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PR E FA C E

ɎC om pensatory education has been tried
and it apparently has failed.ɏ W ith that
opening sentence of a 123-page-long
article solicited by the prestigious
H arvard Educational Review, Professor
A rthur R . Jensen, of the U niversity of
C alifornia, B erkeley, w ent from  being a
highly respected but little-know n
educational psychologist to one of the
m ost controversial figures in science.

W ritten in 1969 during the
tum ultuous days of the rioting in the
B lack inner cities and W hite voter
disenchantm ent w ith Lyndon Johnsonɋs



G reat Society program s, Jensenɋs H ER
article set off a firestorm  of controversy.
The title, ɎH ow  M uch C an W e B oost IQ
and Scholastic A chievem ent?ɏ and
Jensenɋs conclusion, ɎN ot m uch,ɏ m ade
him  a headliner in Tim e, N ew sw eek, Life,
U .S. N ew s &  W orld Report, and The N ew
York Tim es M agazine, on the one hand,
and the target of student protests, sit-ins,
resolutions of condem nation, and even
acts of vandalism  and death threats on the
other. The w ord ɎJensenism ɏɇ shorthand
for Jensenɋs theory that an individualɋs IQ
is largely due to heredity, including racial
heritageɇ found its w ay into som e
dictionaries.

In this book, I skeptically cross-
exam ine A rthur R . Jensen on Jensenism



ɇ how  and w hy he believes the scientific
evidence is even stronger today that:

IQ  is real, biological, and
highly genetic, and not just
som e statistic or the result of
educational, social,
econom ic, or cultural factors;
race is a biological reality,
not a social construct; and,
m ost controversially of all,
the cause of the 15-point
average IQ  difference
betw een B lacks and W hites
in the U nited States is partly
genetic.



The late Stephen Jay G ouldɋs
M ism easure of M an, H ow ard G ardnerɋs
num erous books on Ɏm ultiple
intelligences,ɏ and Joseph G ravesɋs The
Em perorɋs N ew  C lothes argue that
Jensenism  and the controversial best-
seller The Bell C urve (w hich draw s
heavily on Jensenɋs w ork) are m arginal
science at best, pseudoscience at w orst.
H ere, Jensen replies to these and other
critics. H e also answ ers the questions I
think you yourself w ould like to ask him .
H e tells you w hy he believes the
scientific basis of Jensenism  is as solid as
the R ock of G ibraltar, w hy the experts in
the relevant disciplines of behavior
genetics and psychom etrics agree w ith



him  and not his critics, and w hy the
public has been so m isinform ed.

This book also introduces you to
A rthur Jensen, the m an behind the Ɏism ,ɏ
so that you can understand w hy he took
up such a controversial research program
and w hy he has pursued it so relentlessly.
Finally, it takes you on the intellectual
odyssey of the behavioral sciences over
the past third of a century, detailing the
sea changes that have taken place since
Jensen and Jensenism  first hit the front
pages in 1969.

Frank M iele 
Sunnyvale, C alifornia
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IN T R O D U C T IO N

Jensenism  and Skepticism

Jensenism , n: the theory that an
individualɋs IQ  is largely due to heredity,
including racial heritage; after A rthur R .
Jensen (born 1923), U .S. educational
psychologist, w ho first propounded this
hypothesis in 1965.

and
Skepticism , n: the search for

provisional, not m etaphysical, truth
through the continuous and vigorous
application of the m ethods of science,



J

that is, form ulating hypotheses and
gathering data against w hich to test them .

ensenism  and skepticism ɇ w hatɋs the
connection? W hat does a controversial
theory linking intelligence, race, and

genetics have to do w ith a grow ing
m ovem ent that prom otes better
understanding of the scientific m ethod
and greater use of critical thinking by the
general public?

O n the one hand, one skeptic icon, the
late Stephen Jay G ould, w ho w as then
A m ericaɋs best-know n science w riter, a
distinguished though controversial
scientist in his ow n right, and a past
president of the A m erican A ssociation for
the A dvancem ent of Science, once



claim ed to have debunked Jensenism  as
resting on Ɏa rotten edifice.ɏ O n the
other, Intelligence, the m ost prestigious
journal in the field of IQ  research,
devoted an entire issue to honoring
Jensen and his w ork, w hich its editor,
D ouglas D etterm an, titled ɎA  K ing
A m ong M en: A rthur Jensen.ɏ

If these w ildly varying assessm ents of
A rthur R . Jensen and his theories of race,
genetics, and hum an intelligence donɋt
invite a skeptical exam ination and som e
critical thinking, w hat does? A s senior
editor of Skeptic, Iɋve interview ed som e
of the w orldɋs leading scholars on
differing sides of the race-IQ  issue and
related controversies in biological and
behavioral sciences. W ho better to



interview  than the nam esake of the m ost
controversial Ɏism ɏ of them  allɇ the
relation betw een race, intelligence, and
genetics?

I realized that a fair treatm ent of
Jensen and Jensenism  w ould require a
book, not just an article. Jensen accepted,
but could he com m it the tim e? That year,
1999, he w as based in London, England,
w orking at the G alton Library on
biographies of C harles Spearm an and
H ans Eysenck com m issioned by the
A m erican Psychological A ssociation
(A PA ) and delivering the annual G alton
Lecture as w ell as invited lectures at
universities and research institutes in the
U nited K ingdom , D enm ark, G erm any,
A ustria, Italy, and Spain. It w asnɋt



possible for m e to spend the year in
Europe attending the lectures w hile w e
did the interview s. Even long-distance
phone calls presented a difficulty because
of the eight-to-nine-hour tim e difference,
and they w ould be a budget buster. So w e
decided to conduct the conversations via
E-m ail. I w rote a series of questions on a
particular topic, and Jensen replied. W e
had our printed transcript proofed, but the
only other m odifications are those
requested by the publisher, W estview
Press, to rem ove repetition, to clarify
som e of the m ore technical passages, or
to update inform ation and references to
the scientific literature w here appropriate.

M any reject Jensenism  w ithout
exam ining the evidence because they fear



w hat m ight follow  if it gained w idespread
public acceptance. I w ant you to be able
to decide for yourself w hether Jensenism
represents one m anɋs search for
provisional, not m etaphysical, truth
through the continuous and vigorous
application of the m ethods of science,
that is, by form ulating hypotheses and
gathering data against w hich to test them ,
or a dangerous diversion back dow n a
blind alley of old and disproven ideas,
deceptively dressed up in m odern
scientific jargon.

The Prelude introduces you to Ɏthe
m an behind the Ɋism .ɋɏ It includes a
biographical and professional sketch of
ɎJensen before Jensenism .ɏ

C hapter 1, ɎJensenism : A  N ew  W ord



in the D ictionary,ɏ provides a perspective
on ɎJensenism ɏ and explains how  a w ell-
respected and previously
noncontroversial educational
psychologist gave rise to a controversial
w ord in the dictionary. W e discuss how  in
the late 1960s Jensenɋs research interest
turned from  the serial position effect
(how  and w hy itɋs easier to rem em ber the
first and last item s in a list than those in
the m iddle) to the im portance of general
intelligence, as opposed to specific task
learning, in education and in life; and
then to the im portant role of heredity in
intelligence, a subject that previously had
been alm ost com pletely neglected.

Jensen recounts his discussions w hile
in W ashington, D .C ., w ith D aniel Patrick



M oynihan, w ho w as then N ixonɋs
presidential assistant for urban affairs,
and w ith G eorge H . W . B ush, w ho w as
then a R epublican congressm an from
Texas. Jensenɋs ow n disdain, not for
individuals but for things political as
opposed to scientific, is apparent.

In C hapter 2, ɎW hat Is Intelligence?
The g Factor and Its R ivals,ɏ Jensen
defends the theory of general intelligence
(the g factor) against the criticism  that the
g factor is m erely a statistical artifact.
W hen I present the best-know n rival
theories of intelligence, Jensen explains
w hy he believes that the difference
betw een the g factor theory and R obert
Sternbergɋs Triarchic Theory of
A nalytical, Practical, and C reative



Intelligence is a sem antic one, w hile he
sees H ow ard G ardnerɋs Theory of
M ultiple Intelligences as a form  of
psychological biography, but not true
science. The chapter concludes w ith
Jensen explaining how  state-of-the-art
technologies such as PET scans provide
even m ore support for his conclusions
than just IQ  tests.

In C hapter 3, ɎN ature, N urture, or
B oth? C an H eritability C ut Psychologyɋs
G ordian K not?ɏ w e discuss the m eaning
of heritabilityɇ the statistic used in
quantitative genetics to resolve the
nature-nurture questionɇ  w hat it can tell
us and w hat it canɋt. Jensenɋs critics often
accuse him  of m isinterpreting heritability.
Still others deny that the heritability



statistic (as opposed to the concept of
heredity) has any m eaning in hum an
research, w here controlled experim ents
are ethically unacceptable. A s evidence
for the genetic basis of intelligence,
Jensen describes how  closely the
observed correlations betw een various
degrees of kinship (identical tw ins,
ordinary siblings, parents and their
natural children, parents w ith their
adopted children) fit w ith the correlations
predicted by the genetic theory, but go
against those predicted from  a purely
cultural theory. In particular, he draw s a
com parison betw een the high correlation
of 0.87 (1.00 being perfect correlation)
betw een the IQ s of identical tw ins
separated early in life and reared apart



(w ho share 100 percent of their genes,
but 0 percent of their environm ent), and
the m uch low er correlation of 0.32
betw een the IQ s of unrelated children
reared together (w ho share 0 percent of
their genes, but 100 percent of their
environm ent). The chapter also includes a
discussion of the B urt A ffairɇ the
controversy surrounding the accusation
that Sir C yril B urt had Ɏfakedɏ his tw in
studies, w hose results Jensen had quoted
in his H ER articleɇ and of Jensenɋs
involvem ent in it.

C hapter 4, ɎW hat Is R ace? B iological
R eality or C ultural C onstruction?ɏ
exam ines the biggest taboo of allɇ the
subject of race. I ask Jensen how  he, an
educational psychologist, can reject the



official statem ent of the A m erican
A nthropological A ssociation that race is a
m ere cultural construction and has no
biological validity. Jensen counters that
the m ost state-of-the art population
genetic studies and statistical procedures
identify Ɏpopulation clustersɏ that
correspond quite closely to the racial
classifications of traditional anthropology
and even of Ɏthe m an on the street,ɏ
although the term  Ɏraceɏ is avoided.

Jensen then presents three lines of
argum ent to support w hat he calls the
D efault H ypothesisɇ that both genetic
and environm ental factors play about the
sam e part in causing the average
difference in IQ  betw een B lacks and
W hites as they do in causing differences



in IQ  w ithin either race. First, he claim s
that the attem pts to explain the B lack-
W hite IQ  difference in term s of social,
econom ic, or cultural factors alone have
been tested and they have failed. W hen I
cite ten of the best-know n theories,
Jensen explains w hy he believes they
have been disproven. H e draw s particular
attention to the results of trans-racial
adoption studies, w hich show  that B lack
children adopted by W hite m iddle-class
parents end up w ith IQ s at about the
B lack average, w hile m ixed-race adopted
children have interm ediate IQ s, and
W hite adopted children have IQ s around
the W hite average.

Jensenɋs second argum ent, draw n
from  evolutionary biology, is that



w henever tw o groups differ in physical
characteristics, they w ill differ in
behavior as w ell. H e cites a fam ous study
that dem onstrated that B lack, W hite, and
C hinese A m erican babies, all in the sam e
hospital and tested in the first days after
birth, differed in m ovem ent and activity.
N ext, Jensen claim s that both the
correlation betw een brain size and
intelligence w ithin either race, and the
average difference in brain size and in
intelligence betw een B lacks and W hites,
are w ell established in the scientific
literature.

Jensenɋs final argum ent that genes
play a role in the B lack-W hite IQ
difference is based on w hat he calls
Spearm anɋs hypothesis. C harles



Spearm an, the fam ous B ritish
psychologist w ho first used the term  g
(general m ental ability), also rem arked
that the m ore a given test m easures the g
factor, the greater the average B lack-
W hite difference on that test. Jensen
explains that his research has confirm ed
Spearm anɋs hypothesis for a num ber of
different m ental tests, given in different
countries, by different exam iners.
Further, he has show n that g is related to
a num ber of biological m easures such as
brain-w ave patterns, glucose m etabolism
in the brain, and w ell-know n genetic
phenom ena such as inbreeding
depression (that is, the reduction in
height, physical developm ent, and IQ  in
children born of close-relative



m arriages).
C hapter 5, ɎFrom  Jensenism  to The

B ell C urve W ars: Science,
Pseudoscience, and Politics,ɏ draw s
Jensen out on subjects he has until now
touched on only sparingly, if at allɇ the
questions of race, science, and politics in
A m erican history, w hy he believes the
race-genetics-IQ  question has been so
system atically m isrepresented in the m ass
m edia and in m any textbooks, his
analysis of the m ost vocal opposition
individuals and groups, and the role of
the Pioneer Fund (w hich has supported
m uch of his ow n w ork) in race-IQ
research. I ask w hy, if he is correct,
Jensenism  is so often treated as
pseudoscience, and organizations such as



the A m erican Psychological A ssociation
(A PA ), the B ehavior G enetics
A ssociation (B G A ), and the Educational
Testing Service (ETS) have either
disagreed w ith Jensenism  (at least on the
issue of race, genetics, and IQ ) or
rem ained silent. Jensen cites a survey of
the m em bers of the B ehavior G enetics
A ssociation and the Test and
M easurem ent D ivision of the A PA
(D ivision 5), as w ell as a statem ent in the
W all Street Journal signed by 50 experts
in the behavioral sciences, as evidence
that am ong experts in the relevant
disciplines, Jensenism  is considered
m ainstream  science, not pseudoscience.
(See A ppendix B  for the W all Street
Journal statem ent.)



The final chapter, C hapter 6, ɎScience
and Policy: W hatɋs to B e D one?ɏ invites
Jensen onto truly new  ground. H e
presents his view  of the proper role of
scientific fact in setting public policy,
including A ffirm ative A ction in the
public and private sectors, especially in
the m ilitary, governm ent bureaucracy,
and the educational system . Jensen also
speculates on w hat the future holds in
term s of policies such as w elfare and
eugenics.

A ppendix A  lists Jensenɋs large and
ever-grow ing bibliography. In addition to
the references at the end of each chapter,
readers looking for m ore inform ation can
refer to Jensenɋs bibliography for relevant
articles.



A ppendix B  reproduces the statem ent
that appeared in the W all Street Journal
by 50 behavioral scientists on 25 points
the signatories (including Jensen)
considered Ɏscientifically w ell-
established.ɏ

Throughout this book m y aim  has
been neither to praise Jensen and
Jensenism  nor to bury them . R ather, m y
goals are:

First, to ask the questions you
w ould ask if you w ere
interview ing Jensen for a
print or TV  new sm agazine.
Each chapter opens w ith an
introduction that provides the



background know ledge
necessary to understand the
topics covered in that chapter,
m uch like the m aterial talk
show  hosts get to Ɏprepɏ
them  for interview s.
N ext, since m ost of Jensenɋs
prolific output has been in
technical books and journals,
to allow  Jensen to respond
directly and conversationally
to the objections of his best-
know n and severest critics in
the academ ic w orld.
Finally, w hether you
conclude that Jensenism  is
scientifically rock solid,
rotten, or som ew here in



betw een, I w ant you to m eet
A rthur R . Jensen, the m an
behind the Ɏism .ɏ

Further R eading
The reference to debunking Jensenism
and its Ɏrotten coreɏ is: G ould, S. J.
(1996). The m ism easure of m an (R evised
and expanded edition). N ew  York:
N orton. The special journal issue in
w hich 13 experts, including som e critics,
honored Jensen and his w ork is:
D etterm an, D . K . (Ed.), 1998. A  king
am ong m en: A rthur Jensen. Intelligence,
26 (3), 175Ɇ318. The m ajor books and
articles cited here are listed w ith the



corresponding chapters.
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PR E L U D E

T he M an B ehind the ɎIsm ɏ

or all the controversy that has raged
around Jensenism , the general public
know s relatively little about Jensen

him self. W hy? First, alm ost all of his
m ore than 400 publications have
appeared in technical journals or books.
W hatɋs m ore, heɋs a born introvert. If you
sat next to him  on an airplane, youɋd
probably assum e he w as an auditor or
bank exam iner rather than a professor at
the U niversity of C alifornia at B erkeley.



If you m et him  during his long tenure on
the B erkeley cam pus, youɋd be m uch
m ore likely to think he taught business or
law  than psychology.

So w ho is A rthur R . Jensen? D id
anything in his pastɇ nature or nurtureɇ
play prologue to Jensenism ? The play on
the w ords Ɏnatureɏ and Ɏnurtureɏ com es
from  Shakespeareɋs The Tem pest, but the
enigm a of heredity versus environm ent
goes back to the ancient G reek
philosophers. W hen they encountered
non-G reeks they w ondered w hether
heredity or environm ent (especially
clim ate) could account for the differences
in appearance and behavior. Sim ilar
observations w ere m ade by the ancient
civilizations in Egypt, C hina, and India.



In the age of science, first anthropology,
then psychology, then sociology has each
tried to resolve in its ow n w ay the riddle
of hum an differences. H ow  qualified is
A rthur Jensen to speak on so enduring, so
difficult, and so em otionally loaded a
topic as the connection betw een
intelligence, race, and genetics?

The authoritative C orsini
Encyclopedia of Psychology describes
him  as:

O ne of the m ost visible
educational and differential
psychologists in the past half-
century. Jensen is professor
em eritus of educational
psychology in the G raduate



School of Education,
U niversity of C alifornia,
B erkeley. D uring the forty
years of his tenure at
B erkeley, he w as a prolific
researcher in the psychology
of hum an learning, individual
differences in cognitive
abilities, psychom etrics,
behavioral genetics, and
m ental chronom etry, and his
activity has continued since
his official retirem ent in 1994.
H is w ork, published in seven
books and som e 400 articles
in scientific and professional
journals, has placed him
am ong the m ost frequently



cited figures in contem porary
psychology, and his nam e has
becom e one of the Ɏism sɏ of
our language.

jensen before jensenism
A rthur R . Jensen w as born in 1923 in San
D iego, C alifornia, w here his father
ow ned a lum ber and building-supplies
business. H is paternal grandparents, the
Jensens, w ere im m igrants from
C openhagen, D enm ark. O n his m otherɋs
side, Jensenɋs grandfather w as G erm an.
H is m aternal grandm other cam e from  a
Polish Jew ish fam ily. B oth fam ilies



disapproved of the m arriage across
religious lines, and the couple left B erlin
and put dow n new  roots in the San D iego
area. Fluent in Polish, his grandm other
w as selected to greet the w orld-fam ous
pianist Ignacy (Jan) Paderew ski w hen he
cam e to San D iego. Early on, Jensen
noted how  the dour dem eanor of his
D anish relatives contrasted w ith the fun-
loving atm osphere of his m otherɋs side of
the fam ily.

