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The Toronto Star, October 19, 1994, pp. K19 and K21.
(Included replies by Profs Rushton and Sullivan to criticism of my review

by Toronto Star Science Writer Ingram)
Race studies:

Contentious but legitimate science
Research into heredity and IQ is valid; how the results are used is another matter
Race Evolution and Behaviour
by J. Philippe Rushton Transaction Publishers, 384 pages, $48
The Bell Curve: Intelligence and Class Structure in American Life
by Richard J. Herrnstein and Charles Murray The Free Press, 84 pages $40
By John J. Furedy
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CONTROVERSIAL STUDY: Above, bell curve of Richard J. Herrn-
stein and Charles Murray plots black and white IQ distribu-
tions. Below, graph illustrates that 48 per cent of U.S. poor in
1989 came from the bottom 20 per cent in intelligence.
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Is the universe expanding? Is light a wave continuum or a series of para​des? Is human behavior determined by heredity or environment?

Most people accept that any attempt to answer the first two questions re​quires an extensive background in var​ious scientific disciplines. Although the human-behavioral question is at least as complex as the cosmological and physical questions, many people re​spond with strong opinions especially when a hereditary factor like race is brought up. Many, in fact, become so firm in their opinions about these mat​ters, that they are prepared to say that researchers who come up with "wrong" answers are racists or aca​demic charlatans

One popular target of such epithets, hurled by some scientists as well as non-scientists, is J. Philippe Rushton, a professor of psychology at the Univer​sity of Western Ontario, and author of Race, Evolution and Behavior A life History Perspective, in which he focus​es on racial differences using the analysis of sociobiology and evolutionary psychology. These sub-disciplines con​sider behavior from a Darwinian per​spective, that is based on a belief in the survival of the fittest.

Rushton looks at differences in be​havior among the races that are mani​fested by statistical trends, and explains these differences stressing genetic influences.
- Using the broad classification scheme of negroid, caucasoid, and mongoloid, Rushton reviews primary research already published in scientific journals and books that indicates group differences in brain and penis size, sexual promiscuity and intelli​gence. He finds intelligence most high​ly developed among Orientals, fol​lowed by Caucasians, then blacks.

- He also finds racial differences in childrearing practices and fertility — blacks being on average the most fer​tile and with the longest penises.

- He interprets the evidence as sup​porting his thesis that these differences are due to different reproductive strate​gies that developed as a result of the different environmental (including cli​mactic) conditions, to which the three "races" were exposed during their evo​lution.

Few scientists have chosen to focus on this sort of evidence, and fewer still probably agree with Rushton's hereditarian or genetic interpretation of that evidence. Still, Rushton's methods of research are well within the bounds of scientific enquiry, where the scientist reads and analyzes the relevant litera​ture, provides evidence to support her or his conclusions, and argues against evidence that is contrary to those con​clusions. Indeed, Rushton is conserva​tive in the sense that he sticks to scien​tific issues, and does not even hint at any social policy implications of his theories.

In contrast, The Bell Curve: Intelli​gence And Class Structure in American Life by Richard J. Herrnstein and Charles Murray, is explicit on social policy implications. In fact, the authors actually make incendiary recommen​dations such as that people of low in​telligence should be discouraged from procreating.

Herrnstein, a professor of psycholo​gy at Harvard of considerable emi​nence, who died in September, and Murray, a Fellow at the American En​terprise Institute, emphasize, like Rushton, the role of genetic factors. They focus only on intelligence or cognitive ability in the American popula​tion, as measured by the IQ test The "bell curve" refers to the shape of a graph on which the distribution of al​most any human characteristic is plotted, with a few extremes at each end and most people falling in the middle.

IQ tests are so constructed that most people score about 100 points, and very few people score on the extremes (less than 70 points and more than 130 points). Although there is continuing controversy on just what intelligence is that IQ tests purport to measure, it is a fact that, on a group basis, perfor​mance on these tests is among the best predictors of future success not only in academic work, but also many other aspects of life.
Just as Rushton has never measured a penis in a professional capacity, so neither Murray nor Herrnstein person​ally administer IQ tests. They use an extensive literature already available to present evidence of group correlations between intelligence and such catego​ries as socio-economic status, educa​tional attainment, and race. Among their sources is the long record of SAT (Scholastic Aptitude Test) scores taken by all applicants to American universities, and the National Longitudi​nal Survey of Youth, a study of more than 12 million people.

