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Chapter 20

The sociology of psychometric and bio-behavioral sciences: A case
study of destructive social reductionism and collective fraud in 20"
century academia.

Helmuth Nyborg

1. DEMONIZATION

The history of science abounds with examples of scientists Kkilled, exiled, or
demonized for presenting the right message at the wrong time or to the wrong people.
A direct line thus connects the poisoning of Socrates with the public burning of
Giordano Bruno, the Catholic Church’s condemnation of Galileo’s view, and the
Spanish Inquisition’s devilish torture chambers with The Soviet Union’s classical
geneticists having to fight for life against Central Party-dictated Lysenkoism. The
present chapter updates this tragic history by telling a 20™ century sociological story
about the demonization of the psychometric and bio-behavioral sciences in general,
and of Professor emeritus Arthur R. Jensen from University of California at Berkeley

in particular.

1.1 The past
Religious, romantic, political, moral, or idealistic reasons motivated most of the

persecutions. The medieval Church demanded, for example, that early cartographers



put the Garden of Eden at the head of their maps to cover "six-sevenths” of the Earth
in land, in accordance with the Bible. The data-oriented Gerardus Mercator thought
that this representation was not only inaccurate but also dangerously misleading to
those who wanted to find their way. What is more — he had the courage to say so in
1544. He was accordingly imprisoned for heresy with the intent to burn him at the
stake. Somewhat surprisingly, considering the Zeitgeist of the time, he was
subsequently released for “lack of evidence” (Jenkins, 2000).

The leaders of the Amsterdam Jewish community forbade in 1656 any contact
with the philosopher Baruch Spinoza with the following words: “Nobody shall have
oral or written communication with him. Nobody shall help him. Nobody may come
closer to him than four steps. And nobody may read anything published by him.”

Voltaire publicly questioned the official wisdom of France, and subsequently
faced personal persecution and exile. Not only was he found guilty in defending
Descartes, Newton, and Pascal in Lettres Philosophiques, but he also referred to
France as frivolous, superstitious and reactionary, and contrasted it to England. He
had to hide in Lorraine in 1734 as the Paris police set out to arrest him. Voltaire did
not mince his words, and dryly concluded: “It is dangerous to be right in matters on
which the established authorities are wrong.” If he knew that much, then why did
Voltaire touch the matters at all? He provided that answer himself: "If | had not stirred
up the subject (e'gaye’ la matie're), nobody would have been scandalized; but then
nobody would have read me." There are some truths that are better known to
everybody, but somebody has to tell them. Voltaire and Art Jensen are equals here.

The ruthless hounding of classical Soviet geneticists, who dared questioning
the demonstrably false Lysenkoist view and thus challenging the wisdom of The
Central Committee of the Communist Party, extended the deadly line of destructive
social idealism well into to the 20™ century. It is not known exactly how many fell
prey to communistic ideology, but some recent estimates count the numbers to about
100 million people. The Third Reich also persecuted artists and scientists, preferably
Jewish, and killed, relatively speaking, roughly as many individuals as fell victims to
communist ideology (about 10 million, but then allow for the shorter time frame for
committing these horrible crimes against Humanity). Even if not immediately
apparent, these two ideologies, the a-biological Communist and the mistaken race-
biology based Nazi, had two very different but equally important roles to play in the

demonization of psychometrics and the bio-behavioral sciences in the 20" century.



The communist ideology impact was to make the blind leading the seeing, and the
Nazi ideology impact was to make everybody blind, deaf, and dumb to anything but
Aryan supremacy. Both ideologies had a hostile attitude to counter-intuitive data.

While Eastern Europe has a long history of suppressing free speech and
academic freedom, the West still sees itself as a prime example of individual and
academic freedom, with the US in the forefront. This chapter purports to document
that this is a false and dangerous illusion, in need of revision.

The point will be illustrated in different ways, but the overall purpose is to
expose the perpetrators, count the dreadful personal, academic, and public
consequences of this surprising and all-embracing example of a 20™ century collective
fraud, and to suggest a remedy. The chapter provides illustrations of what happened to
western psychometricians, bio-behavioral scientists, and behavior geneticists devoted
to data that ran counter to preconceived theories or idealistic, moral, or political ideas,
but who were not afraid to “e'gaye' la matie're”. The examples are mostly taken from
what happened to Arthur R. Jensen, who had a formidable sharpness and the audacity
to openly challenge the official and sacrosanct notions that social equality
presupposes biological identity, and that social and racial malleability is without end.
The price he paid was high indeed, but he never shook his hands, and that is his

greatness.

1.2 Contemporary demonization

Many members of the London School of Differential Psychology, to which Hans
Eysenck and Arthur Jensen also belong, has been demonized in the 20" century. The
British psychologist Cyril Burt was, for example, accused of fiddling with his data on
the similarity of twins. Because Burt was a leading proponent of the idea that
intelligence is largely heritable, this cause célebre was quickly exploited by social
reductionist critics to throw a deadly blow to the entire notion of inheritance of
intelligence. Yet, both the previous and the later methodologically better studies of the
heritability of intelligence have come up with figures that, on average, compare
favorably with Burt’s original numbers. What remains of substance of the much
hailed defamatory attacks is that an ageing Burt probably was inexcusably careless
with the presentation of his own data. The really interesting question has now changed
to the question why so many critics still find the Burt case a good reason to reject the

entire notion of the major inheritance of intelligence in face of the fact that, once you



remove all Burt’s data and use only the updated and technically much better evidence,
it does not change one iota of the conclusion that genes count for about 80 percent of
the familial transmission of genes for intelligence in late adulthood (but seemingly
much less in childhood!)

When the late Hans Eysenck succeeded Burt as a prominent member of the
London School, he also got viciously attacked for a life-long promotion of the study
of individual differences with a non-exclusive emphasis on the biological side of
human nature (see Nyborg, 1997). Ironically, his critics associated his biological
interest with underlying Nazi sympathy. It apparently made no impression on
critiques that Hans had to fly his native Germany after being beaten up by
schoolmates for refusing to join the Hitlerjugend. He even dared to openly challenge
his Nazi schoolteacher in class when they were told that Jews were inferior people.
Young Hans loved data, so he simply went to the local library to collected evidence
that Jewish soldiers were, on average, more highly decorated than other German
soldiers fighting in the First World War. Eysenck was not a Jew himself - just an
unusually intelligent and brave young man! This bravery found good use in his long-
life defense of psychometrics and the biological basis of personality and intelligence.
He had to endure physical attacks and personal harassment in countless ways, and to
have his lectures blocked at home or abroad.

The late Raymond Cattell may be considered a special kind of member of the
London School. He was shamefully denied reception in the last minute in 1997 of a
medal for a lifetime achievement award in psychology, endorsed by The American
Psychological Association. The initiative to withhold the medal came from Barry
Mehler, who also proposed that the late Stanley Porteus should no longer give his
name to Porteus Hall at the University of Hawaii (for a characterization of Mehler, see
Weyher, pp. xI-xliii, in Lynn, 2001). Mehler seems to have devoted his entire career
to attacks on psychometrics and bio-behavioral research, and he has repeatedly
attacked the Pioneer Fund for racism (ibid.). This fund supported the research of some
members of the London School, as well as scientists outside the circle. Chris Brand, a
longtime tenured lecturer at the Edinburgh University, was sacked, and had to endure
that his 1996 book: The g factor: General Intelligence and its Implications, was “de-
published” by Wiley. The publisher simply took the book off the shelf where it had
been on for sale for 6 weeks. Philippe Rushton of University of Western Ontario,

Canada, was very close to being sacked and persecuted for “hate speech”, and was



actually subjected to a criminal investigation, that ended with nothing. A publisher

withdrew and destroyed 45.000 copies of an abridged 2000 edition of his Race,

evolution, and behavior, originally published by Transaction Publishers. With
characteristic stamina Rushton successfully countered all the wild accusations and
kept on with his important work (see chapter 9 in this volume). Thomas Bouchard
from Minnesota University in the US, an internationally recognized specialist using
twins to study the inheritance of intelligence and personality, has routinely been
ferociously attacked over many years. So has sociologists Bob Gordon from the Johns
Hopkins University and Linda Gottfredson from the University of Delaware, and
many others. Readers interested in the unworthy details of these rueful stories may
like to consult Lynn (2001).

