" number of people who committed
themselves to living in them. The new
nations would be located so as to
oblige as few people as possible to
move. People who did move would
have several years to do so, and
government would compensate them
for the property they left behind.

Prof. Hart noted that sufficient sen-
timent for partition is not likely to
develop for several more decades, and
that for the present his plan might ap-
pear fanciful. He warned, however,
that peaceful, voluntary separation is
the only certain way to avoid the pos-
sibility of uncontrolled, violent
separation.

The final speaker on the program
was Sam G. Dickson. He heaped
scorn on liberals, who never seem to
notice that their social experiments al-
ways fail. He noted the blindness of
those who believe that in all of Crea-
tion only the human brain is somehow
exempt from the laws of genetics. He
echoed Michael Levin’s view that guilt
for imaginary sins is what demoralizes
so many whites. He did, however,
point out that whites do have one thing
for which they should feel guilty —the
invention of liberalism!

Mr. Dickson said that America has
three possible futures. The first,
which is only a pipe dream, would be
a return to the innocent 1950s. The
two more realistic possibilitics are

continued dysgenic decline into ever-
greater degeneracy or ascent into a
shining world of genetic and cultural
progress. “The people who can set our
nation on the right course are sitting in
this room today,” he said, adding that
the fate of our struggle lies in our
hands and in our hands alone. Mr.
Dickson’s eloquence was a fitting con-
clusion to an inspiring program.

The final demonstration against
AR took place just as the conference
was breaking up. A group of about the

same number as before performed its
evolutions in front of the hotel, as con-
ferees looked on in amusement. The
contrast between the high demeanor
of the AR group and the scruffy vul-
garity of the demonstrators could not
have been greater.

The conferees then set off for their
homes, inspired by the program,
cheered by the camaraderie, and
resolved to work harder than ever for
a cause they know to be as crucially
important as it is just and truc. @

There has been much shrieking
in the Louisville papers about the
AR conference, some of it
hilarious. Here is one of the more
lurid passages from the Louisville
“alternative” paper’s coverage:

“Enter Jared Taylor —square-
jawed, ruggedly handsome Aryan.
I’d never met him in the flesh
before and was instantly disarmed
by his smile when he sat beside me
and said, ‘So, what do you think of
what the speaker had to say?’

‘Fascinating,’ I replied honestly.
‘T've taken good, honest notes for
my article.’

Jared asked, “When will The
[Louisville] Courier ever report the
truth about all this?

Local Papers Go Nuts

As an answer I ventured: “When
it’s too late?’

‘The swine,” Taylor almost spat
out, referring to Louisville’s declm-
ing daxly

‘The Schvindhund?!’ I corrected.

Our blues locked and we had a
little male Aryan bonding on the
spot. For all I knew, we had
belonged to the Waffen SS
together, fighting on the Russian
Front.”

For photocopies of press
coverage —there are more than 20
pages, most of it much less enter-
taining than this ~ please send
$4.00 and a stamped, self-ad-
dressed envelope.

Whys and Wherefores of Intelligence

Christopher Brand, The g Factor, John Wiley & Sons, 1996, 253 pp.

Latest research ﬁndlngs on
intelligence.

reviewed by Thomas Jackson

It was the great British psychologist,
Charles Spearman (1863 - 1945), who
first proposed the concept of g, or
general intelligence. He saw that in-
telligence manifests itself in many
ways but believed that there was a
unitary, underlying ability that ac-
counted for these manifestations.
Spearman knew that physicists used
the symbol G for the gravitational con-
stant, and since he was searching for a
“physics of the soul” he chose g as the
symbol for general intelligence.
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The existence of g is still a hotly-
debated topic in psychology, but
Christopher Brand has assembled
some of the best evidence yet to show
that it is real, can be measured, and is
one of the most important deter-
minants of success in life. His book,
The g Factor, is not always easy to un-
derstand, but it is stuffed with infor-
mation about the latest findings in in-
telligence testing,

Unfortunately, the book was aban-
doned by its publisher immediately
after the first reviews, and can now be
had only by photocopy (see accom-
panying story). Another publisher
may take on the book, but even if it

never reappears many of its ideas are
well worth summarizing,

What is g?

Part of the reluctance to accept the
concept of g is that, strictly speakmg,
it is a statistical artifact. Its existence
cannot be proven, but it is strongly
inferred from different kinds of intel-
ligence testing.

A person who does well on one kind
of intelligence test usually does well on
other kinds, but different tests yield
different scores. The first figure on
the next page is a hypothetical repre-
sentation of the results of six different
intelligence tests. Although the figure
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is in two dimensions, it should be im-
agined to be in three dimensions, with
each line angling out from the com-
mon center the way the ribs of a half-
open umbrella (with the handle

B
g @
removed) angle out from the center.
The longer the line, the higher the
score on the test.
The lines all point in somewhat the
- same direction (to the right, and not to
the left) so can all be understood to be
indicating a common underlying ten-
dency. By a statistical procedure
known as factor analysis, it is possible
to calculate what that common ten-
dency is, and to derive a line that is the
equivalent of the handle, or central
member of the umbrella (see second
figure). A test that gave results along

that very line would be a true test of
the common factor, g, which all the
other tests are thought to be measur-
ing in some imperfect way.