This presentation of the evidence is combined with an in​terpretation that leans, like Rushton's, heavily on heredity.

For example, noting that, as a group, white Americans out-score black Americans by a margin of about 15 points, and that this group difference has been relatively constant over the last two decades, The Bell Curve interprets this evidence to indi​cate that the difference in group IQ scores is based on (hereditary)   race   differences   about which little can be done. Of course, there is an additional logical leap from the book's sci​entific interpretations, for which Herrnstein was probably pri​marily responsible, to Its social policy recommendations, which are probably Murray's. Murray argues, for example, against Head Start, a special program to . help raise the academic aptitude of black children.

The information in these books is open to varied misin​terpretations by readers; this is what makes them so conten​tious. Assertions about groups cannot be translated into as​sertions about individuals how​ever much some people might be inclined to do so. In the case of race, such a translation is log​ically impossible. Race is not a meaningful category when ap​plied to individuals, because most individuals are of "mixed" race.

But even if race were as meaningful an individual category as, say, sex is, group differ​ences could still not be validly applied to individuals for the simple reason that such average I differences do not hold for each individual in each group.

For example, in the elite athlete population, blacks as a group are markedly superior to whites in the 100- and 200-metre sprint events, as evidenced by the fact that, in the last 20 years, almost all, if not all, finalists in U.S. national events have been black. But this striking group difference does not mean "that any elite black sprinter is faster than any elite white sprinter. Similarly, The Bell Curve amply documents a somewhat less, but still substantative group difference in aver​age IQ scores between blacks and whites, and between rich and poor, but this average IQ difference in no way implies that any black or poor individu​al will have a lower IQ test score than all white or rich individu​als.

The authors of both books, but particularly Rushton, have frequently been accused of rac​ism. The use of this term varies widely, but the definition of rac​ism, in principle, is quite simple: Racism is the treatment of an individual in terms of the Indi​vidual's racial identity, based on average race differences.

Nazi Germany and fascist Hungary tried to Justify their racist treatment of individual Jews on the basis of existing Jewish-Christian group differences in average income and average level of education.

Another more contemporary example of racism is the institu​tional policy of "affirmative ac​tion" programs in North Ameri​ca (which are discussed in The Bell Curve), where racial quotas are employed in the admission of students and hiring of faculty. It follows that those with power who advocate and implement these discriminatory polices — these academic apartheid ad​ministrators of the modern "di​verse" university — are racists. In contrast, individuals like Rushton, who neither asserts that the average racial differ​ences he investigates apply to individuals, nor advocates poli​ces that discriminate against in​dividuals on a racial basis, are not racists, even though they may be biased in their assess​ment of the extent of genetic influences in  observed  group' differences.

The characterization of Rushton as an incompetent research​er and scholar is similarly not justified. He has continued to publish in high-quality academ​ic journals which are refereed rigorously by his peers, who in-dude his severest critics.

My own expertise does not extend to the social policy infer​ences that The Bell Curve draws, so I shall refrain from commenting on those beyond stating the obvious: Even if the scientific claims are granted, the social-policy implications do not necessarily follow, but are a matter of opinion. One could just as readily argue that society must devote increased resourc​es to help the genetically disadvantaged, than argue the re​verse, as Murray does.

Are genetically-related ques​tions appropriate ones to raise at all, given that they can pro​duce such rage and polarization in society? In a free and civi​lized society I maintain that such issues should be raised. Society does not benefit when the scholarly pursuit of knowl​edge is limited by any political agenda.

The second issue is whether the material in these two books Is, broadly speaking, "scientific." Provided one considers the actual claims in the books rath​er than secret, crypto claims at​tributed to them by others, the answer, I believe, is clear The material is scientific This, how​ever, does not mean that the claims are indisputably true, or even that the treatment of the problems is a "balanced" one.