A s a boy, Jensen attended San D iego
public schools. H e w as a loner w ho read
voraciously and said littleɇ except w hen
he had a subject to speak on. Then he
w ould hold forth at the dinner table,
enthusiastically recounting all he had
read, until his only sibling, a younger



sister, w ould plead, ɎD o w e have to listen
to another one of his lectures?ɏ Young
Jensen had little interest in team  sports;
he preferred hiking through the w oods or
sw im m ing. H is hobbies, w hich he
pursued w ith diligence, w ere herpetology
and classical m usic. H e collected snakes,
w hich he w ould trade to the reptile
keeper of the San D iego Zoo to feed the
zooɋs king cobra, in exchange for w hite
rats, w hich Jensen in turn fed his snakes.

Jensenɋs first goal in life w as to
becom e a clarinetist in a sym phony
orchestra, or better yet, a conductor. H is
playing w as good enough to earn an
audition w ith Leopold Stokow skiɋs
A m erican Youth Sym phony, and Jensen
perform ed as second clarinet w ith the San



D iego Sym phony for a year w hen he w as
only seventeen. H e soon realized,
how ever, that no m atter how  m uch or
how  hard he practiced, he lacked the
Ɏspecial som ethingɏ required to m ake it
to the peak of the m usical w orld. So
Jensen sw itched career paths, entered the
U niversity of C alifornia at B erkeley, and
m ajored in psychology.

Jensenɋs interests in herpetology and
classical m usic provide clues to the
eventual rise of Jensenism . H e clearly
had an interest in biology. C atching and
keeping snakes and lizards required
carefully observing their behavior. A t 15
he perform ed experim ents to determ ine
w hether it w as tem perature or light that
caused the lizards to go underground. (H e



found it w as tem perature.)
Jensen rem ains passionate about

m usic, though he hasnɋt perform ed in
years. H e has a m assive collection of
recordings and he and his w ife are season
ticket holders for the San Francisco
O pera. W hen lecturing in Europe he
m akes it a point to attend sym phony and
opera perform ances. Jensenɋs decision to
abandon a m usical career provides a key
insight into his view  not only of him self
but of the w orld. C learly, he had the
ability to m ake a living from  m usic. B ut
the fire that burns inside A rthur Jensen,
though invisible from  the outside, is to
perform  at the very highest level he can.
A s he states in C hapter 1, he has alw ays
been interested in people w ho have



Ɏm ade it.ɏ It is not a desire for the
trappings or rew ards of success that
drives Jensen but the conviction that heɋs
doing w hat he does best. A s he once told
m e, ɎThe tw o sm artest things I ever did
w ere to decide to becom e a professor
because itɋs the only thing I can really do
at a level Iɋm  truly satisfied w ith and to
m arry B arb because she does so m uch
that allow s m e to focus on m y w ork and
brings so m any things into m y life I
w ouldnɋt have w ithout her.ɏ

Perhaps because of his personal
experience w ith m usic, Jensen has been
keenly aw are of his ow n and others
peopleɋs lim itations, and he is therefore
skeptical of pie-in-the-sky claim s that ɎIf
you can dream  it, you can be it!ɏ Instead,



he has alw ays practiced and preached a
m ethodical approach of setting stepw ise
goals and reevaluating the next step to
take as each successive rung is reached or
not.

A N  IN T E L L E C T U A L
O D Y SSE Y
B ut w hy psychology? A s w e follow  the
career of A rthur Jensen and the story of
Jensenism , w e w ill also trace the
intellectual odyssey of psychology in our
tim e. From  its beginning, psychology has
varied w ildly in w hat, how , and w hy it
studies. O ne traditionɇ exem plified by B .
F. Skinnerɋs behaviorism ɇ searches for



universal law s that describe the behavior
of all organism s. D ifferences betw een
individuals, species, or groups are treated
as random  error, m uch as a chem ist
allow s for the m easurem ent errors that
com e from  using im perfectly calibrated
scales. A  second tradition, based m ore on
the biological sciences, sees observed
differences as psychologyɋs w heat, not its
chaff. That tradition tries to explain
hum an differences in term s of the best
m ix of hereditary, biological, and cultural
causes. W hether the focus is on universal
law s or individual and group differences,
how ever, both these traditions are
Ɏreductionistɏ approaches because they
reduce the dizzying m ultiplicity of
behavior to either universal law s or a



sm all num ber of factors.
In contrast, depth psychology and

dynam ic psychology are m ore hum anistic
and holistic. They try to solve each
individualɋs Ɏproblem sɏ by understanding
the totality of his or her existence.
Sigm und Freudɋs psychoanalysis is the
classic exam ple. Those w ho follow  the
m odel of the hard sciences reject such
m ethods as being literary or m ystical, not
scientific. B ut to m any, the m ethods of
hard science are too cold and detached.
They argue that an obsessive drive for
scientific purity produces a sterile
psychology, indifferent to individual
suffering and irrelevant to the problem s
of society.

These then are psychologyɋs Scylla



and C harybdisɇ a sum m ons for
m ethodological purity that steers research
further and further tow ard im personal
generalization versus a cry for
com m iseration that leads into the m ists of
m ythology, not science. Jensen w as
draw n to psychology because he believes
that it can produce answ ers to im portant
problem s for individuals and society. H e
becam e disenchanted w ith pure
experim ental psychology because he saw
it sharpening its focus by excessively
narrow ing it. H e w asnɋt interested in
spending his career determ ining the
precise difference in reaction tim e in tw o
experim ental situations for its ow n sake.
H ow ever, w hen he w anted to know  w hat
differences in a purely objective m easure



such as reaction tim e could reveal about
individual and group differences in IQ  ,
he revived and reestablished the field of
m ental chronom etry, even designing
som e of the m easuring instrum ents
him self.

W hen Jensen turned to clinical
psychology, he again becam e
disenchantedɇ  this tim e because his ow n
studies proved that tests based on the
assum ptions of depth psychology sim ply
w ere not valid predictors of anything
except how  that person answ ered that
test. The situation is m uch like trying to
m easure peopleɋs m usical or athletic
ability by asking them  to nam e their
favorite artists or players. The test is
reliable. M ost people w ill have the sam e



personal picks from  one day to the next.
B ut this tells us nothing about their ow n
ability.

A fter graduating from  B erkeley in
1945, Jensen returned hom e and w orked
at his fatherɋs business, then as a
technician in a pharm aceutical laboratory,
as a social w orker, and as a high school
biology teacher and orchestra conductor
w hile getting a m asterɋs degree in
psychology from  San D iego State
U niversity. Then in 1952 Jensen w ent to
Teachers C ollege, C olum bia U niversity,
to study educational and clinical
psychology. There he w orked as a
laboratory technician in C olum biaɋs
Zoology D epartm ent and as a research
assistant to his m ajor professor and



m entor, Percival Sym onds, an exponent
of dynam ic psychology and projective
tests. Together, they co-authored From
Adolescent to Adult (1961), based on
their research. Jensenɋs doctoral
dissertation, ɎA ggression in Fantasy and
O vert B ehaviorɏ (1956), cast doubt on
the scientific ability of one such test, the
Them atic A pperception Test, to predict
individual differences of aggression,
either in degree or type.

D uring a yearɋs clinical internship at
the U niversity of M arylandɋs Psychiatric
Institute in B altim ore (1955Ɇ1956),
Jensen becam e further disillusioned w ith
dynam ic psychology. A t the sam e tim e,
he w as draw n to quantitative and
experim ental research on personality by



H ans J. Eysenck at the U niversity of
Londonɋs Institute of Psychiatry. A
postdoctoral fellow ship from  the N ational
Institute of M ental H ealth (N IM H )
allow ed Jensen to spend 1956Ɇ1958
w orking in Eysenckɋs lab. There he
thrived, his passion for research that
em phasized both scientific rigor and real-
life relevance being shared not only by
Eysenck but also by others in the London
School of psychology. The intellectual
origins of Jensenism  lie in the scientific
w orldview  and m ethods of the London
School, w hich w as established by Sir
Francis G alton and C harles Spearm an,
the founders of psychom etrics,
differential psychology, and behavioral
genetics.



Jensenɋs first appearance on TV
(C hannel 2, O akland) after he first w rote
on the role of genetics and IQ  in school
achievem ent w hile a fellow  at the C enter
for Advanced Study in the Behavioral
Sciences, Stanford U niversity. (Spring
1967)



Inspired by his w ork at Eysenckɋs lab,
Jensen returned to the States and w as
appointed assistant professor of
educational psychology in the U niversity
of C alifornia at B erkeley in 1958. In
1966 he becam e full professor and then
research psychologist in the Institute of
H um an Learning there. Jensen spent his
first sabbatical year (1964Ɇ1965) in
Eysenckɋs lab. In 1966Ɇ1967 he w as an
invited fellow  at the C enter for A dvanced
Study in the B ehavioral Sciences at
Stanford.

It w as only in the late 1960s, after he
had established a solid reputation based
on a decade of careful, noncontroversial
research and over 30 publications on
hum an learning, that Jensen expanded his



focus to include individual differences in
scholastic perform ance am ong culturally
disadvantaged m inority groups such as
M exican A m ericans and B lacks. H e
began by assum ing that any observed
group differences w ere the result of
socioeconom ic and cultural factors.
Increasingly, how ever, Jensen realized
that the prevailing opinion am ong
educational psychologists at that tim e just
didnɋt tell the w hole story. H is reading
and research interests turned m ore and
m ore to biology and genetics.

Then in 1969 the H arvard
Educational Review, one of the m ost
prestigious journals in the field, asked
Jensen to contribute an article to be
entitled ɎH ow  M uch C an W e B oost IQ



and School A chievem ent?ɏ The outline
H ER gave Jensen requested that he
include a clear statem ent of his position
on social class and racial differences in
intelligence. Jensen discussed race and
IQ  briefly, saying only that w hile cultural
factors w ere clearly involved in causing
the 15-point difference in average IQ
betw een B lack and W hite A m ericans,
genes couldnɋt be ruled out. A s for the
articleɋs central question, ɎH ow  M uch
C an W e B oost IQ  and Scholastic
A chievem ent?ɏ Jensenɋs conclusion,
based on his review  of the evidence,
could be sum m ed up in tw o w ords: N ot
m uch.

Jensenɋs H ER article cam e at a tim e
w hen ɎB lack pow erɏ w as clashing w ith



the ɎW hite backlashɏ against Lyndon
Johnsonɋs G reat Society program s.
A gainst that backdrop, Jensen rocketed
from  relative anonym ity as a respected
but low -profile expert on hum an learning
to blazing notoriety in the pages of Tim e,
N ew sw eek, Life, U .S. N ew s &  W orld
Report, and The N ew  York Tim es
M agazine. H e soon becam e a target of
student protests, sit-ins, resolutions of
condem nation, acts of vandalism , and
death threats. The w ord ɎJensenism ɏ
entered the R andom  H ouse and W ebsterɋs
unabridged dictionaries.

D uring his academ ic career at U C
B erkeley, including the 30-plus years
after he becam e Ɏcontroversial,ɏ Jensen
received every prom otion possibleɇ even



to Ɏsuper-gradesɏ beyond the rank of full
professor, w hich required
recom m endation by a panel of
distinguished international experts not on
the B erkeley faculty. Indeed, the closer
one gets to expert opinion in the relevant
disciplines of psychom etrics (m ental
testing) and behavior genetics, the greater
the support for Jensen and his w ork; and
each year, that support increases. O f his
m ore than 400 publications, none has
been in fringe journals, and the
overw helm ing m ajority have been in the
m ost prestigious peer-review ed journals
in the relevant fieldsɇ journals such as
Intelligence, Behavior G enetics,
Personality and Individual D ifferences,
The Psychological Bulletin, and



Behavioral and Brain Sciencesɇ and in
such authoritative w orks as The
Encyclopedia of Psychology and The
Encyclopedia of Intelligence, w here
articles are by the editorɋs invitation. In
1970 Jensen w as a founding m em ber of
the B ehavior G enetics A ssociation. H e
has served as a consulting editor to both
Intelligence and Behavior G enetics, and
published articles in their first issues.
Jensen is often asked to serve as a peer
review er by these and by m any other
academ ic journals because their chief
editors recognize the fairness and
thoroughness w ith w hich he treats every
article sent to him , regardless of w hether
or not it agrees w ith his ow n position.

In 1998 Intelligence published a



special issue entitled ɎA  K ing A m ong
M en: A rthur Jensen.ɏ It included Jensenɋs
ow n account of his career, his m assive
and ever grow ing bibliography, and
com m entaries on his life and w orks by
som e of his m ost im portant adm irers and
thoughtful, if grudging, critics.

M any reject Jensenism  not because a
careful study of the evidence has
convinced them  that it is scientifically
w rong, but because they fear that racism
m ight find scientific support if Jensenism
gained general acceptance. That is, they
reject Jensenism  on m oral rather than
scientific grounds, often w hile attributing
political rather than scientific m otives to
Jensen him self. H ow ever, A rthur Jensen
is the least political person I know  and



also the m ost straightforw ard. W hat you
see w ith A rthur Jensen is w hat you get.
H e is consum ed by a G andhian
dedication to follow ing principle in
m aking decisions, but is w illing to
reevaluate his decisions based on new
inform ation.

Perhaps that dedication to principle
above pragm atism  in part explains w hy
through all the turm oil and vituperation
he has endured, Jensen really doesnɋt
hold any grudge against his opponents.
Som e, he believes, sim ply hold
religiously to a different view  of the
w orld, w here stubborn facts have to be
subordinated to w hat they believe is the
good of society. O thers, he thinks, just
donɋt possess the quantitative or



analytical skills or background to
com prehend the issues objectively. A bout
the w orst thing Iɋve ever heard him  call
such individuals, indeed the harshest
w ord Iɋve heard him  use, is Ɏm ush-
heads.ɏ B ut Jensen is m ost put off by
those w ho say they agree w ith his
conclusions com pletely but do not
understand how  he arrived at them . ɎIɋd
rather sit across the table from  either of
the first tw o groups than the third,
som eone w ho likes w hat he thinks Iɋm
saying just because it seem s to agree w ith
his ow n prejudices,ɏ he once told m e.
Jensen has pursued the role heredity
plays in the B lack-W hite difference in
average IQ  not because he is obsessed
w ith race but because he is dedicated to



understanding w hat he believes is
societyɋs m ost im portant possessionɇ
intelligence. To dodge the race question
w ould be to ignore an im portant piece in
the puzzleɇ an act of intellectual
cow ardice.

O ur conversations on intelligence,
race, and genetics now  begin w ith m y
asking Jensen how  a once
noncontroversial nam e gave rise to the
m ost controversial Ɏism ɏ in
contem porary behavioral science.

Further R eading
The juxtaposition of Ɏnatureɏ and
Ɏnurtureɏ com es from  Shakespeareɋs The
Tem pest (A ct IV, Scene 1), w here



Prospero refers to C aliban as Ɏa devil, a
born devil on w hose nature nurture can
never stick.ɏ Sir Francis G alton, the
father of the study of hum an differences
in m ental ability, picked up w hat he
term ed the B ardɋs Ɏalliterative antithesis.ɏ
(See G alton, F. [1874, 1970]. English
m en of science: Their nature and nurture.
London: Frank C ass [1970 reprint]; and
G alton, F. [1875]. The history of tw ins, as
a criterion of the relative pow ers of
nature and nurture. Fraserɋs M agazine,
12, 566Ɇ576.) In the chapters that follow ,
you w ill see how  m uch Jensen and others
in the London School of psychology have
follow ed in G altonɋs footsteps.

The source of the brief Jensen
biography is: C raighead, W . E., and



N em eroff, C . B . (2001). The C orsini
encyclopedia of psychology. N ew  York:
W iley. The special journal issue in w hich
13 experts, including som e critics,
honored Jensen and his w ork is:
D etterm an, D . K . (Ed.), 1998. A  king
am ong m en: A rthur Jensen. Intelligence,
26 (3), 175Ɇ318.

For Jensenɋs ow n account of his 1969
H arvard Educational Review  article, the
origin of ɎJensenism ɏ and the reaction to
it, see the 67-page preface to: Jensen, A .
R . (1972). G enetics and education. N ew
York: H arper and R ow . The other
biographical inform ation com es from  m y
m any conversations w ith Jensen.



I

1
JE N SE N ISM

A  N ew  W ord
in the D ictionary

n this chapter I ask Jensen to explain
how  in 1969 his nam e becam e

inextricably linked w ith the controversial
issue of intelligence, race, and genetics.
A t that tim e, A m erica w as as deeply
divided over race relations as it w as by
the V ietnam  W ar. N um erous studies
financed by the federal governm ent and



leading foundations all docum ented that
the average IQ  of B lack A m ericans (85)
w as 15 points below  that of W hites (100).
A t first, Jensen agreed w ith other
educators and psychologistsɇ  and just
about every other social scientistɇ that
environm ental factors such as lim ited
opportunities, low er average incom e, and
the legacy of slavery, Jim  C row , and
segregation, w ere the cause. A cadem ic
research aim ed at finding the best m ethod
to alleviate the 15-point B lack-W hite IQ
gap cam e to focus m ore and m ore on
early intervention to circum vent
environm ental obstacles to cognitive
developm ent. H ead Start rem ains the best
know n of the resultant program s for early
cognitive stim ulation of the



disadvantaged.
O utside of academ ia, how ever, m any

W hite A m ericansɇ and not just those in
the Southɇ had becom e disenchanted
w ith the G reat Society program s. A ided
by a political backlash am ong W hites
opposing such program s, R ichard N ixon
w as elected president on a law -and-order
platform  in 1968.

In 1969, the respected H arvard
Educational Review  (H ER)
com m issioned Jensen to w rite an
evaluation of educational intervention
program s. The resulting 123-page article,
ɎH ow  M uch C an W e B oost IQ  and
Scholastic A chievem ent?ɏ rem ains one of
the m ost cited w orks (either vilified or
praised, depending on the review erɋs



point of view ) in the social science
literature.

B ased on his review  of the evidence,
Jensen reached three conclusions that
w ere diam etrically opposite to the
prevailing view :

C om pensatory education had
been tried, and it had failed to
raise significantly either the
IQ  or the school perform ance
of disadvantaged children.
G enetic differences w ere
m ore im portant than cultural
or socioeconom ic differences
in explaining individual
differences in IQ  w ithin the



W hite population (the only
group for w hich there w ere
adequate data at that tim e).
M ost explosivelyɇ it w as
therefore only reasonable to
ask w hether genetic
differences played som e role
in the 15-point B lack-W hite
average-IQ  difference.