1.3 The demonization of Arthur R. Jensen

The above examples was meant to illustrate the fact that anybody critical of the
prevailing social reductionism were demonized during the past two third of the 20"
century. The attacks came not only from individuals, but also from academic
institutions, professional organizations, and the public media.

However, the attacks took on a particularly nasty form in the case of Arthur
Jensen - perhaps because he has this tremendous capacity to accumulate solid data and
to derive clear implications. The rule of the attackers seems to be that the better the
data, the more vicious will be the punishment. The 16" century treatment prescribed
for Spinoza looks surprisingly alike to the 20™ century treatment given Arthur R.
Jensen: Stay away from him! Don’t believe him! Disrespect him! Don’t read him!
Stop him!

Luckily, all this made no impression on Art. He followed Voltaire’s advice to
“e'gaye' la matie're”, and refined the measurement of general intelligence g, critically
discussed individual and groups difference in g, and enquired into the inheritance of g.
There is no doubt, had Art not “e’gaye’ed” “la matiere” we would probably today
have missed the most reliable and broadest applicable general measure psychology
has ever devised. That would have been a sad story for the individual, the group,

society, and for science.



2. JENSEN — THE SCIENTIST

2.1 Introduction

Arthur Jensen is the perfect case for illustrating which and how particular sociological
components go into a well-coordinated attack on academic freedom. First, he is an
impeccable scientist — at least in the eyes of all experts in his field. Moreover, he was
able to radically change his mind in accordance with new data about restrictions on
human development, but he also continued to use the classical methodological tools of
psychology. I will on this basis argue that it was not a change of methods, but rather a
change of mind, that made him the prime target for countless vitriolic attacks for years
to come. The change of mind transformed him, in the eyes of his critics, from being a
brilliant educational scientist with a non-offensive mainstream view and a clear
devotion to better the conditions for the disadvantaged, into being a bad researcher
doing bad science, and that for evil motives.

I am fully aware that all this may sound a bit exaggerated or even somewhat
paranoid. Below I will therefore be very specific about each of the above stated
claims. I will first substantiate the claim that Arthur Jensen is widely acknowledged
by colleagues in his specialist fields — educational psychology and psychometrics — as
a primus inter pares, then, that he is a master of methodology, that he did not fiddle
with the data, that his findings are mainstream, and that he has no racial inclinations

whatsoever.

2.2 Jensen — the impeccable educational psychologist

A recent special issue of Intelligence praises Jensen as a professional in the full
meaning of that term and as a person with extraordinary qualities (Detterman et al.,
1998). In fact, a reference to a passage by Galton (1869, pp. 24-25) - “Kings among
Men” was used to characterize Jensen as “A King among Men”. Moreover, no less
than four of his books or journal articles have reached the status of citation classics -
defined by the Institute for Scientific Information as works with an unusually high
frequency of citations in the scientific and professional journals. He is the 47" most
cited psychologist in the twentieth century, and 12" among the 19 still alive
(Haggbloom et al., 2002). In other words, judged by his academic success and the

accolades, Jensen is a prototype of a high-caliber professional.



2.3 Jensen — the infamous

It is therefore puzzling to see that the same Detterman could state with great
confidence in the same 1998 issue of Intelligence, that Arthur Jensen will never
receive the honors he rightly deserves. To fully understand this we have to go back to
one fatal day in 1969, where Jensen’s professional and personal life suddenly changed
almost overnight. The day before he was a young honorable scientist with a promising
career. The next day he was an outcast, rightly deserving verbal and physical abuse. It
even became acceptable to many scientists that Jensen and his family deserved to live
with realistic life threats. Ongoing projects were compromised, teaching made
difficult, his office had to be secured, and his presence at campus required the
company of bodyguards for personal safety. While on campus, angry students would
regularly shout in choir: “Professor Jensen is in sight — he is teaching genocide”. Over
the next 30 years he would experience again and again that invited lectures at other
universities in several countries were blocked by angry demonstrators. On one
occasion he actually had to run for his life under the protection of 50 police officers,
only to escape after being locked up in a closet for hours, and then “rescued” from the
“scene of crime”. As late as in 1999 demonstrators made an attempt to disturb an
invited lecture at Edinburgh University, and he had to return to the States after being
obstructed in delivering the honorary “Galton Lecture” in London, UK.

Threatened and ridiculed at the personal and professional level, he had to get
used to see fearful politically correct professional organizations promote far less
qualified colleagues to stardom in the academic and professional hierarchies. Not that
I have ever heard Arthur Jensen express even the slightest personal interest in
stardom, but even a Jensen cannot get around the fact of academic life that the
ultimate measure of one’s professional standing is reflected in the recognition by our
colleagues. Jensen is indeed “a man that will never receive honors!” So, what is

wrong with him?

2.4 Jensen’s methods, data, and interpretation

Did Jensen really deserve the extreme punishment from colleagues, organizations, and
the public? Perhaps he began to use shaky methods way back in the late 1960s? This
obviously is not the case. The methods he used before and also after 1969 are pretty
much standard in psychology. In fact, Art is generally acknowledged as one of the

methodologically most skilled professionals in his field. In addition to exploiting



classical techniques he has developed new sophisticated tools (such as correlated
vector analysis (Jensen, 1998, appendix B), and | am not aware of any serious critique
of these..

Did he begin to fiddle with his data around 1969? Wrong again. In the
hundreds of attacks on him one rarely find any accusation of questionable data, and in
the few actual cases | have yet to see an instance where the discrepancy could not be
explained rationally.

It is, of course, quite common in the history of science to see individuals get
ousted from the good company for producing far-off-mainstream findings. Did Jensen
begin to get “unusual” or “unexpected” results after 1969? Not at all! All his main
observations confirm what everybody else finds in the field using similar techniques.
In fact, those who have had the good fortune of working closely together with him
know painfully well, that he is extremely careful (bordering to the pedantic, if I may
say so, Art?) in accepting what counts as good methods, solid empirical data, and
sound interpretation. In that respect many of his critics do not match him by half.
Even more interesting, there is now considerable consensus in professional circles
with respect to most of Jensen’s main conclusions — those he arrived at before, as well
as those reached after 1969. Most of the basic problems he addressed can now be
considered basically solved, and research can safely progress in new directions
(Jensen, 1998), which is precisely what Jensen, and many others with him, are busy

doing right now.

2.5 Is Jensen a racist?

In the HER article Jensen (1969) began the section on Race Differences by stating:

“The important distinction between the individual and the population must always be
kept clearly in mind in any discussion of racial differences in mental abilities ...
Whenever we select a person for some special educational purpose ....we are
selecting an individual, and we are selecting him and dealing with him as an
individual for reasons of his individuality ... The variables of social class, race, and
national origin ... are irrelevant as a basis for dealing with individuals.” Later Jensen
writes: “Furthermore, since, as far as we know, the full range of human talents is
represented in all the major races of man and in all socioeconomic levels, it is unjust

to allow the more fact of an individual’s racial or social background to affect the



treatment accorded to him. All persons rightfully must be regarded in the basis of their
individual qualities and merits, and all social, educational, and economic institutions
must have built into them the mechanisms for insuring and minimizing the treatment

of persons according to their individual behavior.”

This is hardly the view of a racist generalizing blindly and derogatorily across
hundreds or thousands of individuals. We rather see the fingerprints of a responsible
and careful educational psychologist with an open eye for existing individual
variation, irrespective of race. | will later get back to the puzzling question how on
earth Jensen’s critics could nevertheless accuse his of being driven by a contemptible,

fundamentally racist attitude.