In real life, intelligence tests that
produce scores that are as close as
possible to the common, central ten-
dency are the most accurate and reli-
able indicators of intelligence. They
come the closest to measuring g and
are therefore said to be highly “g-
loaded.” No single test has yet been
devised that measures g directly, but a
combination of g-loaded tests gives a
very good indication of intelligence.

Occasionally, a person does well on
some IQ tests but not on others, but
ordinarily a good score on omne
predicts good scores on the rest. As
Mr. Brand points out, across-the-
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board high scores on tests that are
methodologically quite different from
each other refute the commonly-held
view that high IQ is the result of some
kind of (usually unspecified) practice
or training. Presumably, the kind of
training that produces good scores on
visual/spatial tests would not help on
verbal tests, and time spent learning
one kind of intelligence would be time
taken away from learning the other. If
that were the way intelligence is ac-
quired it would be common for people
to get high scores on one kind of test
and low scores on others. Consistent
scores (either high or low) suggest that
tests are measuring some common or
general ability.

Other Objections

Many people try to argue that there
is no such thing as intelligence, or g
because there is no precise definition
for it. However, people were able to
measure weight long before they un-
derstood or could define gravity, and
electricity can be measured without
fully understanding electrons.

Mr. Brand explains that critics of
IQ like to scoff at “mere academic
intelligence,” claiming that IQ is an
artificial indicator of an otherwise use-
less ability that the tests happen to
measure. However, what the tests
measure is exactly what is needed for
success in all kinds of practical en-
deavors, and no one has ever devised
a better measure of “real,” non-
academic intelligence. Likewise, few
people would be willing to give up 20
or 30 points of “mere test-taking
ability” and be completely confident
that nothing else in their lives would
change.

Mr. Brand notes that many people
have speculated that persistence or
determination is what brings success
inlife as well as high IQ scores. Infact,
it is easy to devise tests of persistence
that involve repetitive movement or
memorization of nonsense syllables.
These require application but little in-
telligence, and high-IQ people do no
better on them than anyone else.
Likewise, in order to test the motiva-
tion hypothesis, researchers have of-
fered subjects money if they do well on
IQ tests, but the added incentive does
not improve scores.

It is, of course, intelligent people
who are most likely to mount sophisti-

cated arguments about the unreality
or irrelevance of intelligence. Mr.
Brand suggests why this might be so.
One reason is that most people choose
friends and acquaintances who are
similar to themselves in intelligence.
Most smart people therefore associate
only with people who are in a tiny
segment of the full range of intel-
ligence, and they begin to believe that
everyone is like them and their friends.

Another reason is that personality
differences and intellectual special-
ization become much more pro-
nounced among people of high intel-
ligence. It appears that genes govern
the most basic aspects of intelligence
but that after a certain relatively high
threshold of intelligence, environment
and individual choice lead people in a
great variety of directions. For this
reason it is easy for intellectuals to lose
sight of the fact that it is probably only
the presence of high levels of general
intelligence that permit what appear
to be strikingly different kinds of intel-
lectual achievement.

The Doctrine of Environment

Of course, it remains dogma among
egalitarians that differences in en-
vironment explain differences in
achievement. Mr. Brand offers some
interesting opposition to this view. It
is often argued that blacks, for ex-
ample, do poorlyin life and on IQ tests
because of some kind of environmen-
tal deprivation due to race.

An interesting parallel can be
drawn between blacks and deaf
people. Mr. Brand reports that, not
surprisingly, deaf children get low
scores on verbal intelligence tests.
However, they get normal scores on
non-verbal tests and by the time they
are adults they have overcome most of
the verbal deficit. Is it really more of
a challenge —in ways that would
retard intellectual development—to
be black than to be deaf? Likewise,
children with catastrophic motor dis-
abilities, who lead lives that are
severely restricted by any definition,
apparently have higher tested intel-
ligence levels than blacks who are not
physically handicapped.

Perhaps the greatest direct assault
on the environmentalist view comes
from biology and physiology. As early
as the 1960s, it was discovered that
many mental illnesses are best treated
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with drugs. This instantly invalidated
convoluted psychoanalytic theories
about the central role of childhood
experiences and other social vari-
ables—and cast doubt on environ-
mental explanations for 1Q differen-
ces.