The H ER article becam e a m ajor
m edia event. Its three m ain points,
dubbed ɎJensenism ,ɏ entered our
vocabulary. Jensen becam e the target of
student protests, sit-ins, acts of violence,
and even death threats. A cadem ic
criticism  cam e in the form  of resolutions



from  scholars and professional
organizations condem ning Jensenism . In
M ay 1969, in a three-hour sym posium
held for securityɋs sake in a closed studio
on the B erkeley cam pus (but broadcast to
an outside audience), Jensen defended
Jensenism  before a panel of questioners
w ho w ere am ong the m ost distinguished
figures in their respective disciplines.
They w ere geneticists Joshua Lederberg
(1958 N obel laureate in Physiology or
M edicine) and W illiam  J. Libby; m ental
testing expert Lee J. C ronbach; A rthur
Stinchom be of the U C  B erkeley
Sociology D epartm ent; and A aron
C icourel of U C  Santa B arbara, an
authority in the field of psycholinguistics.
The distinguished geneticist C urt Stern



acted as m oderator. O bviously, the
sym posium  failed to resolve the issue, but
it show ed that Jensen could go toe-to-toe
w ith em inent critics and give at least as
good as he got.

Jensen also gives us his firsthand
observations and im pressions of
im portant people in science, m usic, and
politics. Through Jensenɋs eyes w e m eet
C olum bia U niversity professors H enry E.
G arrett and O tto K lineberg, w ho opposed
each other vigorously in an earlier debate
on race and IQ ; anthropologist M argaret
M ead, w ho w ould later lead a protest
against Jensenɋs election as a fellow  of
the Psychology Section of the A m erican
A ssociation for the A dvancem ent of
Science (A A A S) after his H ER article



appeared; Sir C yril B urt, w ho years later,
after his death, w ould be accused of
faking his fam ous study of identical tw ins
reared apart, w hich Jensen cited in the
H ER article (see C hapter 3 for a
discussion of the B urt A ffair and Jensenɋs
involvem ent in it); G eorge H . W . B ush,
then a Texas congressm an; D aniel Patrick
M oynihan, w hose report to President
N ixon on the B lack fam ily produced a
race controversy of its ow n; and
conductor A rturo Toscanini, w hose
concerts and rehearsals Jensen attended
regularly w hile a graduate student at
C olum bia. Jensen reserves his greatest
praise for his m entor, the late B ritish
psychologist H ans J. Eysenck, for having
shaped fundam entally his attitudes about



psychology and science.

M iele: B ack in 1969 you
w ere an educational
psychologist in the G raduate
School of Education and a
research psychologist in the
Institute of H um an Learning
at the U niversity of C alifornia
in B erkeley. Your w ork w as
w ell respected and you had no
history of enjoying or even
seeking controversy. If
anything, the opposite w as the
caseɇ you w ere best know n
for researching things like the
serial position effect in
learning.



Then your article ɎH ow  M uch
C an W e B oost IQ  and
Scholastic A chievem ent?ɏ
appeared in the W inter 1969
issue of the H arvard
Educational Review . M ost
H ER articles are read by
professionals and graduate
students in educational
psychology and attract little
outside notice. B ut yours
produced a national
controversy that w as covered
in the m ajor new s m agazines
as w ell as on TV  and radio. It
generated heated discussion in
professional journals,
resolutions condem ning you



and the article, student
protests, sit-ins, acts of
violence, and even death
threats. Eventually, the w ord
ɎJensenism ɏ even entered the
dictionary.

W hat did you say in that lengthy,
123-page H ER article that hadnɋt been
said before? A fter all, youɋd given a talk
w ith the sam e title tw o years earlier.

Jensen: Three things about the H ER
article com bined synergistically to set off
all the com m otion. Each of them  w as
quite contrary to the prevailing zeitgeist.

First, I exam ined the available
research and concluded that
com pensatory educational program s had



failed to show  any strong or lasting effect
in raising IQ  or scholastic achievem ent.
Second, I review ed the existing evidence
show ing that genetic factors played a
large part in individual differences in IQ .
A nd third, I said the totality of evidence
w as m ost consistent w ith the hypothesis
that genetic as w ell as environm ental
factors are involved in the average
difference betw een B lacks and W hites in
IQ  and scholastic achievem ent. A lthough
it w as less than 5 percent of the w hole
article, this sm all partɇ hypothesizing a
genetic com ponent in the racial IQ
differenceɇ  produced the m ost
vehem ent vituperation.

The 15-point difference in average IQ
betw een B lacks and W hites in the U nited



States had been w ell established by the
psychological research. B ut never before
(including in the talk you just m entioned)
had I suggested the plausible hypothesis
that both environm ent and genes w ere
involved. This hypothesis w as plausible
because research had not found any
com pelling explanation for all of the 15-
point difference, and because genetic
factors as w ell as environm ental factors
w ere responsible for individual
differences in IQ  w ithin either racial
group.

M iele: B ut claim s about racial
differences in brain size in fact go all the
w ay back to Paul B roca, discoverer of
one of the im portant speech centers in the



brain. A nd there w as R obert B ennett
B eanɋs study of B lack-W hite differences
in brain size, w hich w as cited by H enry
G arrett and others, such as W . C . G eorge
in his pam phlet The Biology of the Race
Problem , issued by the G overnor of
A labam a (G eorge W allaceɋs predecessor,
John Patterson). The m ainstream  trend in
anthropology and psychology w as to
debunk those studies. W ere you aw are of
all this?

Jensen: Iɋm  chagrined to say that at the
tim e I w rote m y H ER paper I w asnɋt. A
year or tw o later som eone sent m e a copy
of G eorgeɋs pam phlet. A s he w as a
professor of anatom y, I thought it m ight
be w orth reading. A t that tim e I w as on a



com m ittee chaired by the late Professor
H arry H arlow , the fam ous researcher on
prim ate behavior. H arlow  w as quite
know ledgeable about brain research,
physiological psychology, and the like. I
gave him  a copy of G eorgeɋs essay and
asked for his opinion. H arlow  believed
that genetics played a part in racial
differences and that there are racial
differences in brain size. B ut he w as
unim pressed by G eorgeɋs evidence. H e
thought it w as antiquated and
questionable and said he w ould put very
little stock in it. So I ignored it.

The study by B ean doesnɋt ring a bell.
I canɋt recall having com e across it in m y
fairly extensive review  of studies on
brain correlates of intelligence. B ut if itɋs



a reputable piece of research, I should
have it in m y files. The fact that it w as
cited in an essay issued by the G overnor
of A labam a back around the tim e of
federally enforced school desegregation
in the South should lead one to exam ine
it carefully to see if it actually has any
scientific m erit.

A fter the publicity surrounding m y
H ER article, I did receive a num ber of
letters from  so-called citizensɋ groups in
various Southern states, asking if I w ould
w rite letters to their local new spapers in
support of racial segregation in public
schools. I replied that I w as, and alw ays
have been, absolutely opposed to racial
segregation of any kind. O ne of these
people w rote back calling m e Ɏjust



another B erkeley pinko!ɏ H e at least gave
m e the satisfaction of know ing that I had
angered him .

M iele: W ell, Sir C yril B urt had already
m ade the case for genetic factors in IQ
and scholastic ability in a num ber of
papers, including his M iele: fam ous 1957
B ingham  Aw ard Lecture sponsored by
the A m erican Psychological A ssociation
titled ɎThe Inheritance of M ental
A bility.ɏ So did a 1963 review  article by
N ikki Erlenm eyer-K im ling and Lissy
Jarvik in Science.
Jensen: I had heard of B urt as one of the
preem inent figures in psychology since I
w as an undergraduate student in
B erkeley. A nd so I attended his B ingham



Aw ard Lecture during the second year of
m y postdoctorate at London U niversity,
though I had no special interest in the
topic at that tim e. I w ent sim ply because I
w anted to see B ritainɋs m ost fam ous
psychologist in person. H e w as then 75
years old, and I thought I m ight never get
another chance to see the great m an.
Little did I im agine then that about 13
years later I w ould get to know  him  quite
w ell personally and eventually becom e
involved in the B urt A ffair. [See C hapter
3 for a discussion of the B urt A ffair and
Jensenɋs involvem ent in it.]
M iele: D id he live up to your
expectations?
Jensen: H is B ingham  Lecture w as the
best lecture I had ever attended. B urt



spoke entirely w ithout a script and had
the kind of eloquence, show m anship, and
authority that really held his audience
spellbound. A  brilliant and im pressive
m an.
M iele: The third and m ost controversial
part of your H ER article, the genetic role
in racial differences in IQ  , had been
m ade by A udrey Shuey in the tw o
editions of her lengthy 1966 book, The
Testing of N egro Intelligence, w hich you
cite in the H ER article. A nd H enry
G arrett, a past president of the A m erican
Psychological A ssociation, had been
carrying on a running debate w ith O tto
K lineberg and others on the subject
(though you do not cite those).

So w as it really your novel



com bination of the them es that garnered
all the headlines? O r w as it the fact that
you cam e to the race IQ  debate w ith
clean hands, so to speak, because you
w ere a respected researcher in
com pensatory education w ho had never
supportedɇ  and w ho, indeed, opposedɇ
attem pts to overturn the Brow n v. Board
school desegregation decision?
Jensen: W hat youɋve said is true, but Iɋd
like to qualify it a bit.

B y 1969, Shueyɋs book and G arrettɋs
w ritings, if not K linebergɋs, w ere far in
the background. Shuey got her Ph.D .
under G arrett at C olum bia U niversity.
They both w rote as if the fact that
hundreds of studies consistently found a
m ean B lack-W hite difference of about 15



IQ  points constituted sufficient evidence
that the difference w as largely, if not
entirely, genetic. O f course it is not
sufficient evidence. N either Shuey nor
G arrett attem pted to exam ine the issue in
a w ay that could lead to any conclusion.
That requires investigating a w hole
netw ork of relationships and different
lines of em pirical evidence. A  hundred or
a thousand tim es as m any IQ  test
com parisons as the three hundred or so
that w ere com piled by Shuey could not
have brought us any closer to
understanding the causes of the B lack-
W hite IQ  difference.

M iele: Then w hy did you cite Shueyɋs
w ork, if not G arrettɋs?



Jensen: B ecause w hen I view ed the
purely psychom etric evidence presented
by Shuey in relation to the fact that
genetic and environm ental factors play a
part in individual variation in intelligence
w ithin either race, along w ith a num ber
of other facts, I thought it w as
scientifically necessary to investigate the
possibility of genetic as w ell as
environm ental factors in explaining the
B lack-W hite average-IQ  difference.

M iele: Since you w ere all at C olum bia
U niversity, did you ever m eet G arrett,
Shuey, or K lineberg? If so, w hat w ere
your im pressions of them ?



Jensen: I m et both G arrett and K lineberg
w hen I w as a grad student there. I even
audited K linebergɋs course on social
psychology, not because I w as interested
at that tim e in any of these topics w eɋre
now  discussing, but sim ply because he
w as one of the fam ous nam es in
psychology. For the sam e reason, I
audited an anthropology course given by
M argaret M ead, and I becam e acquainted
w ith the venerable dean of experim ental
psychology, R obert S. W oodw orth,
w hose classic textbook I had used as an
undergraduate psychology student at
B erkeley. I w as alw ays interested in w hat
people w ho had Ɏm ade itɏ w ere like in
person.



M iele: A nd G arrett?

Jensen: Yes. I w anted to take a course in
factor analysis given by Professor H elen
M . W alker. She w as a noted statistician
and one of the tw o or three best
professors I ever had. U nfortunately she
w as on sabbatical that year. Since G arrett
offered a less specialized course, I w ent
to him  to find out just w hat it covered. H e
asked about m y previous courses in
statistics and suggested I audit just the
couple of lectures on factor analysis.
They w ere very introductory and covered
less than I had already picked up from  the
chapter on factor analysis in J. Paul
G uilfordɋs fam ous textbook Psychom etric



M ethods.
I found G arrett a rather lackadaisical

and perfunctory lecturer, and I w as glad
that I hadnɋt enrolled for his full course.
H e seem ed friendly, but w as quite
im personal and m atter-of-fact. N othing
about him  left m e w ith any clear personal
im pression. In this respect, he w as a
rather typical professor.

K lineberg w as a very precise and
professorial fellow , short and com pact,
w ith very close-cropped gray hair. H e
w as a good lecturer, though not very
anim ated; he usually sat at a desk w hile
lecturing but he nearly alw ays had
considerable enthusiasm  for his subject.
Personally, he w as quite form al but very
cordial and courtly, m uch as I later found



to be m ore com m on am ong the older
European professors. Sir C yril B urt, for
exam ple, had a sim ilar personal style.

M iele: W hile w eɋre strolling dow n
m em ory lane, w hat w ere your
im pressions of M ead and W oodw orth?

Jensen: M argaret M ead w as truly an
unforgettable character. I never m et her
personally, but audited her lectures at
C olum bia. She alw ays cam e across as a
w om an of great energy, w ith boundless
enthusiasm  for w hatever she w as talking
about. H er lectures w ere im m ensely
colorful and entertaining. A nd it w as
clear that she thoroughly enjoyed her
show m anship. I still vividly rem em ber



som e of her anecdotes and descriptions,
such as her telling, com plete w ith
hilarious arm -w aving gesturesɇ about the
sw inging pendulous breasts of the older
Sam oan w om en. It brought the house
dow n. She w as usually quite Ɏearthy,ɏ
and never high-flow n. A s an entertaining
lecturer, few  college professors could
com pete w ith her.

I found m any of her statem ents
involving psychological m atters highly
provocative because they so com pletely
contradicted w hat I had learned from
other professors at C olum bia. For
exam ple, she thought schizophrenia w as
a cultural condition, defined as a disease
only in m odern W estern cultures. I
m entioned this to Joseph Zubin, w ho, in



his course on abnorm al psychology,
taught that schizophrenia is a genetic
brain disorder. H e w as m ost annoyed that
M argaret M ead w as teaching Ɏsuch
blatant nonsenseɏ to so m any students.
M y m ajor professor, Percival Sym onds,
w as greatly am used w hen I told him  I
w as auditing M eadɋs course. H e said
som ething like, ɎI hope youɋre not taking
it seriously, because w hen it com es to
psychology she doesnɋt know  w hat sheɋs
talking about.ɏ

R obert W oodw orth w as an im pressive
m an and a m ost interesting lecturer. H e
personally knew  every big nam e in the
history of A m erican and European
psychology, from  W illiam  Jam es on. This
w ealth of personal, anecdotal know ledge,



com bined w ith his fantastic scholarly
erudition, m ade his course on history and
system s of psychology a m em orable
experience. It w as also an inspiration to
see som eone in his late 80s w ho w as so
physically fit and m entally sharp.

The first tim e I m et W oodw orth
personally, I took along one of his books
for him  to autograph, w hich he did. I
asked him  som e questions about E. L.
Thorndike, co-author of his fam ous study
on the Ɏtransfer of training.ɏ I w anted to
get W oodw orthɋs personal im pressions of
Thorndike the m an. B ut he rather
dism issed m y question, saying he w ould
be discussing Thorndike in his course.

Then to m y surprise, W oodw orth
proceeded to m ore or less interview  m e,



saying, ɎW ell, you already know  about
m e. Iɋd like to know  som ething about
you.ɏ H e asked m e about the other
courses I w as taking, w hich professors I
hadɇ he knew  them  all and com m ented
know ingly about each one. Then he asked
m e a m ost interesting question to w hich I
w asnɋt prepared to give a very good
answ er: ɎW hat do you w ant to be doing
ten years from  now ? Thatɋs the w ay to
think about w hat youɋre doing now .ɏ I
frequently recall W oodw orthɋs good
influence on m e.

M iele: You said, ɎI w as alw ays interested
in w hat people w ho had Ɋm ade itɋ w ere
like in person.ɏ W ho w ere the m ost
im pressive people youɋve m et? W hat did



they have in com m on?

Jensen: I have already m entioned m y
m ajor professor, Percival Sym onds. I
learned som ething about good w ork
habits from  him . H e w as also the first
person w ho ever took the trouble to offer
quite detailed criticism s of things I w rote.
H e em phasized that if I w as ever to
becom e w hat he called Ɏa real professor,ɏ
it w as essential that I Ɏresearch and
publish.ɏ Sym onds him self w as a prolific
and clear w riter, and he knew  all the
ropes for getting published. Though he
never tried to indoctrinate m e in his ow n
beliefs, he did w ant m e to develop the
habit of w riting. I liked this and profited
greatly from  his m entoring.



B y far the m ost im portant person in
m y career, of course, w as H ans Eysenck.
I spent tw o years w ith him  as a postdoc
and another year on m y first sabbatical
leave from  B erkeley. From  his w ritings, I
had great expectations of Eysenck w hen I
w ent to England to w ork in his
departm ent, and they w ere m ore than
fulfilled. Eysenck w as a kind of genius,
or at least a person of very unusual
talents, and the only person of that
unusual caliber that I have com e across in
the field of psychology. I have know n a
num ber of very capable and truly
outstanding persons in psychology, and
persons w hose scientific contributions are
on a par w ith, or m ay even exceed,
Eysenckɋs, but none w ho w ere w hat I



w ould think of as som e kind of
phenom enon.

I got perhaps as m uch as 90 percent
of m y attitudes about psychology and
science from  Eysenck. The three years I
spent in his departm ent have been a
lasting source of inspiration. I dread to
think w here m y ow n career m ight have
gone had I never m ade the Eysenck
connection. I think Eysenck w as a great
m an and have w ritten in detail about m y
im pressions of him .

M iele: W hat about people outside of
psychology?

Jensen: Iɋve never really gotten to know
any politicians personally. O nce after



testifying in C ongress I m et form er
president G eorge H . W . B ushɇ at that
tim e a congressm an from  Texasɇ and
chatted w ith him  for a few  m inutes. H e
knew  som ething about m y 1969 H ER
article but seem ed m ore interested in m y
personal backgroundɇ w here I w as born,
w here I grew  up, w here I w ent to college,
things like that. H e acted rather am azed
by m y answ ers, especially the fact that up
to that tim e I had never set foot in the
D eep South. W hen he said, ɎIsnɋt that
interesting, youɋve never been in the
South?ɏ I assum ed he w as testing m y
credentials for m y discussing the nature
of the B lack-W hite difference in IQ . B ut
that topic never cam e up in our brief
conversation.



The one really great politician that I
observed at close hand w as Jaw aharlal
N ehru, the then prim e m inister of India. I
had read N ehruɋs autobiography Tow ard
Freedom  and his The D iscovery of India,
both beautifully w ritten books, so I
enjoyed the opportunity of seeing him  in
person. So m any people w ere in line to
shake hands w ith him  that I got out of the
line and w ent up to w here I could observe
him  up close for longer than if I had
rem ained in line and w aited m y turn to
shake hands. H e w as shorter than I had
im agined (five feet, six and a half inches,
to be exact), but he w as surprisingly
handsom e. Even at age 65, N ehru had a
dynam ic and charism atic quality, fitting
for a prim e m inister.



M iele: A nd G andhi? B riefly.

Jensen: Iɋll try to be brief. M ahatm a
G andhi has been m y num ber one hero
since I w as 14 years old. I never saw  him
in person, of course, but up until perhaps
20 years ago I thought I had read
everything w ritten about him  in English,
certainly m ore than I have ever read on
any other person or subject. Then, in
1980, w hen I visited the G andhi Library
at the Punjab U niversity in C handigarh,
India, I discovered that I had read only a
fraction of the nearly 500 books and
several thousand articles then w ritten
about G andhi, not to m ention the
handsom e 90-volum e set of his ow n



w ritings published by the Indian
governm ent.