2.6 Is Jensen opposing racial desegregation?

Could all the hate directed against Jensen be partially a function of him opposing
racial desegregation in schools? To the contrary, Jensen has always maintained the
position of being opposed to segregated schools (e.g Jensen, 1972, p. 51). He is
concerned, however, that segregation takes place so that all children benefit from it, as
racial balance in schools may not by itself solve existing educational problems.
Educational diversity and desegregation need not be incompatible goals, he says, but “

. ignoring individual differences in children’s educational needs could be most
destructive to those who are already the most disadvantaged educationally. The
allocation of a school’s resources for children with special educational problems
cannot be influenced by race; it must be governed by individual needs. Making an
association ... between the “nature-nurture” question and the issue of racial
desegregation of schools is, in my opinion, a most flagrant non sequitur.” (ibid.,
original emphasis). Again, this is hardly the view of a racist segregationist, but rather
a balanced expression of concern for the disadvantaged, irrespective of color.

2.7 If not Jensen — then who is to blame?

If Jensen really is not to blame, then who are? Many of Jensen’s opponents came from
what can somewhat loosely be called the academic left (Gross & Levitt, 1994/1998).

My first tentative hypothesis was, accordingly, that the demonization of Jensen was a
simple function of a predominantly academic left-wing dissatisfaction with the notion

of a largely inherent human inequality in intelligence, threatening their honorable idea



of basic solidarity with the poor. This quickly appeared to be much too narrow an
analytic framework, even if the gusty impact of the academic left remained central in

the auspices of an extended model (to be presented later).

3. ASIMPLE MODEL FOR DEMONIZATION

3.1 Introduction

It gradually transpired that the full answer to the question of whom to blame for the
demonization of Jensen, required nothing less than a full-scale analysis of all the
sociological components that interacted to produce the war-like climate surrounding
psychometric, differential psychology, behavioral genetics, and the bio-behavioral
sciences in general. The analysis required a focus going far beyond the left or right
oriented ideologies of some of the combatants. It had to involve also the academic
institutions and the public context in which it unfolded.

The analysis was accordingly divided into two parts, even if the overall
purpose of the analysis was to expose the destructive play of social reductionism,
amounting to a collective fraud, committed by surprisingly many academics and their
organizations, by irresponsible universities, and by some professional and even cross-
national organizations, all seemingly guided by a debilitating political correctness
ideology.

The deeper irony of all this is that the collective fraud seems originally planted
by the academic left in order to promote human happiness and solidarity with the
disadvantaged, but it ended up by killing both of these honorable intentions, in
addition to seriously threatening the academic freedom of individuals, and thereby the
entire foundation of modern universities.

The first part of the analysis takes on a very specific form - that of a single
case pseudo-experimental study, with a few independent variables and a mapping of
the kind and level of demonization. The second part of the analysis, to be presented
later, incorporates a number of semi-dependent variables that are useful for the full
appreciation of the intricate pattern of collective fraud, spun in a worrisome unison by
many parts of modern academia and the public. The variables will be defined as they
are used, but a brief overview of all variables in the two-part study may help grasp the
larger picture.

Jensen radically changed his mind in late 1960s, and this change appears in

the first analysis as an independent variable with two modes: one biologically neutral
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and uncontroversial, the second one biologically related and deeply offensive. The
second independent variable in the first study pertains to major variations in the
prevailing Zeitgeist in the 20™ century, a parameter with 4 modes.

The remaining variables, introduced in the second stage of the analysis,
include genes for an (in)flexible personality that make it difficult to change one’s
mind, religious beliefs, moral and ethic agendas, an idealized search for “truth”, a
widespread fear of elitism, racism, sexism, or inequality, a subjective craving for
pedagogical optimism, an urgent need for scientific recognition among peers, the
explicit or implicit moral objectives of funding by organizations, public media
ideologies, the desire for being political correct and, finally, the implicitly or
explicitly stated purposes of political, professional, and academic programs.

It is a fact that there is no simple co-variation among these many inter-
dependent variables. Sometimes they act mainly in isolation to restrain individual
academic freedom, sometimes synergistically, or they may even interact non-linearly

— possibilities that obviously do not facilitate an effect analysis.

3.2 Independent variables in the first part of the analysis

3.2.1 The two Arthur Jensen decision modes. The first decision mode is a pre-

1969 mainstream science nurture mode with uncontroversial implications. The second

IS a post-1969 nature mode with controversial implications.

In the first mode Jensen concentrated on laboratory research and theoretical
problems, involving university undergraduate and serial rote learning problems, a
topic as far removed as one could get from the focus of his later 1969 HER article on
1Q, achievement, race, and genetics. Then, in the mid 1960s Jensen decided to
radically change his mind. This section maps the purely empirical reasons for the
change, and demonstrates that it had nothing to do with subconscious or preconceived

attitudes.

Jensen entertains the personal philosophy that even if a scientist is mostly
interested in theory he/she should try and bring this expertise to bear on practical
problems whenever needed. Therefore, when a school psychologist asked him to point
out a good culture-free or culture-fair test that would work for children diagnosed as
educationally mentally retarded (EMR) Jensen — as the helpful person he always is -
accepted the challenge. He first did some empirical work to empirically confirm the

11



school psychologist’s suspicion that available tests were quite valid for white middle-
class children but did not work well for minority lower-class children. Despite an 1Q
of 75 or lower, EMR children did not seem nearly as retarded as the white middle-
class children with comparable 1Qs. Thus, when compared to white middle-class
children with similarly low 1Q, they appeared much brighter socially as well as in
playful interactions. Jensen began to wonder whether it was possible to devise a
testing procedure to bring this phenomenon under closer scrutiny. The first step was
to ponder whether most 1Q tests actually assessed prior learning outside the test room,
where minority children obviously might be culturally disadvantaged. Next step was
to develop various “direct learning tests” that measured the rate of learning something
new in the test room. In this phase of clarification, Jensen realized that culturally
disadvantaged EMR children from low SES homes performed much better relative to
middle-SES EMR children with the same low Q. He took this to mean that the direct
learning tests picked up important behavioral and cognitive differences between low-
SES and middle-SES EMR children that the usual 1Q tests simply missed.

A first reflection on the results suggested that the culture-fair test had been
invented. But Jensen did not stop there. With the characteristic incisiveness that
permeates all Jensen’s research, his ensuing research involved large-scale studies of
school children. Moreover, Jensen also ... inevitably became deeply immersed in the
rapidly growing educational literature of the 1960s on the psychology of the culturally
disadvantaged — at that time a new term for the children of the poor, specially racial
minorities such as Negroes, Mexican-American, Puerto Ricans, and American
Indians, as well as poor whites.” (p. 7). Unfortunately, many of the reports at the time
were still in the form of unpublished research reports, and they were accumulating
rapidly, so Jensen, with characteristic meticulousness, “... felt a need to scan all these
reports, winnow them to find the most substantial and methodologically sound
studies, classify them, and digest and organize the results into a reasonably coherent
body of knowledge which could be summarized in a book ...” (p. 7).

The attempt to develop tests fair to culturally deprived low SES minority
children must strike everybody as laudable. So must the colossal work Jensen put into
the systematization and updating of the relevant educational literature. | have taken

quite a number of colleagues by surprise when informing them that Arthur Jensen
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truly worked along such lines. They knew for sure from several critical sources that he

was the prime enemy of the deprived of this world — in particular of blacks.

However, a genuine surprise was also in store for Jensen. In his own words:
“What stuck me as most peculiar as I worked my way through the vast bulk of
literature on the disadvantaged was the almost complete lack of any mention of the
possible role of genetic factors in individual difference in intelligence and scholastic
performance. In the few instances where genetics was mentioned, it was usually to
dismiss the issue as outmoded, irrelevant, or unimportant, or to denigrate the genetic
study of human differences and proclaim the all-importance of the social and cultural
environment as the only source of individual and group difference in the mental
abilities relevant to scholastic performance. So strongly expressed was this bias in
some cases, and so inadequately buttressed by any evidence, that | began to surmise
that the topic of genetics was ignored more because of the particular author’s social
philosophy than because the importance of genetic factors in human differences had
been scientifically disproved. ... At that time I was largely but not utterly ignorant of
the research on the genetics of mental abilities” (pp. 7-8). It became obvious to Jensen
that, in order to fully understand what caused individual difference in intelligence and
scholastic performance, he also had to review the total world literature on the genetics
of human abilities. That was the frugal time for a radical change of mind, informed

basically by data and in a spirit of a genuine surprise.

