 
society.35 
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Conclusion 

I think it would be a great mistake to identify eugenic sterilization 
solely with the Nazi ideology and to dismiss the problem simply 
because we dislike the present German regime and its methods. 
. . . The problem is serious and acute, and we shall be forced to pay 
attention to it sooner or later.1 

Henry Sigerist, science historian 

at Johns Hopkins University in 

1943 

Attempts to separate eugenics from the Nazi program of race improve- 
ment were only partially successful. The personal and ideological links 
between eugenics and mass sterilization and extermination were too 
obvious to be overlooked. Socialist eugenicists, who opposed Nazi 
race policies, distinguished themselves by avoiding the word eugenics. 

Instead, eugenicists such as Hermann Muller introduced terms like 
genetic load and cost of selection.2 Reform eugenicists who had sup- 
ported parts of the Nazi race policies also backed away from the term 
eugenics after it had become tainted due to Nazi abuses. By 1954, the 
British Annals of Eugenics was renamed the Annals of Human Ge- 
netics:; in 1969, Eugenics Quarterly, the successor of Eugenic News, 
was renamed the Journal of Social Biology. The pride with which 
scientists in the 1910s, 1920s, and 1930s referred to themselves as 
eugenicists had evaporated. After World War II, eugenicists described 
themselves as “population scientists,” “human geneticists,” “psychi- 
atrists,” “sociologists,” “anthropologists,” and “family politicians” 
in an attempt to avoid eugenics terminology. 

Eugenicists tried to separate themselves from the legacy of the 
Holocaust and the ideology of Nordic superiority by eliminating ethnic 
racism from the official agenda of eugenics societies. This move helped 
them regain acceptance in the scientific community in the 1940s and 
1950s, when the categorization of races as “inferior” and “superior” 
had become widely discredited among scientists. Birthright, Inc., the 
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successor of the New Jersey League for Sterilization, declared that its 
purpose was “to foster all reliable and scientific means for improving 
the human race.”3 Although some of its members had been strong 
promoters of ethnic racism, Birthright, Inc., did not advocate steriliza- 
tion on the basis of ethnicity. 

The Pioneer Fund, however, tried to keep ethnic racism alive 
within eugenics organizations. Wickliffe Draper’s foundation, which 
continued to support the American Eugenics Society and Birthright, 
Inc., after 1945, remained a bastion of mainline eugenics. During a 
lunch with Frederick Osborn on October 26, 1954, Draper offered to 
guarantee his full support of the Eugenics Society for a minimum of 
five years if the Society would assume a position more along the lines 
of his thinking. Such an approach had to include “measures for estab- 
lishing racial homogeneity in the United States.” Osborn rejected the 
offer; Draper’s belief, so he argued, had “at present” no basis in 
scientific findings.4 

Pioneer Fund grantees Roger Pearson, Hans J. Eysenck, Arthur 
Jensen, Robert A. Gordon, J. Philippe Rushton, and Linda Gottfredson 
are today engaged in providing scientific findings for genetic differ- 
ences between races. Thus, a Fund that was founded by supporters of 
Hitler’s policies against ethnic minorities and handicapped people and 
that provided money for introducing Nazi race propaganda into the 
United States still sponsors research that has striking similarities to 
earlier studies that provided the scientific basis for Nazi measures. 

The bureaucratized mass killing of millions of human beings be- 
cause of “racial inferiority” is obviously historically unique, but con- 
tinues to serve as a sobering reminder of what can happen when eu- 
genic and ethnic racism are combined in a comprehensive program of 
race improvement. Unlike their German colleagues, American scien- 
tists did not participate in the selection of tens of thousands of hand- 
icapped people for the Nazi gas chambers. Nevertheless, the involve- 
ment of American eugenicists with Nazi policies reveals that the 
ideology of race improvement that was at the root of the massacres was 
by no means limited to German scientists. 
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Iior.izwg 'he Nazi eugenics program, and 

proudly coSoaring personal notes from 

Hitler hooking them for their books. Even 

after ti 1 out;:, tak of war, he writes, the 

American e u g cnicists frowned upon 

Hitler's totalitarian government, but not his 

sterilization laws. 
By 1 945, when the murderous nature of 

the Nazi government was made perfectly 

clear, the American eugenicists sought to 

downpiay the close connections between 

themselves and the German program. 
Some of them, in fact, had sought to dis- 

tance themselves from Hitler even before 

the war. But Stefan Kuhl's deeply docu- 

mented book provides a devastating indict- 
meni of the influence—and aid—provided 

by American scientists for the most compre- 

hensive attempt to enforce racial purity in 

world history. 
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