M iele: W hy G andhi? H e w asnɋt a
scientist.

Jensen: The greatest thing about G andhi
w as his truly great and m oving life.
W hen a new spaper reporter asked him ,
ɎW hat is your m essage?ɏ G andhi replied,
ɎM y life is m y m essage.ɏ A nd an
absolutely extraordinary life it w as! O ne
of those rare individuals w ho, as they say,
is larger than life. H e w as also one of the
few  people I know  of w ho lived nearly
his w hole adult life by principle, entirely
by principle. A nd they w ere difficult
principles to live up to. Even to have



m ade the attem pt and to have succeeded
to the extent that G andhi did is, I think,
aw esom e. A s Life m agazine w rote, one
has to go back in history to the B uddha
and Jesus for com parisons. G andhiɋs
greatness far overshadow ed his personal
idiosyncrasies and eccentricities.

O ne w onders how  m any people could
possibly follow  G andhiɋs exam ple. Yet,
properly studied, his w ell-docum ented
life can be a continual source of exam ple
and inspiration. H e is the one w ho first
com es to m ind w henever I feel puzzled as
to the right course of action.

M iele: A nd in your other love, the w orld
of m usic?



Jensen: The one w ho im pressed m e the
m ost w as the great m aestro A rturo
Toscanini. D uring m y three years in N ew
York I rarely m issed one of the concerts
he conducted w ith the N B C  Sym phony. I
even attended his rehearsals. Toscanini,
too, w as a charism atic figure, em itting
electricity, and perform ing m agic w ith his
orchestra. H is rehearsals w ere rather
terrifying, even w hen several row s back
from  the stage and not directly in the line
of fire as w ere the m usicians in the
orchestra. Sparks flew . They had to
becom e inured to his sudden explosions
of tem per. There m ust have been som e
very good m usicians w ho could not play
under him .



I last saw  Toscanini in rehearsal w hen
he w as 87. W hat seem ed so interesting
w as the phenom enal passion and the
extrem e care he had for the quality of the
perform ance. I have never seen such a
high degree of concentration and effort
brought to any task by anyone else. A t
tim es his trem endous concentration and
m ental energy struck m e as abnorm al and
a bit frighteningɇ like the sun being
brought to a w hite-hot focus by a great
m agnifying glass. Itɋs clear w hy all other
conductors, fam ous and obscure alike,
w ere in aw e of him . O n the podium  he
w as an elem ental force of nature.

M iele: A nd w hat qualities did all these
exceptional people have in com m on?



Jensen: Three things: A n exceptional
level of ability or talent, unstinting
energy, and an intensely concentrated,
sustained interest in w hat they w ere
doing.

M iele: C ouldnɋt your interest in Ɏpeople
w ho had m ade itɏ reflect a certain
underlying elitism  on the one hand and
alm ost clinical coldness tow ards those
w ho havenɋt on the other? C ould that
have affected your w hole approach to the
question of IQ , genetics, and race?

Jensen: A  colleague w ho knew  m e quite
w ell once accused m e of having an



unusual interest in people w ho w ere in
som e w ay exceptional. I canɋt deny that;
but w hat I w ill deny is the im plied
corollary of w hat you call elitism , som e
Ɏclinical coldness,ɏ tow ards people w ho
arenɋt know n for any conspicuous
achievem ent.

I do believe that the factors that cause
som e individuals to be exceptional are
largely genetic. O f course, they also need
opportunities and environm ents that favor
the expression or developm ent of their
exceptional traits. I believe that people of
really exceptional achievem ent are
exam ples of em ergenesisɇ a term  in
behavioral genetics. It m eans that
exceptional achievem ent depends upon a
particular, rare com bination of genetic



traits that act m ultiplicatively, not
additively. If any one of the traits is
lacking, the exceptional achievem ent w ill
not occur.

A ccording to Sir Francis G alton, the
three traits that are essential for
outstanding achievem ent are a high level
of ability, drive or zeal, and persistence of
effort. R eal genius also requires
creativity.

M iele: Letɋs get back to Jensenism . In the
67-page preface to your 1972 book,
G enetics and Education, and in other
places, you describe how  this controversy
just Ɏburst around youɏ and how  youɋve
acted as a scholar just going w here the
evidence took you. Som e critics say you



deliberately courted controversy as a path
tow ard advancem ent. In that preface you
describe how  you gave your m anuscript
to a reporter for U .S. N ew s &  W orld
Report, a conservative new s m agazine,
especially at that tim e, w hich had in 1965
run a controversial article along sim ilar
lines by W illiam  Shockley, ɎIs the
Q uality of the U .S. Population
D eclining?ɏ

So w erenɋt you looking for a chance
to get into the fray in those tum ultuous
tim es?

Jensen: N ot at all, but I donɋt think it
w ould be in the least reprehensible if that
w ere the case. I did think that the issues
dealt w ith in m y H ER article w ere very



im portant. A nd I suppose I m ust accept
m y late colleague Lee C ronbachɋs claim
that I had a certain Ɏm issionary zeal,ɏ and
I w anted to get m y m essage out. A ll true.
B ut I w asnɋt seeking the com m otion that
ensued, nor did I do anything to prom ote
it. It w as unfortunate, but as I view  it all
in retrospect, I think it w as necessary if
discussion of the issues w as to be brought
into the open.

M iele: Then how  did your m anuscript get
into the hands of the reporter from  U .S.
N ew s &  W orld Report?



Jensen w ith a graduate assistant at
the U niversity of C alifornia, Berkeley,
about the tim e of the publication of his
H ER  article in 1969, w hich led to the
term  Jensenism  becom ing part of our
vocabulary.

Jensen: It w as a curious happenstance.



The reporter w as on the B erkeley cam pus
to cover the student unrest going on at
that tim e. H e cam e to m y office to get m y
opinion. I donɋt know  w hy he picked m e,
because I w asnɋt very interested in the
m atter. I had been aw ay in Europe during
the height of the so-called Free Speech
M ovem ent that seem ed to dom inate the
B erkeley cam pus at that tim e.

I told the reporter I w as involved w ith
som ething I thought far m ore im portant
and w as about to have an article on it
com e out in the H arvard Educational
Review. H e seem ed interested so I told
him  the gist of the article. H e asked for a
copy of m y 200-page typescript, w hich I
gave to him . H e follow ed up w ith the
editors of the H ER. They sent him  copies



of the seven com m entaries on m y article
they had solicited and said they intended
to hold a press conference about it.
W ithin a w eek or so, the article w as
published and the controversy w as
reported in U .S. N ew s &  W orld Report,
the N ew  York Tim es, Tim e, Life,
N ew sw eek, and other places. Som e
accounts w ere superficial or inaccurate.
O nly U .S. N ew s &  W orld Report and
Fortune, both of w hich have interview ed
m e from  tim e to tim e over the years, have
consistently taken pains to check
everything w ith m e for factual and
technical accuracy before going to press.

M iele: B ut w hy did you jum p into the
race-IQ  issue at that tim e?



Jensen: B ecause educational
psychologists w ere trying to discover and
to am eliorate the conditions that caused
the large average shortfall in B lacksɋ
scholastic perform ance. They w ere
investigating a host of supposed
environm ental causes and hypothesizing
others. In the 1960s it w as quite taboo to
m ention genetic factors in connection
w ith IQ  differences, except perhaps only
to com pletely dism iss them  even as a
possibility. B ut I could find no scientific
basis for dism issing the plausibility of a
genetic hypothesis, w hich of course
alw ays allow s for environm ental
influences as w ell. So I thought it w as
im portant to put it on the table along w ith



all the social-cultural-psychological
hypotheses being investigated. M oreover,
there w as already sufficient evidence to
disconfirm  som e of these hypotheses.

I still feel confident that I w as right in
w hat I did in 1969. A nd if you read m y
H ER article carefully, youɋll see that I
stated a hypothesis. I m ade no claim s that
w erenɋt at least as justified scientifically
as any of the purely environm ental
hypotheses that w ere so popular at that
tim e.

M iele: So thatɋs all there is to the origin
of Jensenism ? Thereɋs no Ɏrest of the
storyɏ?

Jensen: If you are looking for som e



deeper or hidden m otive on m y part, Iɋm
afraid I canɋt be of m uch help. If
anything, m y attitudes are based on a
rather lifelong antipathy to believing
anything w ithout evidence. A s a kid I
w as m ore or less kicked out of Sunday
school because of m y argum entativeness
and resistance to accepting things on
faith. Scientific w ays of thinking about
things, how ever, have alw ays appealed to
m e, and I feel no need to believe m uch of
anything. B elief is really irrelevant to
science. Its truth status doesnɋt consist of
belief and doesnɋt depend on belief.

A ny certitude I enjoy in m y life is
based on w hat could be called aesthetic
experiences, particularly m usic, and also
nature. The things I know  and like at this



direct sensory and subjective level are
good and right, for m e, w ithout need of
any evidence or argum ent beyond the
experience itself. B ut I donɋt confuse
them  w ith the understanding of objective
reality, w hich, in m y opinion, should lie
entirely w ithin the purview  of science.

M iele: Even in science, things donɋt
happen in a vacuum . Letɋs recall w hat
A m erica w as like back in 1969. R ichard
N ixon had just been elected president in a
close election, helped by G overnor
G eorge W allace of A labam a, w hose
candidacy had been supported by a W hite
backlash against program s of racial
equalization. N ixon him self benefited
directly from  a dem and for law  and order



and a feeling am ong the W hite m ajority
that Lyndon Johnsonɋs G reat Society had
been a failure or even counterproductive.

D id you have any involvem ent or
even interest in the C ivil R ights
M ovem ent, school desegregation, or the
hope that intervention program s like
H ead Start could boost the academ ic
achievem ent and IQ  of disadvantaged
children that m otivated so m any of your
colleagues in the social sciences at that
tim e? H adnɋt you been the beneficiary of
G reat Society research grants?

Jensen: In fact, I voted for Johnson in the
1964 presidential election. I felt strongly
enough about it that I voted by absentee
ballot because I w as in London on a



sabbatical leave w orking as a
G uggenheim  Fellow  in Eysenckɋs
departm ent.

I believed in the G reat Society
proposals, particularly w ith respect to
education and H ead Start. W hen I
returned to C alifornia I gave talks at
schools, PTA  m eetings, and conferences
and conventions explaining w hy these
things w ere im portant and should be
prom oted. I have alw ays been opposed to
racial segregation and discrim ination.
They go against everything in m y
personal philosophy, w hich includes
m axim izing individual liberties and
regarding every individual in term s of his
or her ow n characteristics rather than the
personɋs racial or ethnic background.



H ow  could I think otherw ise w hen at that
tim e I had been steeped in G andhian
philosophy for over 20 years?

A nd yes, I did apply for and receive
research grants and contracts from
governm ent agencies such as the O ffice
of Education, N ational Science
Foundation, O ffice of Econom ic
O pportunity, and N ational Institute of
M ental H ealth for research on individual
differences in learning abilities and its
possible applications to the education of
pupils w ho at that tim e w ere called the
Ɏculturally disadvantaged.ɏ I m et m any
of the prom inent leaders in this effort,
and attended m eetings in the nationɋs
capital. A t that tim e I w as quite
enthusiastic about its prom ise. I



considered it a socially valuable
enterprise for educational psychology
research.

M iele: W ell, one of those colleagues,
M artin D eutsch, w ith w hom  you had
edited a book on the culturally
disadvantaged, claim ed your H ER article
contained a trem endous num ber of errors
and m isstatem ents. H is exact w ords w ere,
ɎPerhaps so large a num ber of errors
w ould not be rem arkable w ere it not for
the fact that Jensenɋs previous w ork
contained so few , and m ore m alignant, all
errors referred to are in the sam e
direction: m axim izing differences
betw een B lacks and W hites and
m axim izing the possibility that such



differences are attributable to hereditary
factors.ɏ O thers accused you of doctoring
figures taken from  w ell-know n articles
just to bolster your case. Thirty years
have passed since your H ER article: Is
there anything in it you w ere forced to
correct or that you w ould like to correct
now , or clarify in the light of additional
inform ation?

Jensen: I did edit a book w ith M artin
D eutsch and Irw in K atz, in 1968. Later,
D eutsch, a professor at N ew  York
U niversity, had recklessly claim ed in a
lecture at M ichigan State U niversity that
there w ere 53 errors in m y H ER article,
Ɏall of them  unidim ensional and all of
them  anti-B lack.ɏ I w as shocked by such



an outlandish accusation, and I w rote to
him  asking for a list of these purported
errors, so I could correct them  in
subsequent printings of the article, w hich,
incidentally, is still being reprinted and
sold by H arvard. Tw o or three requests
from  m e failed to elicit a reply from
D eutsch. I urged him  to publish any and
all errors he claim ed to find, but nothing
of the kind w as ever published.

C onsidering how  hard som e people
w ere trying to put dow n this article, I w as
am azed at how  little they could actually
find w rong w ith it! A  geneticist friend did
inform  m e of one quite obscure technical
error that only a very sharp-eyed expert
w ould have caught, but it w ould take
longer to explain than itɋs w orth in this



context. The idea that I had Ɏdoctoredɏ
figures or did anything at all like that to
m ake a point is scurrilous nonsense, the
last resort of a frustrated critic.

M iele: The other criticism  Iɋve heard is
that you had your finger in the political
w ind. W hen the N ixon adm inistration
cam e in you decided to provide them
w ith the scientific am m unition they
needed to justify slashing all of those
G reat Society program s. A ny com m ent?

Jensen: A bsolutely false! That w ay of
thinking is com pletely foreign to m e. I
am  alm ost em barrassed by m y lack of
interest in politics and I w as even less
interested in those days than I am  now .



The idea of providing any kind of
Ɏam m unition,ɏ scientific or otherw ise, to
help any political regim e prom ote its
political agenda is anathem a in m y
philosophy. O ne alw ays hopes, of course,
that politicians w ill pay attention to
scientific findings and take them  into
consideration in form ulating public
policy. B ut I absolutely condem n the idea
of doing science for any political reasons.

I have only contem pt for people w ho
let their politics or religion influence their
science. A nd I rather dread the approval
of people w ho agree w ith m e only for
political reasons. People som etim es ask
m e how  I have w ithstood the opposition
and vilification and dem onstrations over
the years. That hasnɋt w orried m e half as



m uch as the thought that there m ay be
people out there w ho agree w ith som e of
m y findings and view s for entirely the
w rong reasonsɇ political reasons,
prejudice, ignorance, w hatever. It is
never the bottom  line that I consider
im portant, but the route by w hich one
reaches it. The only route of interest to
m e is that of science and reason. I have
no use for political or religious thinking
w hen it com es to trying to understand
real phenom ena.

M iele: For the record, then, w ho first
coined the term  ɎJensenism ɏ? W as it
you? Science w riter Lee Edson in his
article in The N ew  York Tim es M agazine?
Your arch-critic Leon K am in? W asnɋt it



in fact D aniel Patrick M oynihan, then
adviser on dom estic affairs to R ichard
N ixon, and later D em ocratic senior
senator from  N ew  York (now  retired)?

Jensen: It has been m y understanding
that this term  first appeared in the W all
Street Journal, w hich w as quoting
M oynihan. H e m ade a statem ent in an
interview  that w ent som ething like ɎThe
w inds of Jensenism  are blow ing through
the nationɋs capital w ith gale force.ɏ
O ther m edia then began using the term . It
is also in Lee Edsonɋs N ew  York Tim es
article, w hich w as one of the few
balanced and accurate reports at that
tim e.



M iele: M oynihan had already gotten into
som e controversy over his rem arks about
the B lack fam ily and Ɏbenign neglect.ɏ
A nd John Ehrlichm an claim s N ixon said
som e very ɎJensenistɏ things about H ead
Start. If you w erenɋt interested in the
policies of the N ixon adm inistration, it
certainly sounds as if they w ere interested
in your article. W hat w as your
involvem ent w ith M oynihan back w hen
he w as a N ixon advisor?

Jensen: O ne day w hen I w as in
W ashington to attend a council m eeting
of the A ER A  [A m erican Educational
R esearch A ssociation], I received a
m essage from  M oynihanɋs secretary
asking if I could com e to his office w hile



I w as in tow n. So I m et him  in the W hite
H ouse at about 4:00 that afternoon. H e
w as a very open and cordial fellow , quite
jolly and im m ediately likable. H e offered
m e a drink from  the bar in his office and
asked if I m inded if he invited his
Ɏassistant on Jensenism ɏ to com e over
from  the O ld Executive O ffice B uilding
across the street and sit in on our
conversation. H e buzzed his secretary to
call this assistant, explaining to m e that
one of this young fellow ɋs assignm ents
w as to read m y stuff and keep him
[M oynihan] inform ed about it. M oynihan
in turn forw arded this inform ation to
President N ixon, w ho w as keenly
interested in Jensenism . W e talked about
m any things during the hour or so that I



w as there, including M oynihanɋs then
forthcom ing trip to India as am bassador. I
had noticed Erik Eriksonɋs biography of
G andhi on his desk, and of course I
couldnɋt resist getting into a conversation
about that, since I w as an aficionado of
the G andhi literature and had m et
Erikson, the fam ous psychoanalyst, at the
very tim e he w as w riting his book on
G andhi.

M iele: A nd regarding race?

Jensen: W e com pared notes on our
treatm ent, or m istreatm ent, for having
stuck our necks out on certain aspects of
the race issue, even though w e had each
w ritten quite different things from



entirely different perspectives.
M oynihan w as also interested in

hearing about m y directing a large-scale
study of the effects of com plete
desegregation of the B erkeley public
schools by m eans of tw o-w ay busing.
The research design w as rather ingenious
and prom ised som e quite definitive
answ ers, but he thought it unlikely that it
could ever be carried out, because of
political pressures. I had already
com pleted w hat w e called the baseline
testing the year before, w hen the
B erkeley schools w ere quite de facto
segregated. M oynihan w as politically
m uch less naive than I, and it turned out
he w as right.

The testing that w as intended to



assess the first yearɋs effects of
integration had no sooner begun than I
received a phone call from  the assistant
superintendent telling m e that they had
halted the testing program , and that m y
research assistants should not return to
the schools. I asked him  ɎW hy?ɏ and I
still rem em ber his exact w ords: ɎB ecause
the B erkeley School D istrict is a political
unit, not a research institute.ɏ The dean of
the School of Education in the U niversity
tried to save the situation by offering to
assum e directorship of the project I had
designed, but the school authorities
w ouldnɋt buy it, and so m y research
project w as ended. I learned that the
public protests against the project at
school board m eetings w ere based largely



on m y H ER article, w hich had gotten
considerable coverage in the local
new spapers.

M iele: A nd w as that the end?