He wrote a number of articles on what he had learned. The articles elicited an
invitation to talk in 1967 at the annual convention of the American Educational
Research Association (AERA,; Jensen, 1968). At the meeting he pointed out that
present education had failed by not taking into account innate or acquired difference
in abilities. He further pointed out that the ideal of equality of educational opportunity
can actually do harm, quite like a physician treating all patients with the same
medicine. He finally noted that optimal instructional procedures may not be
discovered if we do not take into account the wide range and diversity of abilities,
with the effect that we may unwittingly alienate many children.

In the process of reviewing literature, Jensen became impressed with the

Coleman report on Equality of Educational Opportunity, published in 1966. This

study was based on more than half a million children, and presented massive evidence

that “ ... discrepancies in educational achievement by different social class and racial
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groups are correlated to only a slight degree with inequalities in those variables over
which schools traditionally have control. The data made it abundantly clear that
biological and social environmental factors associated with social class, race, and
family background accounted for most of the variance in intellectual ability and
scholastic performance.” (p. 10). At the next annual meeting of the AERA in 1968
Jensen presented his Level I- Level Il theory on a triple interaction among social
class, intelligence, and rote learning ability.

The two AERA addresses led to an invitation to write the now (in)famous

article “How much can we boost IQ and scholastic achievement” for the Harvard

Educational Review (HER; Jensen, 1969). The invitation was quite explicit, and the
reader is strongly urged to carefully inspect the outlay in toto, presented at page 11 in
Jensen (1972). Thus, contrary to what many still believe today, and in face of the fact

that the HER editorial board later denied it, Jensen was explicitly invited to comment,

among many other things, on his “... position on social class and racial differences in

intelligence” (my emphasis). The article was published on 28 February 1969. This is
the day the basis for Jensenism was established: “The theory that an individual’s 1Q is
largely due to heredity, including racial heritage. [1965-1970]; after Arthur R. Jensen
(born 1923), U.S. educational psychologist, who proposed such a theory; see —ism] —

Jen’sen-ist, Jen’sen-ite’, n., adj.” (e.g. The Random House and Webster’s

Unabridged Dictionaries).

The HER article proved that Jensen had felt forced by solid empirical evidence
to switch from mode 1 of publicly laudable neutral research on serial learning effects
and on the helping of the culturally disadvantaged, to mode 2 stressing 1) the
existence of individual and race difference in intelligence, 2) the failure of
compensatory education, and 3) that a purely environmental hypothesis may perhaps
not any longer suffice and 4) that help for the disadvantaged better acknowledges the
differences.

Then all hell broke loose. To fully understand the violent dynamics of this we
have to connect Jensen’s change of mind to the prevailing Zeitgeist mode, in which
the HER article surfaced.

3.2.2. Zeitgeist modes. The model therefore operates with four Zeitgeist

modes: 1) A pre-1940 form where biological explanations were generally accepted, 2)
a 1940-1980 blank slate form where Lysenkoism, behaviorism, and hostile anti-nature

attitudes dominated, fuelled partly by communist ideology, partly by Nazi misuse of
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eugenics to promote nasty genocide programs 3) a brief 1980-1990 relational-
interpretative form of anti-science interlude and, finally 4) a post-1990 period where
new evidence from progressive neuro-biological sciences (molecular sciences,
neurochemistry, neurophysiology, neuroimaging) and behavioral genetics slowly
begin to make biological explanations partly acceptable to at least some researchers

outside orthodox academic left circles.

This simple model predicts that had Jensen presented his newly established
conclusions in the HER article during the pre-1940 Zeitgeist mode 1 he would have
received largely laudatory critique. This was the time when eugenics movement
flourished in many countries, and it was quite common to talk seriously about a
genetic basis for individual and group differences in intelligence. Biological
explanations were generally accepted and recommendations by the political right as
well as by the left were used in support of “progressive” social policies in many
countries.

Segerstrale (2000) mentions several factors that may explain the turning away
from mode 1 biological or nature explanations toward the mode 2 “official
environmentalism” or nurture explanations so domineering in the twenties and thirties
in the US. Among them are the growing social influence of immigrants and northern
urban blacks, the Great Depression, a growing skepticism against social Darwinist
arguments, and the dwindling support for the eugenics movements after reports of
escalating Nazi sterilization practices. Add to this the 1968 American Anthropological
Association unanimous resolution to denounce racism (Degler, 1991), and it becomes
understandable that ... there was a dramatic decrease in articles on race and sex
differences (ibid, pp. 203-205). Segerstrale also cites Barkan (1992) and Degler
(1991) for observing that anthropologists Franz Boas, Ruth Benedict, and Margaret
Mead were successfully promoting the notion of the importance of culture over
biology in explaining behavior, and Provine (1973) for noting ... the strong political
drive for an environmentalist attitude in academia this time.” The UNESCO 1952
statement made it virtually illegitimate to use race as an explanatory factor; it
emphasized that there were no differences among the races, and this was largely
accepted on face value by large sections within academia and also outside it. Barkan

(1992, pp. 342-343) found that ... biological explanations [were] replaced by cultural
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analysis. Rigid views of hierarchies among human groups largely yielded to
relativism and indeterminism.”

From 1990 onwards, a number of philosophical and text-reading movements
were formed, where deconstructionism, post-modernism, and debunking of science
prevailed. Many of these movements included hostile reactions towards biological
thinking but also science in general.

The tides slowly change again about 1990 or so, thanks to the exponentially
increasing knowledge from functional genomics and the molecular sciences,
combined with truly breathtaking developments in behavior genetics and brain
imaging sciences. Surprisingly, even if it has once again become somewhat acceptable
to mention the biological side of human nature - at least in some circles - in mode 3
and 4, this is, unfortunately, also is the time when political correctness prevails not
only in academia at-large but also in the public press. Post-modernist theory and
“standpoint” epistemologies make some progress in debunking science, and Jensen’s
lectures are still occasionally obstructed during this period.

Anyway, Jensen had no choice but to present his mode 2 thinking in the HER
article in the middle of the 1940-80 mode 2 Zeitgeist, simply because that was the
time when he first discovered that he in the first part of his professional career had
seriously underestimated the biological side of his work. Jensen has, as mentioned, an
unusual high regard for data, he is honest, and he is willing to let science be guided by
data, even if they speak against his previous view.

Finally, he had the personal flexibility needed to turn around 180 degrees and
re-interpret the observations in the cold light of new and better evidence. This is more
than can be said for many of his opponents. As will be demonstrated later, them
openly distrusted unequivocally good data, and even admitted in public that they
preferred to interpret them in reassuring light of already preformed notions (i.e. they
subjected texts to moral reading, see below). The difference in the mental flexibility
of Jensen and his critics will play a role in the second part of the analysis.

As soon as Jensen’s decision mode 2 collided with Zeitgeist mode 2, the

following predictable but unworthy series of events played out.

4. THE ATTACKS

4.1 The immediate reactions
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Jensen’s HER article was immediately given unprecedented publicity, and many of
the reactions could be likened more to an emotional hullabaloo than to presenting

counter-factual evidence.

I will give a fairly detailed description of the reactions, because | know from
personal experience that many people simply find it impossible to believe the many
unworthy postures of “honorable” scientists. They either flatly reject that the unfair
attacks on Jensen ever took place, or they may say that he most certainly deserved a
“qualified response”, or they may even call it a balanced discussion. To counter such
an evasion from facts, I will in this section draw heavily on Jensen’s own account of
some the details of the retaliations from the time of the publication in 1969 and up to
1971 (Jensen, 1972).