“Inspection time” studies, which
are Mr. Brand’s specialty, are an even
more direct refutation of environmen-
tal claims. The classic experimental
method involves use of a tachisto-
scope, which casts simple images on a
screen for very brief periods that can
be precisely timed. A common test
would be to show two lines of different
lengths and have the subject say which
is longer. Images can be displayed so
briefly that no one can make them out,
but a firm pattern has been found, in
which more intelligent people are bet-
ter able to make out the images dis-
played for the shortest periods of time.
Very high correlations of 0.65 and 0.7
have been found between intelligence
and “inspection speed.”

Mr. Brand proposes that the tachis-
toscope measures a basic physiologi-
cal correlate of intelligence: the speed
at which a person acquires and
decodes information. It is difficult to
imagine a social or environmental ex-
planation for differences in inspection
time or for the strong correlation with
intelligence. These results cannot be
dismissed as some artificial measure
of “what IQ tests test.” Unfortunately,
Mr. Brand does not report data for
different racial groups, but if inspec-
tion speed were strongly correlated
with intelligence in one race but not in
another, it would suggest racial dif-
ferences in physiology far beyond the
expectations of hereditarians.

Role of Environment

None of this is to say that environ-
ment has no effect on intelligence.
Like many contemporary researchers,
Mr. Brand estimates the heritability of
individual differences in intelligence
to be about 75 percent. Environment
clearly has the strongest effect during
the early years, when children have the
least influence over their environ-
ments. In adolescence and adulthood,
as their own genes increasingly govern
their choices of environments, people
more closely reflect more purely
genetic propensities.
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This is clear from adoption studies.
The IQs of adopted children have a
reported 0.13 correlation with IQs of
adoptive mothers but a correlation
twice as great with biological mothers,
By mid adolescence, the correlation
with the adoptive mother has dropped
close to zero while the correlation with
the biological mother has increased
slightly. Likewise, fraternal twins
have more similar IQs when they are
children —when their environments
are established by their parents —than
when they grow older and make their
own choices. Identical twins, how-
ever, maintain their marked similarity
of IQs throughout life, presumably be-
cause their identical genes push them
to seek very similar environments even
as adults.

In fact, as Mr. Brand points out,
even small children establish their own
environments to some degree. A
bright, sunny child elicits different
reactions from parents and strangers
than does an ill-tempered one. Thus,
even some of the effects on personality
and intelligence that count as environ-
mental are, to some degree, in-

Genes or environment?

fluenced by genes. As children grow
older the parental environment in-
creasingly becomes a reaction to the
child’s genotype rather than an inde-
pendent, external force.

Why is there so much resistance to
genetic explanations for human dif-
ference, despite increasingly ir-
refutable evidence for it? One reason
is a quasi-Marxist longing for human
equality, what appears to be a genuine
revulsion for the brute fact of un-
bridgeable gaps. Another seems tobe
a fear that genetic explanations would
lead inevitably to forcible, eugenic
measures.

The curious thing is that environ-
mental explanations still leave what

amount to unbridgeable gaps in
achievement. Nor do they dispel the
bogey of forcible government inter-
vention that eugenicists, we are always
warned, secretly desire. Massive
transfers of wealth and decades of
government intrusion have already
failed to equalize achievement or even
begin to narrow the black/white IQ
gap. Even if the environmentalists
were right, it would take unimaginable
tyranny to equalize what even Com-
munism failed to equalize. Mr. Brand
argues that much of the opposition to
genetics comes from people who make
a living in the uplift trade and who
would be exposed as useless if the
truth were known.

The social engineers are not even
self-consistent. As The g Factor notes,
if parental environment counts for so
much, liberals should be in the busi-
ness of controlling procreation just as
ruthlessly as they think eugenicists
would. If environment accounts for
everything, why do liberals not forbid
all baby-making and child-rearing in
housing projects?

Although Mr. Brand does not call
for eugenics, the facts he assembles
leave little doubt where his sympathies
lie. He thinks it a disgrace that
psychology has neglected and
downplayed the reality and
heritability of intelligence, and even
accuses much of the profession of out-
right malpractice.

In The g Factor Mr. Brand proposes
only one policy change that should
logically follow acceptance of the
reality of g: “streaming” or grouping -
of students by ability. He argues that
squeamishness over inherent differen-
ces in ability fuels the current fashion
for shoving everyone into the same
classes, but this makes everyone suf-
fer. Dim students hold the good ones
back and good ones outstrip and
humiliate the dim ones. Mr. Brand
writes that there are perhaps a few
talented teachers who can pitch the
same lesson simultaneously to
children of different abilities, but most
cannot. Nor, he argues, is there any
basis in the fear that bright children
may not be “mature” enough to skip
grades. Gifted children are happiest
with friends of the same mental age,
not chronological age.