Jensen: N o, M oynihan later w rote to m e
asking if I knew  w hy a m uch higher
percentage of B lack w om en than B lack
m en passed the Federal C ivil Service
exam s. A t the tim e I didnɋt know  this w as
a fact, so I looked into it and found the
sam e thing w as true for college entrance
exam s and aptitude exam s used for hiring
in the private sector. I told M oynihan that
I w ould do som e research on this m atter.

I w rote a fairly technical book chapter
about m y findings, titled ɎThe R ace Õ



Sex Õ A bility Interaction.ɏ I sent a copy
to M oynihan, but by then he w as no
longer in the W hite H ouse and Iɋve not
since had any contact w ith him .
Subsequent studies have not consistently
found the m ean sex difference in IQ  , so I
no longer put m uch confidence in the
theory.

M iele: A t som e point, how ever, you m ust
have changed your point of view . D id the
scientific evidence lead you to a new
political philosophy or did a change in
political philosophy lead you to
reexam ine the science?

Jensen: C hanged m y point of view  about
w hat? I did at one tim e believe that an



individualɋs fam ily and social
environm ent and socioeconom ic status
w ere by far the m ost influential factors in
determ ining individual and especially
group differences in intelligence and
every other psychological trait. C ertainly
I hold a rather different position today,
because the scientific evidence that I
have studied show s overw helm ingly that
m y previous belief w as w rong. The
evidence show s that genetic factors and
also environm ental factors that have
biological effects are m uch m ore potent
influences on m ental developm ent than
the effects of fam ily environm ent. The
best evidence for this is based on
m onozygotic tw ins w ho w ere separated
in infancy and reared apart in different



fam ilies, and on genetically unrelated
children adopted into the sam e fam ily. If
anyone w ants to read an excellent
introduction to this evidence, I suggest
D avid R ow eɋs book The Lim its of Fam ily
Influence.

You keep harping on politics. O ver
the years, I have becom e increasingly
disillusioned about politics and
increasingly suspicious of it. W hat I see
of partisan politics and governm entɋs
interference in peopleɋs lives these days
lends considerable appeal to the
philosophy of libertarianism , although I
am  not a libertarian w ith a capital L.

M iele: Then letɋs return to science. Take
the three points that m ade your H ER



article so controversial: (1) the failure of
com pensatory education, (2) the evidence
for a genetic basis to IQ  , and (3) the
likelihood of som e genetic com ponent to
the B lack-W hite IQ  difference. W ould
you say thatɋs a fair and accurate
definition of ɎJensenism ɏ?

Jensen: I think that is a fair statem ent so
long as no one view s it as som e kind of
dogm a but sim ply conclusions I have
reached for the tim e being based on m y
studies of these m atters.

M iele: Suppose the H arvard Educational
Review  now  asked you to com e out w ith
a new  and revised edition. W hat have 30
years of research told you that you didnɋt



know  then?

Jensen: Thatɋs a big order! I have
answ ered it at length in m y latest book,
The g Factor, but here are a few  key
points.

First, w e have learned that the fam ily
environm ent per se has exceedingly little
ɇ practically zeroɇ effect in creating
individual differences in m ental
developm ent by the tim e children reach
early m aturity. This is true at least
throughout the range of the norm al,
hum ane hom e environm ents that are
typical of the vast m ajority of W hites and
of B lacks in the present-day U nited
States.

Second, I am  even less optim istic



today than I w as in 1969 about the ability
of com pensatory educational program s to
m arkedly or perm anently raise either the
IQ  or school achievem ent for the vast
m ajority of children w ho score below  the
national average. I now  believe that quite
radical innovations in education are
needed to deal w ith the very w ide range
of individual differences in potential for
academ ic achievem ent, regardless of
race. O ur schools m ust becom e m uch
m ore diversified in their curricula, the
pacing of instruction, and their
educational goals for pupils in every
segm ent of the bell curve. I have
expressed these ideas in m ore detail in a
book edited by R obert J. Sternberg, the
noted psychologist at Yale U niversity.



Third, I now  believe, m ore strongly
than I did earlier, that m ost of the
environm ental causes of individual
differences in IQ  , particularly in the g
factor, are biological, rather than social-
psychological.

M iele: W eɋll exam ine those strong
assertions on intelligence, genetics, and
race in depth in the chapters that follow .
For now , let m e ask w hether the three
heretical Jensenist theses have now
becom e accepted?

Jensen: The only hard evidence I know
of com es from  the survey m ade by
Snyderm an and R othm an in their 1988
book The IQ  C ontroversy, in w hich over



600 psychologists responded to a long list
of questions related to m y 1969 H ER
article. The m ajority w ere in agreem ent
w ith m y ow n position on every one of the
m ajor points, including the race question.
Three tim es as m any said they believed
that both genetic and environm ental
factors are involved in the average B lack-
W hite difference as said the difference is
entirely environm ental.

M iele: If you could w rite the final w ord
on the career of A rthur Jensen and how
he becam e one of the m ost controversial
figures in contem porary science, w hat
w ould it be?

Jensen: Thatɋs sim ple: A t som e future



point in tim e neither I nor Jensenism  w ill
any longer be seen as controversial. If
scientific research is allow ed to advance
w ithout political interference, the three
parts of Jensenism  w ill have proved
either m ostly right or m ostly w rong.

I have faith in science as an ongoing
and self-correcting process, not in som e
final conclusion. If that process finally
puts m e and Jensenism  dow n, so be it.

M iele: A nd if som eone else w rites that
final w ord, and itɋs ɎA rthur Jensen
returned discussion of a genetic
com ponent for racial differences in IQ  to
academ ic respectabilityɏ?

Jensen: Iɋd think the inevitable had



finally happened. It should have alw ays
been the case. I believe progress tow ard
this inevitability is rapidly accelerating.

Further R eading
For Jensenɋs ow n account of his 1969
H arvard Educational Review  article, the
origin of ɎJensenism ,ɏ and the reaction to
it, see the 67-page preface to: Jensen, A .
R . (1972). G enetics and education. N ew
York: H arper and R ow .

For m ore on Jensenɋs w ork, see the
bibliography of his publications in
A ppendix A .



I

2
W H AT IS

IN T E L L IG E N C E ?

T he g Factor and Its R ivals

n this chapter w e discuss the first of the
three com ponents of Jensenism :
intelligence. Is it one thing, or m any

things? Is it even a thing? H ave
psychologists agreed on a definition? If
not, w hat are different theories of
intelligence?

Surprisingly, Jensen says that experts



in psychology have not been able to agree
upon a definition of intelligence. B ecause
of this lack of scientific precision, he has
abandoned using the w ord. Instead,
Jensenɋs research and conclusions are
about w hat he term s Ɏgeneral m ental
abilityɏ or Ɏthe g factorɏ (the latter is also
the title of his m ost recent book). The
theory of general m ental ability grow s
out of the w ork of the London School of
psychology, started by Sir Francis G alton,
C harles D arw inɋs cousin. O ther fam ous
nam es associated w ith the London School
and the g factor are those of C harles
Spearm an (w ho coined the term  g to
designate Ɏgeneral m ental abilityɏ), Sir
C yril B urt (w hose controversial study of
tw ins and Jensenɋs involvem ent in the



B urt A ffair are discussed in the next
chapter), and Jensenɋs m entor, H ans J.
Eysenck. Today, the theory of general
m ental ability and the g factor are
accepted by m any, but by no m eans all,
psychom etricians (m ental testing experts)
in the U nited States and w orldw ide.

Evidence for the g factor com es
prim arily from  the use of correlation, also
introduced by G alton, and of factor
analysis and other new er and m ore
pow erful statistical m ethods. To
understand the theory of general m ental
ability (g ), it m ay be helpful to think first
about general athletic ability (letɋs call it
a). W e m ight start w ith a hunch that
individuals w ho excel in one sport (say,
the 40-yard dash) are m ore likely to



perform  better than average in other
athletic events as w ell. They donɋt have
to be the best or even better than average
in every athletic event. B ut those w ho do
better in one event, w e m ight predict,
should be m ore likely to do better in m ost
other events. O r, to put it the other w ay,
those w ho do below  average in som e
events should be m ore likely to do poorly
in others as w ell. If so, w e have evidence
for a general factor of athletic ability
(that is, a single dim ension of overall
athletic prow ess that runs from  Ɏklutzɏ at
the low  end to Ɏjockɏ at the high end).
B ut is there som e scientific w ay to test
our hunch?

The theory of general m ental ability
(the g factor) is like our hunch about



general athletic ability. It says that on
average, those w ho do w ell on one
m ental test also tend to do w ell on other
tests. The statistical m ethods w e use to
test the g factor (or our a-factor hunch)
are correlation and factor analysis. To
take the sim plest case, if the order of
scores (best to w orst) is exactly the sam e
for tw o tests (athletic or m ental ability),
their correlation coefficient is +1.00. If
the order is exactly the opposite for the
tw o sets of scores, the correlation is Ɇ
1.00. If there is no relation betw een them
at all, the correlation has a value of zero.
Such ideal correlations are seldom , if
ever, found in real life. B ut based on the
num ber of people w e tested, w e can
determ ine how  probable it is that the



correlation w e get is sim ply the result of
chance. W hen just about all of the test
scores have positive correlations w ith
each other, w e have strong statistical
evidence for a general factorɇ g (for
general m ental ability) or a (for general
athletic ability).

B esides the general factor, w e can
analyze the correlations betw een different
tests and sort them  into a num ber of
group factors. Each group factor consists
of the tests (or sports events) that are the
m ost like each other in term s of how
individuals perform  (that is, they have the
highest correlations w ith each other, even
though they have som e positive
correlation w ith the other tests). For
exam ple, beneath our general athletic



factor (a), w e m ight also find group
factors for running (r), strength (s), and
coordination (c).The running factor m ight
be further broken dow n into a sprinting
factor (sp) and an endurance factor (e).
Even though the scores on all the events
are correlated, the correlation betw een
sprinting and endurance is m uch higher
than correlations betw een either sprinting
or endurance and any of the other tests.
Likew ise, a num ber of strength tests (for
exam ple, bench press, curls, push-ups)
m ight also have the highest correlations
w ith each other.

Evidence that there is one general
m ental ability, the g factor, rather than
m any distinct and independent abilities,
is found in the fact that alm ost all m ental,



or cognitive, tests are positively
correlated. Starting w ith Spearm an,
psychom etricians have repeatedly found
such a correlation, even betw een tests
that look very differentɇ for exam ple,
tests involving spatial relations,
vocabulary, filling in m issing pictures, or
reaction tim e. R em em ber, this doesnɋt
m ean that the person w ho gets the best
score on one test has to get the best score
on all the others. A ll thatɋs required to
establish the existence of a g factor is
that, on average, those w ho do w ell on
one test also do w ell on the others, w hile
those w ho do poorly on one tend to do
poorly on the others.

N ot all scientists, nor even all
psychom etricians, accept the theory of



general m ental ability. O ne of the
theoryɋs best-know n critics w as the late
best-selling science w riter and past
president of the A m erican A ssociation for
the A dvancem ent of Science Stephen Jay
G ould, w ho argued that the evidence for
g is little m ore than statistical hocus-
pocus.

Psychom etrician R obert Sternberg,
editor of The Encyclopedia of
Intelligence, does not deny the existence
of Spearm anɋsɇ and Jensenɋsɇ g factor.
B ut he thinks it is too narrow  and fails to
capture all that w e m ean by the w ord
Ɏintelligence.ɏ Sternberg believes that
looking at g alone shortchanges both the
individuals tested and their potential
contributions to society.



In place of the London Schoolɋs
hierarchical theory of a single, all
pow erful factor of general m ental ability,
w ith a sm all num ber of group factors
subordinate to it, and finally a host of
specific factors subordinate to the group
factors, Sternberg has developed his
Triarchic Theory of Intelligence. For a
rough analogy to Sternbergɋs m ental
triarchy, consider the three branches of
the U .S. governm entɇ the Executive, the
Legislature, and the Judiciary. Each
branch is separate and has its ow n
function; no one is superior; and the
country cannot be governed w ithout all of
them . The first branch of Sternbergɋs
triarchy, A nalytical Intelligence, is
sim ilar to g. It involves the ability to see



and apply logical relations. The second,
Practical Intelligence, m easures street
savvy or Ɏtricks of the trade.ɏ A n
exam ple of Practical Intelligence w ould
be a law  school graduate w ho barely
m anaged to pass the bar exam  (w hich
does m easure g) but w ent on to excel as a
trial law yer because of his skill in
Ɏw orking a judgeɏ and Ɏbadgeringɏ
hostile w itnesses, w hich he picked up
hanging around courtroom s rather than
burying his nose in law  books. The final
branch of the triarchy, C reative
Intelligence, is the ability to com e up
w ith new  and im aginative answ ers to
questions instead of sim ply applying
fam iliar rules to get the sam e old
answ ers. The difference betw een



Sternbergɋs Triarchic Theory and the g
factor theory goes beyond m ere
classification. Sternberg believes that
A nalytical, Practical, and C reative
Intelligence can all be increased through
training and that a person w ho is not as
high on one can m ake up for it w ith high
levels of one or both of the others. A nd
even individuals w ho are at the very top
in A nalytical Intelligence m ay fall far
short of w hatɋs expected of them  based
on g alone, if they havenɋt cultivated the
other tw o aspects.

O ne of the theories m ost popular w ith
the general public is H ow ard G ardnerɋs
M ultiple Intelligences. G ardner
developed the theory by carefully
exam ining w hat exceptional people



actually do in life. In G ardnerɋs view , w e
can learn m ore from  studying the
biographies of Einstein, G andhi, and
Picasso to find out how  and w hat they
thought, than from  know ing w hich one of
them  had the highest (or the low est) IQ .
H e bolsters this assertion w ith evidence
from  m edical cases in w hich injuries to
certain brain areas produced specific
im pairm entsɇ for exam ple, speech loss
ɇ but left other m ental functions
untouched. The fact that savants, like
D ustin H offm anɋs character in the m ovie
Rain M an, can perform  calculations or
other m ental operations better than
geniuses but fail ordinary IQ  tests also
supports the idea of m ultiple,
independent form s of intelligence.



In G ardnerɋs view , the g factor
confuses intelligence w ith a specific type
of scholastic perform ance. G ardner
instead defined intelligence as the
potential to process inform ation in a
particular cultural setting to solve
problem s and create things. In place of
Jensenɋs g or Sternbergɋs Triarchy,
G ardner proposed seven types of
intelligencesɇ Linguistic, Logical
M athem atical, Spatial, M usical, B odily-
K inesthetic, Intrapersonal, and
Interpersonal. To these he later added
N aturalistic Intelligence (the ability to
recognize plants and anim als and to m ake
sense of the natural w orld), and possibly
Spiritual and Existential intelligence as
w ell.



A  new  rival to the g factor theory
com es from  evolutionary psychology.
Som etim es called the ɎSw iss A rm y K nife
M odel of the M ind,ɏ this theory says that
evolution w ould not produce a general-
purpose cognitive processor like g, but
several independent m ental m odules.
Each m odule, like the blades on the
Sw iss knife, serves a specific purpose.
Since evolution produced the m odules for
im portant functions like recognizing kin
or detecting cheaters, they should be
present in everyone, w ith few  if any
individual differences. John Tooby and
Leda C osm ides of the U niversity of
C alifornia at Santa B arbara have devised
a series of experim ents that have
supported this view .



In this chapter, I cross-exam ine
Jensen on the critical issue of w hether g
is a valid scientific m easure. If not, the
question of w hether IQ  is the result of
nature or nurture is irrelevant and
im m aterial, and discussion of race
differences in IQ  is inadm issible. I ask
Jensen to produce the evidence that
supports existence of the g factor against
these rival theories. In responding, Jensen
first explains the statistical reality of g.
Then he says the biological reality of g is
dem onstrated by the fact that it has higher
correlations than any other psychological
m easure w ith a host of physiological,
anatom ical, and genetic variables,
including the overall size of the brain, its
glucose m etabolic rate w hile solving



problem s, and the speed and com plexity
of brain w aves, as w ell as heritability
estim ates (w hich m easure the effects of
genes versus environm ent) and
inbreeding depression (the harm ful effect
on the offspring of close relatives).

M iele: The concept of
intelligence is central to
Jensenism . B ut m any say that
intelligence is like the
Suprem e C ourt Justiceɋs
fam ous statem ent about
pornographyɇ everybody
know s w hat it is, but nobody
can define it. H as psychology
been able to define



intelligence?

Jensen: N o. There are alm ost
as m any definitions of
intelligence as there are
psychologists w ho define it.
In 1921, the Journal of
Educational
Psychology asked 15 noted
psychologists to define
intelligence and received 15
different definitions w ith little
sim ilarity. In Sternberg and
D etterm anɋs 1986 book W hat
Is Intelligence?, 25 experts in
m ental abilities offered their
definitions and conceptions of
intelligence. There w as hardly



m ore consensus than in 1921.
Itɋs a ridiculous situation, of
course.
The problem  is that the w ord
Ɏintelligenceɏ is such an
um brella term . It covers m any
definitions, but has little if
any scientific precision.
Intelligence is not a physical
thing like a brain or a liver. It
is not even a scientific
concept or a construct.
Intelligence is a w ord like
Ɏnature. ɏW e know  m ore or
less w hat w e m ean by it, but
if w e try to define it
scientifically, w e end up
either listing a lot of other



psychological traits or just
talking gibberish.

M iele: Then how  can you, or
anyone, talk about IQ  , or
m ental ability, or any of the
other term s w e use as rough
equivalents of intelligence?

Jensen: I have solved this
problem , at least to m y ow n
satisfaction, by exorcising the
w ord Ɏintelligenceɏ from  the
discussion of individual
differences w ithin a given
species, including H om o
sapiens. I use the w ord
Ɏintelligenceɏ only for



objectively observable
behavioral differences
betw een different species.
These include sensory
sensitivity, perception,
stim ulus discrim ination,
stim ulus generalization,
various types of conditioning
and learning, habit reversal,
learning set form ation,
transfer of learning, concept
form ation, short-term  and
long-term  m em ory, inference,
reasoning and problem
solving at different levels of
abstractness, and denotative
language.



A ll species do not display all
of these capacities. B ut all
biologically norm al m em bers
of a species possess the sam e
ones. B y Ɏbiologically
norm alɏ I m ean those w ithout
severe im pairm ents due to
chrom osom al or genetic
disorders, traum a, or disease.
The scientific study of
individual differences in
behavioral capacities w ithin
hum ans (or any species) calls
for a different approach. The
variables w e m easure m ust be
defined operationally and kept
explicit at every step. W e
w ork from  the bottom  up. W e



start w ith the sim plest, m ost
concrete, and least theoretical
definitions, and m ove up
through a hierarchy, linking
each new  definition
unequivocally to one at a
low er level.

M iele: B ut how  does that get
us closer to know ing w hat IQ
, or m ental ability, really
m eans?

Jensen: In studying
individual differences in
hum ans, w e call the low est
level in the hierarchy an
ability. W e define an ability as



any specific action that the
organism  can perform  in
response to a specific
stim ulus or situation that can
be objectively observed and
classified, ranked, or graded
on som e kind of scale. It is a
m ental ability only if little or
none of the differences
betw een individuals are due
to differences in sensory
acuity, physical strength, or
agility.