After reading the section, | will ask the reader to judge the scientific honesty
of those same scientists who questioned Jensen’s honesty, as he went from decision
mode 1 to 2 in Zeitgeist mode 2. To be fair, the later section on “Defenses” also
outlines the basically positive reactions, but the present section serves the main
purpose of illustrating the nature and causes for the inexcusably bad academic
climate. It was so bad that Jensen exclaimed in despair, “Most of the main points of
my [HER] article were never mentioned, being completely displaced by the racial

issue, which was often a grotesque parody of what I had actually written.”

4.1.1 Reactions in or by academic journals. It is instructive to first monitor the

timid reactions of the editorial office of the Harvard Educational Review in the
aftermath of Jensen’s 1969 HER article (1972). The Board undoubtedly was under
great pressure from many individuals and organizations as part and parcel of a
collective fraud (see later), but the ensuing events “... are unprecedented in the
history of scholarly publication in America ...” because “... the Boards academic
wisdom and adherence to traditional principles of scholarly publication were
pathetically wanting.” (p. 23).

Among other things, the Board sent out a false statement, denying that they
actually had invited Jensen to comment on race differences. The board then denied
Jensen a copy of the statement, but sent it out to everybody else asking for it. The
Board then halted the Winter issue with Jensen’s article and declined orders from

University bookstores. The reason they gave for this was that “The Jensen article ...
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presents a view of intelligence that we feel must be read in the context of expert
discussion from other psychologists and geneticists.” Apparently, what they really
meant was that academics cannot be trusted to think for themselves, and so they
needed the proper guidance by the critics of Jensen to reach a “correct view”. The
Board then decided not to sell reprints to Jensen of his own article, even if everybody
else could order them. Next, it was hinted that Jensen’s rejoinder to the critics could
not be published in the ensuing Spring issue, but rather would appear in the much
later Summer issue. They then reversed this decision, but only after massive
intervention. Still, the Board refused to sell reprints of the original article to Jensen,
even if other authors could still obtain copies of their articles the usual way! However,
after the Board was reminded by eight “ ... faculty members of the Department of
Educational Psychology at a large Eastern university ...” that the “interim distribution
of the article appears to be at best anti-intellectual and at worst a form of censorship.”

(p. 26-27), Jensen was finally “allowed* to buy copies of his own article!

It may be hard to believe, but the sad story of the cowardice of the HER
editorial board does not end here. The Spring issue was planned to have four or five
discussants of Jensen’s original article, but was upped to seven. Being fair, as always,

13

Jensen found that for the most part they were “.... reasonably thoughtful, scholarly
attempts to deal with the issues by my paper.”, and characterized by a “... generally
moderate tone and lack of any essential disagreement with the main points of my
article ...” (p. 27). However, the Board had refused to publish previously invited
papers from two high-caliber solicited contributors - Ellis Page from University of
Connecticut and Michael Scriven from University of California at Berkeley - despite
being delivered on time. The two papers apparently did not only fail to sufficiently
“put down” Jensen’s stance. They even dared take a critical stance on his critics.

Being under such pressure the Board apparently could not allow itself to take any

chances.

Worse was still to come! The Summer 1969 issue of HER contained some
twenty articles and letters ... most of them only masquerading as serious critiques of
my article. Likening me to Hitler (p. 592) ... was apparently not beneath the Editorial
Board’s standards ...” as was not the fact that some of these articles “... contained
factual, methodological, and theoretical errors and unsubstantiated accusations against

my article.” The Board further accepted to publish Deutsch’s strong claim that
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“perhaps so large a number of errors [in Jensen’s article] would not be remarkable
were it not for the fact that Jensen’s previous work has contained so few, and more
malignant, all the errors referred to are in the same direction: Maximizing differences
between blacks and whites and maximizing the possibility that such differences are
attributable to hereditary factors (p. 254)”. It is telling to note that Deutsch was not
able to back up his charges despite repeated requests to do so. When finally forced by
demands of the Committee of Scientific and Professional Ethics and Conduct of the
American Psychological Association, Deutsch came up with a ... by any standard ...

pathetic document.” (p. 28-29 in Jensen, 1972).

The Board of HER demonstrated further anomalies. It now refused Jensen the
right to rejoinder to the critique! The Nobel Laureate in physics, William Shockley,
fared no better. He was able to demonstrate that there were fatal errors in one of the

critical HER articles: “Social Allocation Models of Intelligence: A Methodological

Inquiry” by Light and Smith from Harvard University. The model suggested that even
if the heritability of intelligence was as high as .80, the mean white-black 1Q
difference could be accounted for entirely in terms of environmental differences.
What Shockley demonstrated was that the model generated a number of completely
absurd results, highly discrepant with common observations. Despite the fact that the
Shockley paper expressed no opinion at all in the matter of race differences, but
simply pointed out essential logical infirmities and wide discrepancies from well-
known facts in the Light and Smith article in HER, the Board nevertheless refused to
publish Shockley’s critique. This is another example of HER’s inexcusable censure,

pure and simple. Shockley’s paper was eventually published in another journal in
1971.

4.1.2 Reactions by Academic Institutions

4.1.2.1 The American Psychological Association. The powerful

American Psychological Association sponsored a division called The Society for the

Psychological Study of Social Issues (SPSSI). This division issued on May 2, 1969, a

statement, meant to discredit major points in Jensen’s 1969 HER article. Parts of the
statement were aggressively distributed to newspapers across the nation and to several

professional journals, to be published in toto (e.g. American Psychologist, November,

1969, pp. 1039-1041). The statement contained remarkably sweeping counter-
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conclusions (but no data) about observations for which there already was substantial
confirmation, or the arguments were twisted. For example, it said “... we believe that
statements specifying the hereditary components of intelligence are unwarranted by
the present state of scientific knowledge ... such statements may be seriously
misinterpreted”. Not one word about the massive confluent evidence from twin and
adoption studies. It stated that “The evidence points overwhelmingly to the fact that
when one compares Negroes and Whites of comparable cultural and educational
background, difference in intelligence test scores diminish markedly.” No mentioning
of the fact that when one controls for education much of the 1Q variance is taken
away. The statement said that “... a more accurate understanding of the contribution of
heredity to intelligence will be possible only when social conditions for all races are
equal and when this situation has existed for several generations.” It was not stated
that this, obviously, would make all future studies on race difference virtually
impossible, nor did it acknowledge that such a restrictive condition was not really

called for, either.

With respect to compensatory education it said: “One of our most serious
objections to Jensen’s article is to his vigorous assertion that compensatory education
has apparently failed.” “We maintain that a variety of programs ... have been
effective and ... carefully planned intervention ... can have a substantially positive
influence on the performance of disadvantaged children”. One should have thought
that APA sponsored honest scientists would have felt obliged at this point to back up

their strong counterclaim with clear evidence, or that APA would have asked for it.

The statement further pointed out “... a number of Jensen’s key assumptions
and conclusions are seriously questioned by many ... It is thus an oversimplification
to try and explain complex behavior in terms of “heredity versus environment”
(original emphasis). Having examined Jensen’s data ““... we find that observed racial
differences in intelligence can be attributed to environmental factors.” Present-day
intelligence tests are “Largely developed and standardized on white middle-class

children ...” and “... tend to be biased against black children ...”.

It may be hard to believe, but SPSSI people then reaffirmed their “... long-held
position of support for open inquiry on all aspects of human behavior.” They
emphasized in particular that “... in the study of human behavior a “variety of social

factors may have large and far-reaching effects... “ so “ ... the scientist must examine
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the competing explanations ... and ... exercise the greatest care in his interpretation.”

| feel confident that at least some APA ears have turned red, at least in retrospect.