All in all, this is an excellent little
handbook on the current state of 1Q
research. It makes no claims the data
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do not support, and touches only
briefly on the race-1Q question.
Nowhere does it go beyond the

generally accepted boundaries of
psychometry. The braying in the
British press and John Wiley’s

Adventuresinthe BookTrade

The academic publishing house,
John Wiley & Sons, has distinguished
itself by taking what must be one of the
most craven decisions ever made by a
publisher. It has withdrawn from the
trade and described as “repellent” a
study of intelligence that just the pre-
vious week it had been calling a “well
argued, critical review” by a man “well
known for his contributions to re-
search and debate on intelligence.”
Needless to say, it was the book’s
straightforward treatment of the
black/white IQ gap and resultant
hysteria in the press that prompted
Wiley’s contemptible about-face.

The book in question is The g Fac-
tor, released in February in the United
Kingdom and originally scheduled to
appear in the United States in the
spring. The author is Christopher
Brand, a lecturer in psychology at the
University of Edinburgh. Wiley
pitched the book in Britain as a semi-
scholarly study of intelligence: “The g
Factor introduces and reviews twen-
tieth-century arguments about intel-
ligence while focusing on recent ad-
vances in methods and research. . . .
[Offering] a focused review that is suc-
cinct, authoritative and up-to-the-
minute, this book will be of interest to
the general reader, as well as under-
graduate students of psychology,
education and social sciences.”

Like any sensible study, The g Fac-
tor concludes that intelligence is large-
ly heritable and that the black/white
performance gap is probably at least
partially genetic in origin. Like any
sensible publisher, Wiley tried to get
press attention for the book by solicit-
ing interviews with the author. They
got a huge amount of press but not,
apparently, the kind they wanted.

For two straight weeks, Mr. Brand
was on the cover of major British
papers, while the chattering classes at-
tempted to digest his views. What
seems to have most shocked the
properly socialized was Mr. Brand’s
acceptance of the label “scientific
racist,” in which he saw nothing in-
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vidious since liberals have consistently
called even the most eminent IQ re-
searchers “racists.” Almost as
reprehensible was his suggestion that
if unwed underclass girls insisted on
going drinking and having sex, they
should at least give their resulting il-
legitimate children a better start in life
by choosing high-IQ men as sex
partners. Oh dear.

Just one day’s front-page headlines
included the following: “ ‘Scientific
racist’ denies controversy,” “Scientific
racist sparks row,” “Race: New book
on IQ claims black people are less
intelligent,” “Fury at race IQ claims,”
“Race storm over book,” and “Blacks
have lower intelligence, claims Scot-
tish academic.”

Wiley suddenly detected much that
was loathesome in the book it had
been promoting, and on April 17th
issued the following press release:

“After careful consideration of the
statements made recently by author
Christopher Brand (as reported in the
British press), as well as some of the
views presented in his work, The g Fac-
tor, we have decided to withdraw the
book from publication. The manage-
ment of John Wiley & Sons, Inc., does
not want to support these views by
disseminating them or to be as-
sociated with a book that makes asser-
tions that we find repellent.”

The publisher then took the ex-
traordinary step of “depublishing” the
book; it stopped distributing it,

astonishing capitulation (see next
story) only show how rare good sense
still is. ®

withdrew copies from book stores,
and canceled a planned release in the
United States. Lest American
readers think this was a particularly
British act of poltroonery, it was the
American branch of the company that
made the decision. Wiley U.K.,
though, was already showing signs of
the collywobbles by mid-March and
appears to have been delighted to fol-
low orders.

Naturally, a blizzard of “refuta-
tions” of Mr. Brand appeared in the
U.K. papers. One of the more
astonishing was produced for the May
5 Observer by one Graham Richards,
“visiting principal lecturer in psychol-
ogy at Staffordshire University.” He
wrote that the race/IQ question is
“largely meaningless” because “ ‘race’
is a social, not a biological category,”
and concluded that it has been known
since 1930 that low black IQ scores
are due to an “undiagnosed visual im-
pairment.”

Meanwhile, at the University of
Edinburgh students and faculty were

» screaming for Mr. Brand’s scalp.

There was so much potentially violent
sentiment that the police assigned him
special protection. A month’s inves-
tigation into whether there might be
reason to fire him came up empty-
handed. Representatives of the stu-
dent government eventually began to
realize they looked foolish calling for
Mr. Brand’s sacking on account of a
book they had not read and could not
read, so they decided to demand only
that he be barred from teaching. The
university duly began an investigation
of his “teaching style,” and concluded,
without being very specific, that it
should be changed.

Through it all, Mr. Brand stuck to
his guns, giving interviews, appearing
on talk shows, and seeming to revel in
combat. Belatedly support began to
trickle in. There were the usual
private congratulations from people
who, themselves, never say in public
what they actually believe, and a stu-
dent group even put on a pro-free
speech demonstration. Academics
are beginning to line up in support not
just of Mr. Brand’s right to speak but
of what he is saying.
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