M iele: Fine, but w hat does
that have to do w ith the g
factor?



Jensen: First, the different
abilities correlate w ith one
another. The correlation
m atrix (that is, the table of all
the correlations) betw een the
abilities is then factor
analyzed. This m athem atical
technique distills the large
num ber of abilities into a
sm aller num ber of underlying,
independent elem ents, term ed
factors, that account for m ost
of the differences betw een
individuals. A s an analogy,
think of how  every point on
earth can be located precisely
in term s of just three factors
ɇ longitude, latitude, and



distance above or below  sea
level.
R esearch in psychom etrics,
the science of m ental
m easurem ent, consistently
show s that the largest of all of
these factors is general m ental
ability or the g factor.
D iscovered in 1904 by the
great B ritish psychologist
C harles Spearm an, the g
factor m easures som e quality
or property of the brain. It
dom inates every other factor
and plays som e part in every
m ental ability w e can
m easure. A gain, it m ay be
useful to think of how  just



one num berɇ tem peratureɇ
gives us a good idea of
w hether itɋs colder or w arm er
in one city than another or on
one day than another, though
other Ɏfactorsɏ such as
hum idity and w ind chill also
affect how  w arm  or cold w e
feel.

M iele: C an you sketch the
history of the g factor theory?
W hy did it arise? A nd w hy
did it then fall out of favorɇ
at least in popular books on
the subject?

Jensen: Iɋve w ritten about



this long and com plex story in
detail. In the latter half of the
nineteenth century,
philosophers and
psychologists generally
thought the hum an m ind w as
m ade up of distinct faculties
such as reason, discernm ent,
w it, intuition, cleverness,
perceptiveness, im agination,
recollection, aesthetic senseɇ
virtually every w ord
describing som e m ental
quality in the dictionary.
G alton suggested that
individuals differ in som e
general ability that enters into
every cognitive task a person



does. H e also tried to show
that this general ability w as
hereditary. Spearm an also
doubted the existence of so
m any separate, independent
faculties. H e realized the only
w ay to find out w as to devise
som e w ay to m easure each of
them  and then determ ine
w hich ones w ere highly
correlated w ith one another.
B ut these conjectures of
G alton and Spearm an could
not be tested rigorously until
K arl Pearson invented the
correlation coefficient around
1896. Spearm an then began
m easuring various abilities



and achievem ents and found
them  all positively correlated.
H e inferred that there w as
som ething in com m on that
w as m easured by all the tests
and invented a sim ple form  of
factor analysis to show  the
degree to w hich each test
reflected it. H e labeled this
general factor gɇ  alw ays an
italicized, low ercase g. It has
now  found its w ay into som e
dictionaries (e.g., Random
H ouse U nabridged and
W ebsterɋs U nabridged), w here
it is defined as general m ental
ability (not to be confused
w ith the m uch older g of



physics, w hich signifies the
acceleration of gravity).
Spearm anɋs g is as im portant
to psychology as N ew tonɋs
law  of gravitation is to
physics. Interestingly, theories
of the nature of gɇ  the g of
psychology and the g of
physicsɇ are still
controversial! Each g can be
m easured, but w e donɋt know
precisely w hat it consists
of.G ravitation has been
explained in term s of action at
a distance, particles called
gravitons, gravity w aves, and
the curvature of space. N one
of these theories is universally



accepted as the correct one.
Itɋs m uch the sam e for
Spearm anɋs g. Itɋs best to
think of g as som e property or
properties of the brain (w hat
else?) that causes individual
differences on all cognitive
tasks to be positively
correlated.
The g factor is not the result
of som e m athem atical
m achinations. There is no
longer any doubt of the
physical reality of g. W e
know  it is heritable and that it
correlates w ith m any
anatom ical and physiological
features of the brain.



M iele:W ell, Stephen Jay
G ould and others have argued
that g is just an artifact of
factor analysis.

That argum ent is popular but
scientifically invalid. The
existence of g is not
dependent on factor analysis,
only its m easurem ent.
Jensen: W ould you say that
w eight doesnɋt exist because
it has to be m easured w ith a
scale of som e kind? M y
bookThe g Factor gives a
detailed explanation of factor
analysis in nonm athem atical



term s. Let m e assure you that
there is nothing at all arcane
or m ysterious about factor
analysis or the g factor.
First, objective m easurem ents
w ith tests of various abilities
have to be obtained in a fairly
large sam ple of individuals
w ho differ in the m easured
abilities. Then w e calculate
the correlation coefficients
am ong all of these tests. If the
tests m easure various
abilities, w e find that their
intercorrelations are alw ays
positiveɇ that is, individualsɋ
level of perform ance on any
given test, on average,



predicts to som e degree their
level of perform ance on any
other test, depending on the
m agnitude of the correlation
betw een the tw o tests. Every
pair of tests show s this
positive correlation. This is
sim ply an em pirical fact.
Thereɋs nothing anyone has
ever been able to do that w ill
change it. Even though m any
attem pts have been m ade to
devise tests of m ental ability
that have zero or negative
correlations w ith each other,
no one yet has succeeded. It
appears that zero and
nonpositive correlations



am ong ability tests are the
psychom etric equivalent of
perpetual m otion in physicsɇ
you can im agine them  but you
can never dem onstrate them
in the real w orld.
Factor analysis is sim ply a
m athem atical m ethod for
dividing up the am ount of
variation, the total of the
individual differences
(technically term ed the
Ɏvarianceɏ) in the scores on
all the tests into w hat w e call
factors. Som e factors account
for m ore variance than do
others, and factors differ in
generality, that is, the num ber



of different tests in w hich the
factor accounts for som e of
the variance. W e can array
and display these factors in a
quantitative, triangular
hierarchy based on their
degree of generality. A t the
highest level of the hierarchy
of generalityɇ  the apex of
the triangleɇ is general
m ental ability, the g factor. It
is follow ed by tw o or m ore
second-order group factors
(such as, say, logical
reasoning, verbal-educational
skills and know ledge, and
visual perception). U nder
each secondary group factor



are tw o or m ore prim ary
group factors (such as
inductive reasoning and
deductive reasoning under
logical reasoning; or
arithm etic reasoning, w hich
involves both logical
reasoning and verbal-
educational skills and
know ledge). A t the low est
level are the actual
psychom etric tests such as the
R avenɋs M atrices (w hich is a
test of inductive reasoning)
and letter series (w hich is a
test of deductive reasoning
and inductive reasoning). (See
Figure 2.1.)



Sim ilarly, the m easurem ent of
gravitation depends upon
using m easuring instrum ents
such as m eter sticks and
chronom eters and subjecting
the m easurem ents to
m athem atical calculations,
from  w hich w e obtain an
estim ate of the physicistɋs g,
w hose value at the earthɋs sea
level happens to be 32 feet
per second per second. The
value differs at various
locations on the earth and on
different planets in our solar
system .
In principle, thereɋs no
essential difference betw een



the m easurem ent of
psychom etric g and physical
g. If you think there is an
essential difference, Iɋd like to
know  w hat it is. B oth are
constructs that can be defined
in term s of objective
procedures applied to data
obtained under standardized
conditions that m eet certain
criteria of accuracy or
reliability. Factor analysis
isnɋt only used in
psychom etrics. For exam ple,
itɋs used in archaeology,
paleontology, geology,
architecture, anatom y,
zoological and botanical



taxonom y, quantum
m echanics, m eteorology,
m edicine, sociology, political
science, and econom ics as
w ell.



Figure 2.1: Factor A nalysis of M ental
A bility Tests Show ing the G eneral Factor
of M ental A bility (Spearm an's g),
H igher-O rder G roup Factors, Prim ary
G roup Factors, and Tests.



The R aven's M atrices Test is alm ost a
pure m easure of Inductive R easoning.
The Letter Series Test is also a m easure
of Inductive R easoning, though not so
pure. The tw o tests correlate to produce a
Prim ary G roup Factor called Inductive
R easoning.

Letter Series also correlates w ith
other tests (not called out in the figure) to
form  another Prim ary G roup Factor
called D eductive R easoning.

The Prim ary G roup Factors of
Inductive R easoning, D eductive
R easoning, and A rithm etic R easoning
correlate w ith each other to form  the
H igher-O rder G roup Factor called
Logical R easoning.

Logical R easoning, in turn, correlates



w ith tw o other H igher-O rder G roup
Factorsɇ Verbal-Educational Skills and
K now ledge, and V isual Perceptionɇ to
produce Spearm an's g, the G eneral Factor
of M ental A bility.

g stands at the very top of the
hierarchy of m ental abilities. A ll of the
m ental ability tests, prim ary group
factors, and higher-order group factors
are g-loaded. That is, they correlate w ith
g and to som e degree m easure it. The g-
loadings can be thought of as analogous
to the octane ratings of gasoline or the
proof of alcoholic beverages. The higher
a test's g-loading, the m ore purely it
m easures g and nothing else.

Sources: A dapted from  A . R . Jensen,
Bias in M ental Testing (N ew  York: Free



Press, 1980) and J. C . C arroll, H um an
cognitive abilities: A survey of factor
analytic studies ( C am bridge: C am bridge
U niversity Press, 1993).

M iele: The old clichç in law
school is that a grand jury w ill
indict a ham  sandw ich if a D A
orders one. The old clichç I
heard in graduate school w as
that w hat you get out of a
factor analysis depends on
w hat you put in and how  you
analyze it.

Jensen: That overw orked
canard is either m eaningless
or w rong. I have heard it only



from  persons w ho have never
done a factor analysis and
w ho know  next to nothing
about it. Iɋm  not blam ing you
for bringing it upɇ I know  itɋs
your job to be provocative,
and youɋre right, this point
does provoke m e a bit. I guess
Iɋve becom e rather tired of it.
So w hat can I say?
You get factors from  a factor
analysis, and you didnɋt put
those factors in to begin w ith.
You begin just w ith scores on
a variety of tests. The
correlational structure of the
tests that is revealed by factor
analysis is not apparent in just



looking at all the test scores
or even by inspecting the
m atrix of correlations am ong
the scores, although such
inspection can give us a fair
idea of w hether the m atrix
probably contains a general
factorɇ for exam ple, all
positive correlations and
m any of them  large. O f
course, it is obvious that no
factors can em erge that are
not latent in the various test
scores, but you can say
exactly the sam e thing about
perform ing quantitative
analysis in chem istry; in som e
com plex substance you are



analyzing, you canɋt find, say,
calcium  in som e specific
am ount unless calcium  is
actually present in the
substance. Sim ilarly, in factor
analysis, you canɋt identify a
factor as spatial ability unless
the collection of tests you
have analyzed contains som e
tests that m easure spatial
ability. N or can you tell by
sheer inspection how  m uch a
particular test reflects, say,
spatial ability; the sam e test
m ight also reflect verbal
ability, or w e m ight find that
there are several different
types of spatial ability (as in



fact there are), and the test
w ill alw ays reflect g as w ell.
O r you m ight not even
recognize from  sim ple
inspection that in addition to g
and a num erical ability factor,
a test of m ental arithm etic
also reflects a verbal
com ponent or a spatial
com ponent until the
arithm etic test is included in a
factor analysis w ith a num ber
of other tests that reflect these
com ponents.

M iele: C an you provide a
sim ple but real-life exam ple
of factor analysis?



Jensen: Years ago w hen I
took a course on factor
analysis one of our hom ew ork
assignm ents w as to analyze a
set of 50 different body
m easurem entsɇ the diam eters
of the w aist and the hips, the
lengths of the total arm , upper
arm , low er arm , and so onɇ
obtained in a sam ple of
10,000 w om en by the B ritish
garm ent industry. In effect,
factor analysis w as used to
Ɏsortɏ the full set of 50
m easurem ents into a sm aller
num ber of factors. To be
technically precise, a factor is



defined as a latent variable, or
a hypothetical source of
variance, that is com m on to
tw o or m ore variables.
C onceptually, you m ight w ant
to think of a factor as a
dim ension that is m ade up of
the m easurem ents that Ɏgo
together,ɏ that is, a subset
com posed of those
m easurem ents that correlate
highly w ith each other and
m uch less so w ith all the other
m easurem ents.
This w as long before the
advent of todayɋs statistical
softw are packages and
personal com puters that can



do the job in a couple of
m inutes. B ack then factor
analyzing so m any variables
w as a godaw ful calculating
job. It took a full w eek of
punching keys on an electrical
desk calculator.

M iele: A nd the results of your
H erculean labor?

Jensen: There w as a very
large general factor in all
these body m easurem entsɇ
call it Ɏgeneral body
size.ɏThat m eans that all 50
m easurem ents correlated w ith
each other to form  a single



factor (or dim ension) of
Ɏgeneral body sizeɏ on w hich
each w om an could be placed.
In other w ords, on average,
tall w om en tended to have
longer arm s, legs, fingers, and
feet and also broader
shoulders and hips and w ider
feet than shorter w om en. This
m akes sense because if it
w erenɋt true, w om en couldnɋt
buy ready-m ade clothes based
on one size but w ould have to
get them  tailor-m ade. The
next largest factor w as
Ɏlatitude versus longitude.ɏ
A nd this agrees w ith the fact
that after their overall size,



m any garm ents are then
Ɏsizedɏ or categorized by
Ɏw idthɏ (for exam ple, narrow
and w ide, or A , B , C , D ).
Shoes are a good exam ple.
Then cam e a factor of Ɏtorso
length versus leg length,ɏ
w hich m atches the fact that
special sizes of slacks are
available for w om en w ith
relatively short and relatively
long legs relative to their
overall height. The next
factor, as I recall, w as Ɏbust
girth versus hip girthɏ (that is,
generally bigger above or
below  the w aist). So the
original set of 50 body



m easurem ents could be
m apped in term s of only those
factors, just as any place on
earth can be m apped in term s
of longitude, latitude, and
altitude. A dding one or tw o
m ore factors to those four
accounted for som e 90
percent of the total variance in
all 50 body m easurem ents. A s
you can see from  the
exam ples, the results of such
a factor analysis have real
econom ic value to the
garm ent industry.
W hen w e do perform  a
sim ilar factor analysis on a
battery of psychom etric tests



there is alw ays a large general
factor, g (sim ilar to the
Ɏgeneral body sizeɏ factor
described in the exam ple I
just gave), follow ed by
various second-order group
factors such as logical
reasoning, verbal-educational
skills and know ledge, visual
perception, and so on
(analogous to the other body-
size factors in the exam ple).
(R efer back to Figure 2.1.)

M iele: Letɋs turn to the m ajor
rivals to g theory that are
popular today: Sternbergɋs
Triarchic Theory of



A nalytical, Practical, and
C reative Intelligence;
G ardnerɋs Theory of M ultiple
Intelligences, w hich includes
Linguistic, Logical-
M athem atical, Spatial,
M usical, B odily-K inesthetic,
Interpersonal, and
Intrapersonal form s of
intelligence, to w hich he has
recently added N aturalistic,
Spiritual, and Existential
form s of intelligence; and
evolutionary psychologyɋs
M odular Theory of the M ind.
Isnɋt the difference betw een
the g factor, Sternbergɋs
Triarchy, and G ardnerɋs



M ultiple Intelligences really a
m atter of term inology, not
science? D onɋt they all tell
part of the story?
Jensen: Itɋs too sim ple just to
say that these theoretical
differences are m erely a
m atter of term inology. If you
perform ed a factor analysis of
the traits in Sternbergɋs and
G ardnerɋs system s along w ith
all the cognitive and
personality variables w e can
now  m easure, m ost of them
w ould fall into one of the
group factors that are already
know n and quite w ell
described in John B . C arrollɋs



Ɏthree-strata m odelɏ of
abilities, or the Ɏbig fiveɏ
m odel of personality
(C onscientiousness,
O penness, Extraversion,
N euroticism , and
A greeableness). O ne or tw o
new  group factors m ight also
em erge.

M iele: W ell, I guess
Sternbergɋs theory gets a lot
of support from  our everyday
observations of Ɏabsent-
m inded professorsɏ and
Ɏstreet sm artɏ characters w ith
little or no education.



Jensen: Sternbergɋs triarchic
m odel is an attem pt to define
the traits that contribute m ost
to achievem ent and success of
one kind or another in the
intellectual dom ain. In a
com prehensive factor analysis
that included established
reference tests of ability and
personality, I w ould predict
that m ost of the individual
differences in Sternbergɋs
triarchy (analytic ability,
practical ability, and
creativity) w ould be absorbed
by g, w hile m uch of the rest
of it w ould fall into the
personality dom ain. There



w ould also be a num ber of
sm all group factors and
specificity, too, m ostly in his
m easures of Ɏpractical
intelligence,ɏ w hich are
highly specific to particular
kinds of know ledge useful in
certain job settings.
Except for g, the im portance
of all these various abilities
and traits is problem atic.

M iele:W hy problem atic?
W hy is g alw ays the
exception?

Jensen: B ecause the relative
im portance of each group



ability factor or personality
factor does depend on the
context in w hich it operates. g
is the exception because it
enters into perform ance in
virtually every context.

M iele: A nd G ardnerɋs Theory
of M ultiple Intelligences?
Jensen: U ntil G ardner
provides standardized
m easures for several of his
m ultiple Ɏintelligences,ɏ they
canɋt be included in a factor
analysis. That doesnɋt m ean
they donɋt exist or arenɋt
im portant. B ut w ithout som e
objective w ay of m easuring



the things G ardner calls
Ɏintelligences,ɏ his theory is
m ore speculative literary
psychology than
psychom etrics. Thereɋs
nothing to stop anyone from
claim ing that A l C apone
displayed the highest level of
ɎC rim inal Intelligence,ɏ or
that C asanova w as Ɏblessedɏ
w ith exceptional ɎSexual
Intelligence.ɏ A nd if youɋre
going to use the w ord
Ɏintelligenceɏ that loosely,
you m ight as w ell say that
C hess G rand M aster B obby
Fischer is one of the w orldɋs
great athletes. A fter all, chess



players are called Ɏw ood
pushers,ɏ and Fischer can
Ɏpush w oodɏ w ith the best of
them .

M iele: B ut doesnɋt the fact
that brain dam age and certain
genetic disorders produce
very specific deficits in
behavior (such as being
unable to recognize faces but
still recognize voices or
geom etric shapes) and the
existence of savants like
D ustin H offm anɋs character in
the m ovie Rain M an give
G ardnerɋs theory m ore hard
neurological support than



there is for the g factor?

Jensen: They do indeed
support the Ɏm ultiple
abilitiesɏ aspect of G ardnerɋs
theory. N o one denies that.
B ut that does not contradict
either the existence or the
em pirically dem onstrated
im portance of the g factor.