Jensen’s response came promptly, and was published in the same November

issue of American Psychologist. Had Jensen actually set heredity versus environment

or denied the possible impact of a variety of social factors in his HER article (or
elsewhere, for that sake)? Not at all! What he said was: “The preponderance of the
evidence is, in my opinion, less consistent with a strictly environmental hypothesis

than with a genetic hypothesis, which of course, does not exclude the influence of

environment or its interaction with genetic factors.” (p. 82, my emphasis). Moreover,

Jensen explicitly warned readers against the error of pitting heredity versus

environment in a section sub-headed “Heredity versus Environment” (pp. 44-46).

It may very well be that the SPSSI people capitalized on the chance that even
responsible scientists would not themselves take the trouble to read Jensen’s original
HER article, but the question still remains: Why on earth should the SPSSI people lie
openly and want to blatantly misrepresent Jensen’s position? How could honest APA
scientists hold a “... position of support for open inquiry ...” when they at the same
time call for the impossible scenario that the social and cultural condition for whites
and blacks must be kept equal for generations, before anybody can even publish in the
field? My guess, and that of others is, that such a claim is a camouflaged attempt to

censure, and to cover a closed mind that would forever preclude proper analysis.

The SPSSI people claimed that 1Q tests are inevitably biased against black
children. This is patently wrong, but this claim had at least one good effect. It made
Jensen undertake the formidable task of reviewing the entire world literature on test
bias. This resulted in a book (Jensen, 1980), which confirmed that well standardized
tests contain no ethnic bias when properly used, and when applied in other cultures

with proper caution.

With respect to the SPSSI claim that compensatory education programs are
effective and notably lift the performance of disadvantaged children — where was their
documentation for this? Where is the evidence today, a third of a century and millions
of dollars later? True, when one compares blacks and whites, holding education and
culture constant, the usual 15 1Q point difference in 1Q shrinks but, as mentioned
previously, this takes a sizeable part of the variation out of the equation as 1Q

differences accounts for a significant proportion of the educational variation. Perhaps
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the SPSSI people ought to take seriously their own call to ... exercise the greatest

care in ... interpretation.”

4.1.2.2 Reactions by The American Anthropological Association. On

March 5, 1970, the American Anthropological Association (AAA) presented a list of
16 resolutions to all its members, in which they obfuscated Jensen’s position, implied

positions he never held, and called Jensen a “chauvinist, biased racist”.

Resolution 15 thus concluded that Jensen’s article “... is not consistent with
the facts of psychology, biology or anthropology.” It said that ... Jensen’s article is
wholly inadequate ...”, and that “All races possess the abilities needed to participate

fully in the democratic way of life and modern technological civilization.”

Resolution 16 then requested that all members return to their homes from the
meeting and “... use all available outlets in the national and local media to inform the

general public concerning the correct facts about the nature of human variability.”

Like with the previous APA statements, we again see a seriously flawed
statement from a “responsible” professional organization, reflecting a chilling lack of
obligation to present “facts” to substantiate of their strong counterclaims. Instead of

presenting all relevant data they ran a data-free cheap-shut vendetta against Jensen.

As usual, Jensen got it right when he commented: “In science the only thing
that really counts is a preponderance of the facts and converging lines of evidence.”
(1972, p. 42). This honest view apparently does not resonate well with broad
professional psychology and anthropology circles, and makes one wonder what

science really meant to these corrupt moralizing and politicizing organizations.

4.1.3 Claims from other sides for breach of honesty and ethics. Jensen had

further reason to wonder. He repeatedly wondered why his critics could get away
easily with vicious ad hominem attacks— an approach so readily embraced by wide

circles - while suspending most critical and scientific standards?

He wondered why there apparently were no cost associated with writing in a
nationally syndicated newspaper: “Some of the more outraged souls, black and white,
would like to settle the whole thing by proving that they have IQ enough to tie a noose

that will fit Jensen’s neck.”
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He wondered why six distinguished Berkeley social science professors could
get away with writing in the Berkeley student newspaper that Jensen “... was
extremely naive about the nature of cultural differences in test performances” whereas
nobody apparently bothered to ask the distinguished professors what precisely they
had done to enlighten us? Could they muster more than pure and simple despect? We

actually do not know till this day!

Jensen wondered why he could not hear the voices of the remaining hundreds
of social science professors in this discussion? Obviously, even first year students
with a rudimentary understanding of fair play and knowledge of the basic rules of
science ought to have felt obliged to get the record straight? Few did. As | will argue
later, we here begin to see the vague contours of a far-reaching collective fraud with
the purpose of framing Jensen. They could neither frame him on his data nor on his
methods, but they could exploit the frontal collision between Jensen’s politically
incorrect mode 2 nature decision, and their own beloved Zeitgeist mode 2 nurture

conviction.

One discussant in HER Spring 1969 issue claimed that Jensen was “girding”
himself for a “holy war against environmentalists”. Did any of the other critics go
back to Jensen’s 1969 HER article to check for themselves whether his position was
war-like or not, and faithfully went back to correct this untrue statement? Not one, as
far as | can see! Did any of the critics double-check Jensen’s major conclusion, and
reported back that Jensen actually provided clear and frank support to the notion that
environmental factors were also important? Not one. Possible faint attempts to

correction drowned in the mud.

There are two competing interpretations of all this. Either, most of the
environmentalists did not themselves read Jensen’s source text but relied on
misrepresenting second-hand sources, as ammunition for their crusade. Or, they
actually read the original but subjected it to “moral reading” (Segerstrale, 2000),

13

whereby the “... critics [of sociobiology] employed a particular style of textual
exegesis ... aimed at revealing the true meaning [of sociobiology]” so that ... the
critics’ interpretation of the true meaning [of sociobiology] came to overrule their
targets’ protests. The critics profited from the prevailing post-war taboo on biological

explanation of behavior.” (p. 2).

23



Considering the sometimes no more than superficial similarity between the
sociobiology and the IQ “wars”, it seems a reasonable assumption that Jensen’s critics
also applied the “moral reading” approach when studying IQ and race texts. They
could, of course, also have headed for something else, partly obscure to themselves, in
a self-perceived “non-war” against Jensen, but I will concur with Segerstrale, that

moral reading is the more likely interpretation.

A group called “Psychologists for Social Action” urged at the Annual Spring
1969 convention of the Eastern Psychological Association, that Jensen should be
expelled or at least censured by the APA. There is no registration of what other
members at the meeting had to say to this tactics, which reminds me of other sinister
epochs in history. Spinoza, Voltaire, and the witches of all times would surely have
recognized the patterned silence surrounding controversial matters. Apparently, no
scholars openly disagreed with the mob at the meeting. Perhaps some honest members

bend their head in shame, but most kept their mouth shut for personal comfort.

In this way Jensen’s critics could at no apparent costs question the existing and
well-documented individual and group differences in intelligence. Considering their
earlier call for open inquiry and honest assessment, it is almost empirically bizarre

that the critics called upon the Rosenthal & Jacobson 1968 study - Pygmalion in the

Classroom - which concluded that increased self-esteem improves performance.
Perhaps they hoped, by some sort of analogy, that black 1Q could be raised by
improving black self-esteem? What critics did not say, perhaps did not know or, more
likely, did not care about is, that all later major reviews of the Rosenthal effect have
come out negative. There is, in fact, no support at all for Rosenthal’s strong claim, and
all replications of the original study have failed to confirm the idea that teacher
expectancy raises 1Q or promotes scholastic achievement. All this seems to boil down
to a rather obvious strategy: Rather than openness and honesty, the professional
Eastern Psychological Association and, by association, the authoritative APA, were
trying to frame Jensen according to the prescription: Don’t care about science, as long

at the attacks visibly harm Jensen!

4.1.4 Campus activities. Various handbills were passed out on campus asking

students to join demonstrations in Jensen’s class. Placard-bearing students gathered at

the University’s Board of Regents with the message: “Fire Jensen”, or held up such
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placards under his office windows while shouting “Fight racism! Fire Jensen”, or
pamphlets with his picture and the text: “HITLER IS ALIVE AND WELL AND
SPREADING RACIST PROPAGANDA AT BERKELEY”. Come and help fight in

'77

the struggle against racism at Jensen’s class!”. To attain maximal effect, time and

place of the lectures was kindly provided. At the same time a sound-truck circled
campus with full volume on its loudspeaker for the simple message: “Fight racism!