Both books explicitly focus their attention on genetic rather than environmental factors, and provide interpretations that may well be genetically biased, just as many other books have been environmentally biased The op​eration of such biases, however, is frequent in scientific theoriz​ing, and it is only through open discussion of the issues (rather than ad hominem attacks on in​dividuals) that those biases can be exposed and their implica​tions explored
John J. Furedy is a professor of psychology at the

University of Toronto

Science Writer's 'Oversights' Smack of Bias
(J. Philippe Rushton, December 31, 1994)

I would like to set the record straight over Jay Ingram's erro​neous claim that my research on race differences In brain size is untrustworthy (The omissions of J. Philippe Rushton; Dec 18). His examples simply do not stand scrutiny.
First, he referred to my 1991 finding from NASA data that East Asians averaged a larger cranial size than did Europeans. He noted that on one analysis the difference between the two groups was not statistically significant.  He failed to mention, however, that a second analysis in that same article found a clear statistical difference, which is why the Journal Intelligence published the paper. A careless oversight by Ingram?
Next, he referred to my paper finding men's brains are larger than women's, published In the 1992 issue of Intelligence. (In​gram got the year wrong). He claimed I missed an observation by the German anatomist Henry Haug that females and males have the same total number of neurons in their cortex and that female neurons are more dense​ly packed than males. However, I cited this same statement from Haug on page 410 of the journal, and, I went on to suggest, it was, therefore, "myelin thick​ness" or some other variable that was responsible for the sex difference in brain size, not the total number of neurons. A careless oversight by Ingram?
This 1992 paper in the journal Intelligence was based on a stratified random sample of 6,325 U.S. army personnel. It thoroughly corroborated the finding of a larger cranial ca​pacity in Asian populations compared to Europeans or Af​ricans. The findings were wide​ly reported in the Canadian me​dia including The Star. Ingram made do mention of this replica​tion although it obviously un​dermined his first point. A care​less oversight?
There is much wishful/fearful thinking about race differences in brain size and behavior. It does no service to anybody to mischaracterize the facts and the scientists who study them. One oversight by a science writ​er might be carelessness.  Sever​al together suggest bias.
J. Philippe Rushton
Professor of Psychology
University of
Western Ontario
London, Ont.
Star Can't Discredit Rushton as a Scholar
(Philip A. Sullivan, Ph D., Toronto Star, December 31, 1994)

Re: The omissions of J. Phi​lippe Rushton (Dec. 18). Jay In​gram's comments on psycholo​gy professor John Furedy's review of race theorist Philippe Rushton's recent book demon​strates one point: The Star's ef​forts to discredit Rushton as a scholar extends to smearing anybody who, while not actually agreeing with Rushton, never​theless suggests his research is legitimate.

As a science writer, Ingram should know that otherwise competent scientists often make seemingly inexplicable mistakes on particular issues. A pertinent example is cellular pathologist Rudolf Virchow’s determination to discredit Darwin's theory of evolution when it became known in Germany in the 1860s. Justly revered as one of the founders of paleontology and medicine, Virchow never​theless opposed evolution be​cause he correctly predicted it would give comfort to German racists. His opposition extended to explaining the distorted hominid fossils then recently found in the Neander Valley near Dusseldorf as a bad case of rickets when, as an expert on the dis​ease, he should have known bet​ter. Was Virchow being con​sciously dishonest? We will never know, but this incident did not discredit his other con​tributions.
Ingram presents three exam​ples he claims show Rushton has misused data or quotations. Even assuming Ingram is cor​rect, readers must balance In​gram's imputations of dishones​ty against Furedy's observation that Rushton “has continued to publish in high-quality journals which are refereed rigorously by his peers, who include his severest critics.”
Thus those best-fitted to judge Rushton evidently accept him as a scholar.
Hence, both science writers and scientists who are not actually involved in the debate should refrain from ad hominem attacks, and promote in​stead open public discussion of the issues.
Philip A-Sullivan, Ph D

Professor Aerospace Studies

University of Toronto