There is one property of g that
is seldom  noted but is highly
relevant to all other cognitive
factors and talents and special
abilities that are independent
of g. I call it the threshold
aspect of g. It m eans that



these specific abilities or
talents alm ost never result in
notable life achievem ents
unless the person w ho
possesses them  has a level of
g above som e threshold value.
B y definition, savants have
very low  IQ  scores and a low
level of g. B ut they display
astonishing skillsɇ say,
num erical calculation, playing
the piano by ear, m em orizing
pages from  a telephone
directory, or draw ing objects
from  m em ory w ith nearly
photographic accuracy. A s
rem arkable as these savants
certainly are, they never



becom e m athem aticians,
scientists, professional
m usicians, or artists. That
requires a fairly high level of
g as w ell.
There are also people of quite
norm al general m ental ability
w ho possess som e
extraordinary savant-like
ability. I tested Shakuntala
D evi, probably the w orldɋs
greatest m ental calculating
prodigy, in m y reaction-tim e
laboratory. H er IQ  score w as
good, but not exceptional. B ut
her calculating feats are
am azing. W e do know  that
functional efficiency in a



particular dom ain can be
m arkedly enhanced through
extensive experience and
practice.
The g threshold is im portant
in m ost fields of endeavor.
W hen the Institute of
Personality A ssessm ent and
R esearch at B erkeley tested
people recognized as
successful in fields that call
for special talents, all of them
scored above average on IQ
tests, w ith the vast m ajority
scoring higher than 90 percent
of the general population. The
very highest levels of
achievem ent, of course,



require an absolutely
extraordinary talentɇ
actually, genius. B ut it is
utterly silly to think that
N ew ton, B eethoven, or
M ichelangelo possessed only
a m ediocre level of g. A  level
of g beyond the 90th
percentile is probably
necessary, though certainly
not sufficient, for recognized
achievem ent in science, the
arts, or leadership in politics,
the m ilitary, business, finance,
or industry. B ut as G alton
em phasized, that requires
exceptional zeal and industry
as w ell.



M iele: R esearch in the
em erging disciplines of
evolutionary psychology and
cognitive neuroscience has
also focused on the search for
distinct m odules in the brain,
each w ith a specific function,
rather than M iele: on the g
factor and som e general
property of the brain. So do
you accept or reject the
existence of m ental m odules?

Jensen: Som e people think
that dem onstrating the
existence of m odules in the
m ind proves that there are



only separate abilities, each
governed by a different
m odule, and disproves the
existence of g. This confuses
individual differences and
factors w ith the localized
brain processes underlying the
various kinds of abilities.
Som e m odules such as quick-
recognition m em ory of hum an
faces or three-dim ensional
space perception canɋt
possibly show  up in a factor
analysis of ability tests. These
abilities are virtually universal
in people w ho do not have
brain dam age or som e genetic
disorder. The individual



differences in the general
population are just too slight
for these im portant abilities to
em erge as factors. W eɋve only
discovered them  w hen the
m odules underlying them
have been neurologically
dam aged, resulting in
conspicuous m alfunctions,
such as perceptual distortion,
lack of recognition m em ory,
or various aphasias (the
inability to use or to
understand speech, or specific
com ponents of language, such
as num bers or w ritten w ords).

M iele: Then w hat do you



think the m odules are?

Jensen: They are distinct,
innate brain structures that
have developed in the course
of hum an evolution,
characterized by the various
w ays that inform ation or
know ledge is represented by
the neural activity of the
brain. The m ain m odules
involve specific functions
w eɋd class as linguistic
(verbal/auditory/lexical/sem antic),
visuo-spatial, object
recognition, num erical-
m athem atical, m usical, and
kinesthetic. A lthough these



m odules generally exist in all
norm al people, they are
striking by their absence in
people w ith highly localized
brain dam age, w hereas their
presence is highlighted in
savants.
The various m odules have
distinct functions, but they are
all affected by brain
characteristics such as
chem ical neurotransm itters,
neural conduction velocity,
am ount of dendritic
branching, and degree of
m yelination of axons. A nd
factor analysis show s that the
specialized m ental activities



associated w ith different
m odules are correlated to
som e degree.

M iele: O kay, letɋs accept the
reality of the g factor and that
it is the single best predictor
of how  w ell you can get along
and advance in a m odern
technological society. B ut
w hat does g have to do w ith
the abilities and skills that
w ere needed for that 99
percent of hum an
evolutionary history before
w e developed agriculture?
H ow  could evolution select
for the ability to do factor



analysis, solve verbal
analogies, or m entally rotate a
m atrix?

Jensen: That is one of the
really big questions for
behavioral genetics,
evolutionary psychology, and
psychom etrics. W hy are there
such great individual
differences betw een hum ans
in the abilities to learn
m athem atics, com pose m usic,
play the violin, w rite poetry,
draw  pictures, hit baseballs,
shoot baskets, and so on? A nd
how  can there be a genetic
basis for these differences?



These abilities are all so
recent in hum an history that
they couldnɋt have been
subjected to selection, natural
or otherw ise, over the course
of hum an evolution.
The only answ er psychology
has offered is that the genetic
and neurological basis for
these specialized abilities w as
originally developed by
natural selection for other
activities that w ere im portant
for survival in our prehistoric
past. In historic tim es,
elem ents of these traits could
be applied to new  tasks.
M odern abilities like the ones



you m entioned w ere never
explicitly selected, but they
have been able to utilize m any
of the sam e neurological
structures that w ere selected
for other purposes in our
rem ote past. This m ay not be
provable, but it appears
entirely plausible.
For som e reason that you
m ight guess, g is a less
popular idea than Ɏm ultiple
intelligencesɏ or these other
rival view s.

M iele: M aybe G ardnerɋs
naturalistic, spiritual, and
existential intelligences are



som ew hat airy-fairy concepts,
but arenɋt spatial, m usical,
bodily-kinesthetic,
intrapersonal, and
interpersonal also im portant?
I certainly w ould play a lot
better flute if I had perfect
pitch and w in a lot m ore
racquetball m atches if I had
better eye-hand coordination.

Jensen: Iɋm  sure thatɋs true.
B ut if you had to be in the
low est 10 percent of the
population in g or in m usical
ability, athletic ability, artistic
ability, or any of those other
skills and abilities, w hich



w ould you Jensen: choose?
H ow  m any points off your IQ
score based on the R avenɋs
Progressive M atrices (one of
the purest m easures of g)
w ould you be w illing to trade
for a com m ensurate increase
in your score on the Seashore
M easures of M usical Talents
or a test of eye-hand
coordination?
W hy do m ost parents and
teachers show  only a m odest
am ount of concern w hen a
child w ith average or above-
average IQ  show s little
aptitude for m usic, sports,
dancing, or draw ing, but are



quite concerned w hen a child
has a very low  IQ ? Itɋs
because g predicts school
achievem ent, em ploym ent,
and m uch m ore. It does no
good to belittle the reality of g
or its far-reaching
consequences. Studies
com paring the lives of people
in the low est 3 percent of the
population in IQ  w ith those in
the top 3 percent have show n
the differences are greater and
m ore far reaching than you
m ight im agine. If you w ere
free to do so, youɋd have no
difficulty choosing betw een
having a high or a low  IQ . W e



donɋt like to think about this
issue, but that m akes it no less
real. O ur character is tested
by how  w e deal w ith it.

M iele: O ur character is tested
by how  w e deal w ith w hat?
W hat is it w e donɋt like to
think about?

Jensen: W e are hesitant and
reluctant to recognize, at least
openly, the existence of large
individual differences in
general m ental ability. Itɋs a
sensitive issue, especially
w ith respect to group
differences in IQ  and



scholastic achievem ent, w hich
have m any im portant
personal, social, and
econom ic consequences.
W hen people are asked about
their ow n IQ  , nearly
everyone considers him self or
herself average or above,
w hich is statistically
im possible. Few  people m ind
adm itting they have poor
m usical ability or artistic
ability. B ut no one says this
about their intelligence, and
people generally avoid
discussing the relative
intelligence levels of other
people.



People look for all kinds of
reasons except IQ  level to
explain poor scholastic
perform ance. O ften there are
other reasons that have
nothing to do w ith
intelligence, but by far the
m ost frequent basis for very
poor scholastic achievem ent
is below -average general
m ental ability. D ealing w ith
these sensitive issues kindly
and charitably requires
w isdom  as w ell as
intelligence. W isdom  im plies
intelligence, but the converse
is not necessarily true.
M iele: C an you provide any



biological evidence for the
existence or im portance of g?

Jensen:Yes, thatɋs easy. I
developed the Ɏm ethod of
correlated vectorsɏ for that
purpose. (See A ppendix A of
m y m ost recent book, The
Jensen: g Factor, for a
detailed explanation of this
m ethod.) It show s that g is
m ore highly correlated w ith a
greater num ber of biological
and other nonpsychological
m easures (including
heritability estim ates, the
electrical activity of the brain
in response to an external



stim ulus, overall brain size,
inbreeding depression, PET
scans of the brainɋs glucose
m etabolic rate during m ental
activity, and nerve conduction
velocity in the brain) than any
other m ental factor that is
statistically uncorrelated w ith
g.
Inbreeding depression is a
w ell-docum ented genetic
phenom enon. It is the
reduction in any m easurable
trait (height is a good
exam ple) that occurs in the
offspring of parents w ho are
very closely related
genetically, such as siblings or



close cousins. W hen the
children of cousin m arriages
are com pared against the
children of parents w ith
sim ilar intelligence and
background but w ho are not
related, the children of cousin
m arriages are shorter and they
also average five to seven
points low er in IQ . O f all
psychom etric m easures, the g
factor show s the m ost
inbreeding depression.
Inbreeding depression occurs
on brain size as w ell.
A ll of this evidence and m ore
show s that g is not the result
of any m athem atical



legerdem ain associated w ith
the process of factor analysis,
but is a real physical and
natural phenom enon.
M iele: The m ethod of factor
analysis does, how ever,
require m easuring or ranking
people and thatɋs the source of
an argum ent against
M iele:the g factor and the
w hole London School of
psychology that has both a
scientific and a larger
philosophical part.
The scientific part is that
unlike learning, w hich w e can
dem onstrate in one individual,
or gravity, w hich w e can



describe m athem atically
based on the observation of
one cannon ball, the concept
of g is based on m easuring
and com paring people. A ll the
statistics you use involve the
m athem atical m anipulation of
relative standings, not
absolute m easures w ith a true
zero and equal intervals.
The broader philosophical
argum ent is that underlying
the w hole London School of
psychology is som e hidden
agenda of m easuring and
inevitably ranking of people,
if not groupsɇ and the
individual or group doing the



ranking alw ays com es out on
top. So even if itɋs
scientifically valid, doesnɋt
the underlying philosophy of
the G alton-Spearm an-Jensen
tradition run counter to our
notions of dem ocracy and
even the m arketplace? M ost
A m ericans believe w eɋre all
equal, if not now , then w ith a
little m ore effortɇ or one of
those m any training courses
you see on TV  infom ercials,
or another governm ent
program , or the help of G od
ɇ w e w ill be. So isnɋt the
view point of the London
School anti-A m erican in that



sense?

Jensen: Your question
requires a four-part answ er, at
least.
First, recognizing individual
differences is neither anti-
A m erican, anti-dem ocratic,
nor anti anything else. The
statem ent of the nationɋs
founding fathersɇ Ɏall m en
are created equalɏɇ refers to
equality before the law  and
this now  includes equality of
all civil rights. Individual
differences in all kinds of
hum an traitsɇ physical
features, m ental abilities,



personalityɇ have been
obvious to everyone as far
back as anyone know s in
recorded history. Individual
differences w ere no doubt
im portant in prehistoric tim es
as w ell.
Second, equality of talent is
not characteristic of any
Ɏm arketplaceɏ I have ever
heard of. C an every pianist in
the m usicianɋs union play like
Paderew ski or H orow itz and
com m and the sam e kind of
fees that they got? A re all
em ployees of, say, G eneral
M otors, equally qualified to
be its C EO ? W hat percentage



of the population could m ake
it through m edical school, or
sing at the M et, get into big
league baseball, or w in a
N obel Prize? B ecause the
abilities or talents dem anded
by these kinds of perform ance
are very scarce in the general
population, they can
com m and greater rew ards in
an open m arket. There are
m ore people w illing to pay to
hear H orow itz in concert or
buy his recordings than there
are people w illing pay the
sam e am ount to hear a
perform ance by their local
piano teacher.



Third, because everyone sees
all this hum an variation in
m any different behavioral
traits, and because
psychology is the science of
behavior, it is the job of
psychology to study the
nature of individual and group
differences in all aspects of
behavior, including those
regarded as m ental abilities.
Fourth, of course people can
study and practice and learn
new  things, and can acquire
new  know ledge and skills, or
im prove their existing skills
w ith further practice. Thatɋs
w hat training and education



are all about. B ut there are
also individual differences in
predisposing factors that are
largely dependent on genetics
and the physical structures
that they control in the brain
and nervous system . These
result in individual
differences in the ease and
speed w ith w hich training,
education, practice, and
experience produce certain
behavioral outcom es. A
num ber of individuals all
highly m otivated to succeed
in the acquisition of som e
know ledge or skill, and all
given the sam e opportunities



for learning and practice, w ill
show  m arked differences in
accom plishm ent assessed
after X  m onths or Y  years of
effort. The perform ance level
of each individual w ill have
im proved in absolute term s,
but the differences betw een
individuals in perform ance
w ill also have increased over
the period of learning and
practice. A nd there are som e
things that som e individuals
can never achieve w ith any
am ount of training, practice,
and effort.
The best single predictor of
these individual differences in



the rate of learning and the
level that can be attained in a
great m any areas of
know ledge and skills that
people regard as being of a
m ental nature is the g factor
that w e have been talking
about. A nd w e know  that
individual differences in the g
factor not only have a genetic
com ponent but other
biological correlates such as
the brainɋs overall size,
electrical activity in response
to a stim ulus, glucose
m etabolism  during m ental
activity, and nerve conduction
velocity. A s for group



differences, w hether the
groups are races, or social, or
econom ic classes, if the
groups live in the sam e
culture and have sim ilar
educational opportunities,
then any group differences in
g are really just aggregated
(or accum ulated) individual
differences. That is,
psychom etrics has found no
causal factor that m akes racial
differences or social class
differences any different than
individual differences.
To speak of Ɏrankingɏ
individuals or groups, as I
em phasized earlier, m akes no



scientific sense unless you
can specify a specific
dim ension or trait on w hich
the individuals or groups
differ. O ne of the aim s of
factor analysis is to delineate
the dim ensions (called
factors) in a given dom ain of
m easurem ents.

M iele: So the G alton-
Spearm an-Jensen view point
has no hidden agenda?

Jensen: I donɋt know  of any
agenda other than advancing
our scientific understanding
of hum an behavioral



differences. A nd thereɋs
certainly nothing in the least
Ɏhiddenɏ about it. B oth
G alton and Spearm an, and I
too, have w ritten a lot about
w hat w e think on these topics
ɇ about our theories and
research. W eɋve all been
rather extraordinarily
outspoken in our m any
publications. O ne of the tenets
of m y ow n philosophy is to be
as open as possible and to
strive for a perfect
consistency betw een m y
thoughts, both spoken and
published, in their private and
public expression. This is



essentially a G andhian
principle, one that I have long
considered w orth striving to
live by.
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3
N AT U R E , 

N U R T U R E , O R
B O T H ?

C an H eritability 
C ut Psychologyɋs G ordian
K not?

hat do baseball stars B arry B onds
(w ho set a new  m ajor-league record
by hitting 73 hom e runs in one

season), C al R ipken, Jr. (w ho surpassed



Lou G ehrigɋs record of consecutive
gam es played), R oberto A lom ar, Sandy
A lom ar, Jr., and K en G riffey, Jr., have in
com m on? Each is the son of a form er
m ajor league player or m anager. Johann
Sebastian B ach, one of the greatest
com posers in the history of W estern
m usic, w as the father of C arl Philipp
Em anuel, Johann C hristian, Johann
C hristoph Friedrich, and W ilhelm
Friedm ann B ach, w ho also w ere
com posers, though none as illustrious as
their father. W olfgang A m adeus M ozart
w as the son of Leopold M ozart, also a
com poser, but not of his sonɋs caliber.
A nd there are the B ernoullis in science
and the B olyais in m athem atics, and the
novelists A lexandre D um as pære et fils.



A ctress D rew  B arrym ore com es from  a
theatrical fam ily that includes her
grandfather John B arrym ore and his sister
Ethel, brother Lionel, and son John D rew
B arrym ore. A nd then there are the
Fondas: H enry, Jane, Peter, and m ost
recently, B ridget.

W e all know  there are Ɏdynastiesɏ in
sports, m usic, science, and m athem atics.
The question is, w hy? A re genes for
athletic, m usical, or intellectual ability
passed from  parents to children, like
those for hair color or blood type? O r are
these abilities acquired, the w ay a child
learns his or her parentsɋ language or
religion? O r perhaps the genetically
gifted children of genetically gifted
parents are doubly endow ed by being



reared in hom e environm ents that foster
their inborn talents?

Is it nature, or nurture, or both? That
is psychologyɋs G ordian knot.
H eritability is the sw ord that Jensen
believes has cut the knot.

In this chapter w e discuss the second
of the three pillars of Jensenism ɇ
individual differences in IQ  are m ore the
result of the fact that w e inherit different
genes than of the fact that w e grow  up in
different environm entsɇ and the political
and scientific controversies that have
sw irled around it. In Jensenɋs definition,
Ɏenvironm entɏ encom passes every cause
of individual or group differences that is
not genetic. It includes biological factors
(such as exposure to toxic chem icals,



m otherɋs age and health, problem s during
childbirth, and even incom patibility in
blood type betw een the m other and fetus)
and quantifiable factors linked w ith
socioeconom ic status, or SES (such as
fam ily incom e, num ber of books in the
hom e, and tim e spent by parents w ith
their children) as w ell as qualitative
cultural factors (such as grow ing up in a
poor, B lack, inner-city neighborhood
versus an affluent, m ostly W hite suburb).

Jensen does not deny that
environm ent affects IQ . B ut, he says, not
only are genes m ore im portant than
environm ent, but the biological
environm ental factors are m ore pow erful
than cultural and socioeconom ic factors.
The average difference in IQ  betw een



siblings reared in the sam e household
(w here fam ily SES and culture are pretty
m uch the sam e) is greater than the
average difference in IQ  betw een fam ilies
from  different SES and cultural groups.

C ontrary to the hopes and
expectations that have shaped social
policy since the days of the G reat
Society, genes play by far the biggest role
in producing differences in IQ  , follow ed
by environm ental differences (especially
biological ones) betw een siblings w ho
grow  up in the sam e fam ily. D ifferences
in SES betw een fam ilies finish dead last.
Therefore, even the m ost extrem e
governm ent policy that m ade all fam ilies
exactly equal in incom e, num ber of books
in the hom e, quality of schools, tim e



spent w ith parentsɇ even providing
professionals to assist disadvantaged
parents in child rearingɇ could not
elim inate or even substantially reduce IQ
differences. O r so Jensen says.

Jensen supports his conclusions by
citing studies of IQ  that use the m ethods
of quantitative genetics, especially a
statistic called heritability.