'79

Fire Jensen!” Slogans scrawled on his office door or in the elevators: “Jensen Must

Perish” or “Kill Jensen”, kept appearing despite being removed as fast as they were
scribbled.

“Students for a Democratic Society” (SDS) made up their own screwed
definitions of true democracy and academic freedom. They thus succeeded in
preventing a lecture at the University of California’s Salk Institute at La Jolla campus,
Jensen reports, by continuously clapping hands in relay, so as not to tire out. After
about an hour of this, the lecture was called off. The lecture next day had to be
delivered to privately announced invitees. This strategy angered the SDS students so
much that the campus police at Berkeley got wind that the SDS Berkeley chapter had
held a rally to plan reprisals with threats so virulent that it was deemed advisable that
Jensen should be accompanied on the campus, to and from classes, and in the parking
lot, by two plain-clothes bodyguards, for two weeks. | wonder precisely which kind of
democracy they had in mind. Most appalling, it appears that neither their professors,
nor anybody from campus administration, saw able to comment on the deep irony

here. Most everybody dug for cover, but not Jensen.

4.1.5 Threats to the home. Three years after the publication of the HER article

threatening phone calls were still made at home late at nights, despite an unlisted
phone number. At one time the threats were deemed so realistic by the police that the

Jensen family had to abandon their house and move elsewhere for a while.

4.1.6 The silencing of colleagues. Jensen was far from alone in being harassed

and in having his rights to free speech hurt. Luckily, some of these colleagues neither
accepted to be silenced. Professors Richard Herrnstein, William Shockley, Philippe
Rushton, and others also had their lectures cancelled by demonstrators. In 1971

Herrnstein wrote an article in The Atlantic Monthly suggesting that a society based on

equality of opportunity would turn out to be a society where social stratification is

based on 1Q classes. The idea was originally set forth by Young (1958) and further
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elaborated in 1994 by Herrnstein and Murray in The Bell Curve, and convincingly

confirmed by others, including Gottfredson (chapter 15 in the present volume).
Herrnstein’s lectures were interrupted, and posters were carried around on campus

with the text: Wanted for racism.

4.2 The later reactions

4.2.1 Introduction. Did all the fuss end there back in the early seventies?

Jensen certainly hoped so. A little more than three years after the original publication
of the HER article he wrote in the preface to his Genetics and Education (1972): “The

storm of ideologically, often politically, motivated protests, misinterpretations, and
vilification prompted by this article has by now fortunately subsided, with most
encouraging signs of being displaced in professional journals and conferences (and
now to a large extent even in the popular press) by rational and sober consideration of
the educational and societal implications of the important issues raised in this article.
The heat and smoke have largely abated, which is all to the good; yet the concerned
interest of the kind 1 had originally hoped my article would stimulate has continued to

grow.”

Jensen surely was up for a great surprise here. His positive evaluation of the
situation in academia kind of reflected the wishful thinking of an honest and hard
working scientist, who wanted to go back to work again. Little did he anticipate the
heat still in store for him for another 30 years in the 20" century. The unmeasured
amount of outright hatred, personal persecution, defamation, and vilification even
spilled over into the 21% century! In 1999 demonstrators tried to block a lecture by
Jensen at the Edinburgh University. Jensen was asked to give an invited Lecture at the
Galton Institute in London, but demonstrators successfully took over the arrangement.
The police was called in, but they apparently was not asked to make any difference to
troublemakers and scientists: they simply cleared the building for everybody! Jensen

had to return to the US without being able to address the audience.

| fear that the damage done by the dismissive organizers of the meeting not
only allowed for an obvious breach of free speech, but it also provided a clear
message to the demonstrator about how to succeed in future actions with no personal

risk at all!
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4.2.2 Salvador Luria. The molecular biologist at MIT and self-declared

socialist, Salvador Luria (Luria, 1974a; b), was interviewed by Segerstrale about his
view on Jensen, 1Q, and race research in the early seventies. A Nobel Laureate, Luria
saw himself perfectly justified in straightforwardly dismissing 1Q research as
scientifically and socially useless, and in accusing Jensen and 1Q research of just
politicizing.

Luria said: “Jensen started an article in the Harvard Educational Review by

saying that compensatory education had been tested and it had failed. That was not so,
and I fought. ... because that was a political, a straight political issue, white vs. black
... Jensen’s was a definitive political action ... IQ data are a reasonable predictor for
... certain people[’s] ... function in a certain type of school ... beyond that, that 1Q
has any relation to anything ... from the point of view of success in other ways, |
would say it cannot be denied, but there is zero evidence here. | read a little bit more:

there is zero evidence to me ...... there is no evidence for intelligence ... having

expert teachers interview children we would get much more information than in 1Q

tests ... those tests ... are not based on any scientific background. You see, it has

something in common with Creation science. You say something, and then you insist
it may be so because somebody said it in a book. ... claims about a high heritability
of IQ [are] ‘nonsense’ ... the question of how to get the most out of each person
according to his or her ability was not a biological problem. These were all ‘socio-
political traps’ beyond the scope of science. ” (interviewed in February 1982, and
reported in Segerstréale (2000, pp. 245 ff., italics added by Segerstrale).

| have previously dubbed such an approach The Lord Nelson strategy

(Nyborg, 1972). You put the sextant in front of your blind eye, and report that you see
nothing. This was precisely what Lord Nelson did, and he commanded the British
fleet to continue bombarding Copenhagen, even after the Danish King had presented
the white flag for surrender within sight. The total destruction of the city bastions and
abduct of the Danish fleet were the goals, and fair play or correct observation had
nothing to do with it.

In other words, either Luria is a simple ignorant opening his mouth too much
in matters he obviously knew not enough about, or he deliberately looked away from
solid data and perhaps thought he could get away with a gross misrepresentation of
Jensen’s position and data. It is certainly to be hoped that young 21* century scientists

will inevitably get very uneasy whenever they see how cavalierly scientists of the
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highest ranks thought they could gallop to sweeping conclusions, riding on fast horses
but with surprisingly little empirical baggage. Luria’s statement: “I read a little bit
more: there is zero evidence to me ...” comes true in a way that perhaps does not

serve his image as a responsible scientist well!

4.2.3. The Sociobiology Study Group of Science for the People (1976a; p. 182)

also rode on fast horses. They simply declared to the world, that: “The claims that
there is a high heritability of IQ ... have now been thoroughly debunked.”

4.2.4. The American Anthropological Association. A major critical attack on

Jensen and 1Q research was further launched in the form of eight articles, collected

under the title Race and intelligence by The American Anthropological Association in

the early seventies (Brace, Gamble & Bond (1971). The titles alone tell a story, if

neither about strict scientific objectivity nor about neutrality: “The Promotion of

Prejudice”, “Cultural Myopia”, “Illogical IQ Theory”, “Flaw in Jensen’s use of

heritability data”, “Pseudo-issues”, “Racialist Comeback”, “Inadequate Evidence and

illogical Conclusions”, “How Racist use ‘Science’ to degrade black people” or

“Jensen’s dangerous half truth”.

In addition, the authors accused Jensen of one-sidedness, and The American

Anthropological Association endorsed the accusation! It may be no coincidence that

Franz Boas was one of the founding fathers of this organization, and that Margaret
Mead and other luminaries of his school were loyal members (see later).

4.2.5. Richard Lewontin and Stephen Jay Gould. Ullica Segerstrale (2000)

provides an interesting analysis of the last quarter of the 20" century research on
sociobiology. I will in several instances in this chapter draw on Segerstrile’s excellent
analyses, partly because she points to parallel events in the equally heated
sociobiology and 1Q debates, and partly because she enjoyed a unique insider position
in the critics’ camp. However, I part company with her interpretation of Jensen’s role

in the controversy (see later).

Segerstrale notes that Richard Lewontin, professor of biology at Harvard

University, a member of the Sociobiology Study Group, was considered by many the

chief opponent of sociobiology and “ ... the upholder of good and moral science
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against bad and dangerous pseudo-science.” (p. 18). Here bad science means science
that can be socially abused, whereas good science produces pure knowledge. Another
vocal member of the group was professor at the Museum of Comparative Zoology,
Stephen J. Gould. The study group later connected to the Boston chapter of Science
for the People, a national forum for left-wing academic activism (Walsh, 1976), under
the name The Sociobiology Study Group for Science for the People.

Segerstrale was granted observer status at some of their meetings and reports
on critical discussions of “biological determinism” and on psychometric studies
showing a sex difference in math ability in an atmosphere “ ... of righteous moral
indignation at dangerous ‘biological determinist’ theories and their creators.” (p. 21).
The group was very active and successful in promoting their view, and was even
granted a two-day symposium at the meeting for the prestigious American
Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) in Washington, DC, in February

1978, to carry through well-attended critical discussions of sociobiology.

Segerstrale’s account of the personal attacks on sociobiologist Edward O.
Wilson at the meeting looks like a déja vu of what had already happened to Arthur
Jensen: “Just as Wilson is about to begin, about ten people rush up on the speaker
podium shouting various epithets and chanting: ‘Racist Wilson you can’t hide, we
charge you with genocide!” While some take over the microphone and denounce
sociobiology, a couple of them rush up behind Wilson (who is sitting in his place) and

pour a jug of ice-water over his head, shouting ‘Wilson, you are all wet! (p. 23).

Again we see the previously mentioned disturbing aspect of the obvious
attempts to censure free speech: Nobody from the AAAS intervened. No officials
showed the demonstrators and mockers of academic freedom to the door, or called the
police to have them doing it. This particular type of irresponsibility on the part of
officials is an unhappy feature that we will see repeating itself in many later situations
where Arthur Jensen and others came under attack. It may be no coincidence that

Stephen Jay Gould was later called to preside over this organization (see later).

4.2.6. Edward Wilson’s reservations. Segerstrale raises an interesting

question: Why was sociobiologist Wilson not more cautious about suggesting links
between genes and human behavior, when he saw how badly Jensen and Herrnstein

were treated earlier? But he was, she observed. On page 554 in his major opus

29



Sociobiology Wilson actively played down the social significance of 1Q - despite
clear evidence to the contrary! In fact, Wilson went out of his way to downscale the
importance of 1Q in the last chapter of Sociobiology and instead emphasized other
bases for social success. Frankly, I find it hard to believe that a man of Wilson’s
stature and insight did not know the facts, such as those presented in chapter 15 in this
volume, or much earlier in the 20™ century. Wilson even tried another common
strategy to avoid being framed like Jensen - he succumbed to the idea that race is not a
meaningful biological concept.

However, these concessions did not help Wilson a bit, because the academic
leftists nevertheless applied their “moral reading” strategy and became able to reveal
the “hidden message” in his writings as reflecting a justification of existing social and
racial inequalities. His was a no-win position, even if he downplayed the race and
intelligence cards, and neither were Herrnstein’s and Jensen’s, whom certainly did not

downplay any of them.

4.2.7. Lewontin. Itis an interesting twist that Lewontin accused American

academics for falling back to old attitudes and using ... untrue statements, facts
which are not facts, logic which is not logic, and prove that there are important
genetic differences between races” (1975b; c) while, at the same time, the Civil Rights
Act in 1964 prohibited discrimination in hiring and thus promoted equal opportunity
ideas and affirmative action, and countered notions of inequality, racism, sexism,

biologism, conservatism, and elitism.

4.2.8. The New York Times. Segerstrale takes it as a good illustration of how

firmly the academic intelligentsia was holding on to “... the ‘total’ environmentalist

position... “ when The New York Times in 1973 published a Resolution against

Racism, signed by over 1,000 academics from different institutions all over the US.
Not only did it declare: “ ...all humans have been endowed with the same
intelligence.” It also condemned the research by Jensen and other as both unscientific
and socially pernicious. It went as far as to threaten, that ‘racist’ researchers deserve
no protection under the name of academic freedom” and it urged liberal academics to

resist “racist” research and teaching.”
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This culpable resolution indicates that more than 1,000 scientists in the US
thought that scientific results are to be construed or annulled by simply signing a
pamphlet. The resolution reminds me of the prescriptions the Jewish community in
Amsterdam gave for the perpetrator Spinoza in 1656, of the Nazis prescriptions for
how to treat Jews, artists, and homosexuals in the 1930s and 1940s, and of the
pamphlet signed by hundreds of German scientists to testify on the bad quality of
Albert Einstein’s “Jewish” science. Not without good humor, Einstein later remarked

that just one good argument would have sufficed.

Alas, there is little reason for humor in the fact that so many American 20"
century scientists had learned so little from the horror stories of fascist or communist
suppression of scientists or artists with “entartede” or “false consciousness” views.

The prominent member of Science for the People, Joe Alper (1982) bundled Edward

O. Wilson and Arthur R. Jensen under one hat, and declared to the world that they
together were “the scientific racists of the past” rather than “the Ku Klux Klan or the
Birchers.” Do we see guilt by association and blood from the past spilled over honest
scientists on a low-cost basis? Did any of the thousand+ scientists have any quarrel
with that?

4.2.9. Who is lying: Plato and Jensen - or Gould himself? Gould (1981)

devoted a whole book to expose Plato’s and Jensen’s lies, and called it The

Mismeasure of Man. Gould said: “This book is about the scientific version of Plato’s

tale. The general argument may be called biological determinism” and is about “...the
claim that worth can be assigned to individuals and groups by measuring intelligence

as a single guantity.” (p. ii, original emphasis).

Gould was even more specific, when he in 1996 let the 1981 version of The

Mismeasure of Man reprint. He now “...treats one particular form of guantified claim

about the ranking of human groups: the argument that intelligence can be
meaningfully abstracted as a single number capable of ranking all people on a linear
scale of intrinsic and unalterable mental worth ... this limited subject embodies the
deepest (and most common) philosophical error, with the most fundamental and far-
ranging social impact, for the entire troubling subject of nature and nurture, or the

genetic contribution to human social organization.” (p. 20, original emphasis).
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The result of ranking people according to intelligence in a single series of
worthiness is, according to Gould, “... invariably to find that oppressed and
disadvantaged groups — races, classes, or sexes - are innately inferior and deserve their
status. In short, this book is about the Mismeasure of Man.” (p. 21).

But who is lying here? The simplest and most direct way to find out is to
transcend the borders of academia, and check for oneself whether people out there in
the real world can in fact be ranked usefully by Jensen’s general intelligence g
measure, in a way that makes sense in terms of test reliability and predictive validity.
Gottfredson and many others have already taken the trouble to collect the relevant

evidence, and the reader is urged to inspect the results in chapter 15 in this volume.

Gould, of course, knows of these data, but he does not accept their usefulness.
Why not? Because Gould sees Howard Gardner’s concept of multiple intelligence as
“... the major challenge to Jensen in the last generation, to Herrnstein and Murray
[1994] today, and to the entire tradition of rankable, unitary intelligence marking the
mismeasure of man.” (p. 22). Gardner’s exceedingly broad definition of intelligence
allows for an easy and attractive escape from one-dimensional intelligence ranking.
Thus, most people are good at something; it may not be intelligence as traditionally
defined, but if we just call it intelligence we can justifiably say that most people are
intelligent. If we just incorporate talents for dancing or football, for understanding
other people, or oneself, or nature, we can establish a multidimensional realm of
intelligence that supplants the single series of unworthiness measure, and proves that
oppressed and disadvantaged groups — races, classes, or sexes - are not innately
inferior and deserve their status. Apparently, we don’t even have to establish scales
for measuring these intelligences (Gardner has not), we don’t have to check whether
four of these intelligences inter-correlate significantly and reflect g (they do), and we
don’t have to take into account whether