Placing the case of N ature v. N urture
before the C ourt of Q uantitative G enetics
m eans that w e m ust treat it like a civil
suit, rather than a crim inal case. For a
specific crim inal charge, say vehicular
hom icide, the defendant is found either
100 percent not guilty (and w alks free) or
100 percent guilty. In civil suits such as
auto accidents due to faulty original



equipm ent or subsequent repair w ork,
negligence can be apportioned. The judge
can find each of the defendants 100
percent liable, 0 percent liable, or
anyw here in betw een. For exam ple, the
judge m ay decide that the auto
m anufacturer is 60 percent liable and the
repair shop 40 percent liable for the
faulty brakes that caused the plaintiff ɋs
accident. Likew ise, quantitative genetics
renders its decision by apportioning the
relative roles of genes and environm ent
in producing individualsɋ differences
through a statistic called heritability.

For any m easurable traitɇ height, the
age at w hich teeth erupt, intelligence, or
blood pressureɇ heritability is defined as
the proportion of the total variance in the



trait that is due to genes, and not to the
environm ent (including the biological
environm ent described earlier). W e can
even determ ine the heritability of traits
like charism a or sex appeal, provided w e
can reliably and accurately rate
individuals on those traits.

To understand heritability and the
controversies that have sw irled around it,
it is necessary to understand just w hat
that term  does and does not m ean. W hen
Jensen states that the heritability of IQ  in
a particular group of people is 0.75, he is
not saying that som eone w ith an IQ  of
100 got 75 IQ  points from  his genes and
the rem aining 25 from  his environm ent.
W hat he is saying is that 75 percent of the
individual differencesɇ the variation or



the total variance in IQ ɇ in that group is
because of differences in their genes, and
the rem aining 25 percent of the total
variance is due to differences in their
environm ent (including the biological
environm ent).

Q uantitative genetics grew  largely out
of the w ork of Sir R onald A . Fisher in
w hich varieties of plants w ere grow n in
different types of soil and given different
am ounts of fertilizers or nutrients.
Suppose that w e are m easuring
differences in oil yield of genetically
different corn seeds grow n in the sam e
soil and given the sam e am ount of
nutrients. A ny significant differences that
w e find m ust be the result of genetic
differences betw een the seeds.



C onversely, differences betw een
genetically identical seeds of corn grow n
in different soils or given different
am ounts of fertilizer m ust be the result of
environm ental differences. In the case of
genetically diverse seeds grow n in
different soils and given different
am ounts of fertilizer, a heritability of 0.60
w ould m ean that 60 percent of the
m easured differences in oil yield w ere the
result of genetic differences betw een the
seeds, and 40 percent of the differences
w ere due to the different environm ents
(soil and fertilizer) in w hich they w ere
grow n.

Jensen and other hereditarians applied
this sam e reasoning to the study of
differences in IQ  and other hum an



behaviors. Ethically, our society does not
allow  behavioral scientists to place
children in different hom es, give them
different nourishm ent, or m anipulate any
other factor sim ply for research purposes.
N or w ould behavioral geneticists w ant to
do so. Instead, they rely on Ɏnatural
experim entsɏ in w hich the resem blance in
any trait betw een different degrees of
kinship (that is, tw ins, siblings, unrelated
children reared together) is com pared
w ith the degree of sim ilarity predicted by
genetic theory. B y definition, how ever,
these natural experim ents lack the control
of laboratory plant or anim al studies.

O ne of the m ost inform ative natural
experim ents com pared identical tw ins
reared apart. Identical (also called



m onozygotic, or M Z) tw ins develop from
a single egg fertilized by a single sperm
that divides and then develops as tw o
em bryos. Som etim es the division is not
com plete and w e get conjoined tw ins
(com m only called ɎSiam ese tw insɏ). B ut
in m ost cases, M Z tw ins are tw o (or
m ore) genetically identical individualsɇ
in effect, natural hum an clones. Just
about everyone has know n at least one
pair of tw ins w ho lookɇ and even actɇ
alike. B ut again the question is w hy?
Identical tw ins are often dressed alike by
their parents and treated alike by others.
To unravel the G ordian knot of nature
versus nurture, w e need to look at the rare
cases of identical tw ins separated early in
life (the earlier the better) and reared in



different hom es (the m ore different the
better). These are often term ed M ZA
(m onozygotic tw ins reared apart) in
hum an behavior genetic studies.

The correlation betw een the IQ s of
M ZA  tw ins (w ho inherited the sam e
genes but w ere then reared in different
environm ents) provides the best single
estim ate of the heritability of intelligence.
The average correlation in IQ  from  the
various studies of M ZA  tw ins is about
0.78. W orking from  the opposite
direction, the fact that the correlations in
IQ  betw een parents and their adopted
children (about 0.19) and betw een
adopted children and the natural children
of the adopting parents (about 0.32) are
low  also argues for a high heritability of



IQ . A t least for the W hite population of
the U nited States and Europe, heritability
studies of various degrees of kinship
consistently show  that different genes are
responsible for about 75 percent of the
total differences in IQ . This is true even
for brothers and sisters in the sam e hom e
(rem em ber, they share only about 50
percent of their genesɇ to be technically
precise, 50 percent of their genetic
varianceɇ  on average). (See Table 3.1
on page 94.)

A nother result from  these studies that
is predicted by Jensen and those w ho
attribute a m ajor role to genes but that
poses a problem  to anti-Jensenists is that
the heritability of IQ  increases w ith age,
w hile the correlation betw een adopted



children and their adoptive parents and
also the correlation betw een adopted
children and the natural children of their
adoptive parents both decrease w ith age.
In this respect, IQ  acts like height,
obesity, tooth size, or any num ber of
physical traits for w hich environm ent
plays a m ajor role early in developm ent
but for w hich genesɇ and usually several
genes acting togetherɇ increasingly steer
the course of developm ent. C onsider how
the environm ental factor of severe
m alnutrition or illness in infancy can
perm anently im pair a personɋs general
health for the rest of his or her life, but
m ay cause less devastating though still
adverse effects if experienced later, w hen
the body is m ore fully developed. A nd



those of us w ho reach m iddle age becom e
painfully aw are of how  m uch our
fam ilyɋs m edical history becom es
increasingly pertinent to our ow n
probability of encountering such diseases
and conditions as high blood pressure,
cataracts, diabetes, stroke, cancer, or
heart disease.

B ut the devilɇ and to m any anti-
Jensenists, a quite literal and evil oneɇ is
in the details. They argue that w hen
identical tw ins are separated and placed
in different hom es, their environm ents
are really not that different in term s of the
critical factors. R arely, they argue, is one
identical tw in placed w ith poverty-
stricken parents on Skid R ow  w hile the
other grow s up in the lap of luxury on



Park Avenue. They also question w hether
tw ins are even representative of the
population as a w hole. A s an
environm ental factor tending to m ake
tw ins m ore alike, anti-Jensenists point to
the fact that tw ins share the sam e w om b.
In the case of adoption, they question
w hether adoptive parents really treat their
adopted children exactly as they do their
biological offspring. A nd they point out
that in m any cases the fact that these
children are being placed for adoption
m ay be evidence of early environm ental
problem s, such as the use of drugs or
alcohol by the m other (Jensen concedes
that such biological problem s are
im portant).

The m ost pow erful attem pt to topple



the second pillar of Jensenism  w as the
notorious B urt A ffair. The late Sir C yril
B urt, a founder of the hereditarian
London School of psychology, had
published a num ber of studies show ing
that the correlation in IQ  for identical
tw ins reared apart w as 0.77. Jensen, in
his 1969 H arvard Educational Review
article, cited this figure and other sim ilar
findings by B urt on the inheritance of
m ental ability. A fter B urtɋs death, a
num ber of anti-Jensenists carefully
scrutinized B urtɋs published research.
They noted that the correlations betw een
tw ins hardly changed even after B urt
claim ed he had added new  sets of tw ins
to his database. Then sim ilar
discrepancies w ere uncovered in B urtɋs



other publications. N ot only the anti-
hereditarians but B urtɋs biographer as
w ell concluded that the aging scholar had
begun to lose touch w ith reality and not
only had cooked up the correlations but
even invented nonexistent coauthors to
support his claim  of having conducted
new  research. Jensen counters that the
w ork of tw o subsequent authors seem s to
have vindicated B urt, and m ore
im portantly, that even disregarding B urtɋs
results the preponderance of evidence
supports the conclusion that about 75
percent of the variation in IQ  is because
of genes, not environm entɇ a figure very
close to B urtɋs 0.77. Jensen then
describes the state-of-the-art research that
recently has identified som e of the



specific genes for IQ .

A  Prim er on Variance and
H eritability
The m ethods of quantitative genetics
allow  us to determ ine the proportion of
the variation in any m easurable trait that
is due to heredity and the proportion that
is due to environm ent.

The easiest w ay to get som e idea of
the variation w ithin any group of people
and in any m easurable traitɇ w hether IQ
, blood pressure, height, or w eightɇ is to
subtract the low est figure from  the
highest. Statisticians refer to the
difference betw een these tw o figures as



the Ɏrange.ɏ B ut even if there are m any
people in the group, as there are in m ost
social science experim ents, a single
extrem e case can distort this value. For
exam ple, if w e w ere m easuring variations
in incom e, hom e runs hit in a season, or
books sold, the inclusion of just one
person at the top of the scale (e.g., B ill
G ates, B arry B onds, or D anielle Steele)
w ould really inflate the range.

The next thing w e m ight try w ould be
to calculate an average (term ed the m ean)
for the group and then to subtract the
m ean from  each personɋs score. The
result w ould be a series of values that
statisticians call Ɏdeviations from  the
m ean.ɏ For a score above the m ean, the
deviation w ould be a positive num ber; for



a score below  the m ean, a negative
num ber. To get som e idea of the average
deviation from  the m ean, w e m ight just
add all these deviations and then divide
by the num ber of people w e m easured.
B ut the sum  of all the positive and
negative deviations has to equal zero, and
so the result w ould not tell us anything at
all.

Since w eɋre interested in how  m uch
variation there is in the group, w eɋre
really not concerned w ith w hether the
deviations from  the group m ean are
positive num bers or negative num bers.
Either w ay, they represent variation. The
sim plest and m ost direct approach in this
case w ould be to ignore the signs
(w hether positive or negative), add up all



the deviations from  the m ean, and then
divide by the num ber of people in the
group to get a value that represents the
average deviation from  the m ean.

Statisticians have done essentially
this, first squaring each deviation from
the m ean (that is, m ultiplying the num ber
by itself), w hich m akes all the values
positive num bers. The squared deviations
from  the m ean then are added together,
and the sum  is divided by the num ber of
people in the group under study. The
result is called the variance. (The w idely
used statistic know n as the standard
deviation is the square root of the
variance.) Variance has a very im portant
characteristic statisticians call
Ɏadditivity,ɏ w hich m eans that the total



variance is alw ays equal to the sum  of its
com ponents.

There are com plex m athem atical
reasons for using the squared deviations
from  the m ean rather than sim ply
ignoring the plus and m inus signs. For
the purposes of the present discussion,
itɋs enough to note that using the squared
deviations allow s us to com pute the
variance, w hich w e can then break dow n
into the percentage of the total variance
due to genes and the percentage due to
environm ent; and that these tw o
percentages m ust add up to 100 percent
(the total variance). A s a very rough
analogy, think of asking a financial
advisor to go over your fam ily budget.
H e breaks dow n your total m onthly



incom e into the percentage you m ust
spend on necessities such as taxes, rent or
m ortgage, utilities, and car paym ents
versus the percentage that you can either
save or spend as you w ish.

A nalysis of variance is central to the
w ay quantitative genetics estim ates the
relative roles of heredity and
environm ent. The total variance in any
trait is broken dow n into the proportion
due to genesɇ called Ɏheritability,ɏ and
represented by the sym bol h2ɇ and the
proportion due to the environm ent,
term ed Ɏenvironm entality,ɏ and
represented by the sym bol e2. B oth h2
and e2 can be further broken dow n into
their com ponents (just as the percentage
of spending on necessities and on niceties



could be broken dow n further in the
fam ily budget analogy). The sum  of these
com ponents m ust alw ays equal the total
variance.

A n E xam ple
Suppose w e w ere testing a group w ith
only four subjects. (R eal studies use
m any m ore.) Letɋs call them  A , B , C , and
D .

Their systolic blood pressure readings
(or their tested IQ s) are:

A  = 100; B  = 120; C  = 90; and D  =
90.

The m ean is:
(100 + 120 + 90 + 90 = 400)/4 = 100
The deviations from  the m ean are:



A  = 100 Ɇ 100 = 0 
B  = 120 Ɇ 100 = 20
C  = 90 Ɇ 100 = Ɇ10 
D  = 90 Ɇ 100 = Ɇ10

N ote that the sum  of these deviations
equals zero:

0 + 20 + (Ɇ10) + (Ɇ10) = 0
The squared deviations from  the

m ean are:

A  = 02 = 0 
B  = 202 = 400 
C  = Ɇ102 = 100 
D  = Ɇ102 = 100



The variance in our group, then, is:
(0 + 400 + 100 + 100)/4 = 600/4 =

150
So the standard deviation in our

exam ple is equal to the square root of
150, w hich is approxim ately 12.25.

T he Im portant T hings to
R em em ber 
A bout Variance and
H eritability

The proportion of the total



variance in any trait that is
due to genes is term ed the
heritability of the trait and is
represent by the sym bol h2.

For exam ple, if w e find
that differences in genes
explain 80 percent of the
variation in blood pressure in
a group of people, the
heritability of blood pressure
in that group is 0.80 (h2 =
0.80).
The heritability of 0.80 refers
to the variation in blood
pressure in that groupɇ not
the percentage of the blood
pressure reading for any
individual in the groupɇ that



is due to genes rather than
environm ent.
Further, h2 = 0.80 is the
heritability in that group.
B lood pressure (or IQ  or any
trait) could have a different
value if w e tested a different
group.
H ow ever, heritability studies
of IQ  have been largely
consistent in reporting values
of h2 from  0.50 to 0.80, even
for different countries or
different races or ethnic
groups.
W hatever proportion of the
variance is not due to genes
(1.00 Ɇ h2) is due to the



environm ent.
The proportion of the

total variance in any trait that
is not due to genes is term ed
the environm entality of the
trait and is represented by the
sym bol e2. In our exam ple,
20 percent (that is, 100
percent Ɇ 80 percent) of the
variation in blood pressure
w ould be due to the
environm ent. (To be
technically precise, 1.00 -
h2=  e2+ m easurem ent error.
For IQ  and other
psychological tests, the error
is usually betw een 5 and 10
percent. M edical m easures



such as cholesterol level,
blood pressure, and X -ray
interpretation often have
higher m easurem ent errors.
Even reading length from  a
ruler involves som e
m easurem ent error.)
In hum an research, the
environm ent includes not
only socioeconom ic factors
such as incom e, quality of
schools, and years of
education, but also biological
factors such as exposure to
toxic chem icals, and injuries
during pregnancy.
B oth heritability and
environm entality can be



broken dow n further into
com ponents. B ut no m atter
how  detailed the breakdow n,
the com ponents m ust add up
to the total variance (that is,
the total variance m ust equal
the sum  of its parts).

M iele: W ell, if the first tenet of
Jensenism ɇ the g factor, w hich w e talked
about in C hapter 1ɇ isnɋt controversial, I
hope youɋre not going to tell m e that the
second tenetɇ that the differences in g
are m ore the result of heredity rather than
environm entɇ isnɋt controversial either.

Jensen: The fact that g is m ore strongly



genetic than m ost other psychological
variables is not really controversial
am ong em pirical researchers in this field.
It is highly controversial only in the
popular m edia. Just try to find any real
controversy am ong the experts w ho know
the research on this issue. Thereɋs alw ays
a handful of dissenters regarding any
body of em pirical know ledge, of course,
even in the scientific com m unity.
U nfortunately, the m ass m edia have
presented the view s of this sm all num ber
of highly vocal dissenters as the
prevailing position.

M iele: N o m atter w hich side I talk to on
issues like this I find thereɋs only one
thing the tw o sides agree onɇ blam ing



the m edia that their side isnɋt accepted
and the other side is given any voice at
all. C an you provide any solid evidence
to support your claim  of m edia bias?

Jensen: A nyone w ho w ants a thorough
presentation of expert opinion am ong
behavior geneticists and
psychom etricians on the subject and a
scholarly analysis of the popular m ediaɋs
distortion of it should read The IQ
C ontroversy: The M edia and Public
Policy by M ark Snyderm an and Stanley
R othm an.

M iele: A gain, Iɋve found that both sides
in any controversy point to books that
they claim  set the record straight. W hat



m akes Snyderm an and R othm anɋs book
the definitive statem ent? It w asnɋt
published by the A m erican Psychological
A ssociation (A PA ) or the B ehavior
G enetics A ssociation (B G A ), w as it?

Jensen: N o, but they cam e to their
conclusions after surveying those best
qualified to judge, the m em bers of the
B ehavior G enetics A ssociation and the
Tests and M easurem ents D ivision of the
A m erican Psychological A ssociation.
A nd an article sum m arizing their findings
and conclusions w as published in
Am erican Psychologist, the A PAɋs house
journal.

M iele: A re you telling m e that if I did a



content analysis on the m ost popularly
used Psych 101 textbooks or polled the
m em bers of the A PA , Iɋd get a paraphrase
of w hat you just told m e?
Jensen: Iɋm  not sure w hat youɋd get from
a random  poll of the A PA  m em bership.
B ut if you polled experts in biological
psychology, com parative psychology,
behavioral genetics, and psychom etrics,
you w ould find a solid consensus that
individual differences in IQ  and the g
factor have a large genetic com ponent.
The A PA  itself has published an
introduction to the genetics of individual
differences, N ature, N urture, and
Psychology, edited by R obert Plom in and
G erald M cC learn, w hich also agrees w ith
that consensus.



M iele: A nd is that consensus reflected in
psychology textbooks?

Jensen: Iɋm  afraid it is not. I recently
exam ined the chapters on intelligence and
individual differences in a sam ple of
introductory psychology textbooks. The
conceptual errors and m isinform ation in
their discussions of the heritability of IQ
are appalling, even in som e of the m ost
w idely used textbooks. There are a few
exceptions, but on the w hole,
undergraduate psychology textbooks are
m isinform ing hundreds of thousands of
college students on this subject every
year. This has gone on for at least 30
years. The disparity betw een specialist



books in this field and the treatm ent of
the subject in m ost undergraduate texts is
scandalous. Students m ight as w ell read
pop psychology articles in the Sunday
new spaper supplem ents.

M iele: You seem  to have little but
contem pt for introductory psychology
texts and to get aw fully w orked up about
them . W hy?

Jensen: Iɋd rather have students read
W illiam  Jam esɋs Principles of
Psychology, originally published in 1890,
than to read the pabulum  now  passed off
on undergraduates as ɎIntroductory
Psychology.ɏ A nd the introductory course
has a considerable influence on w ho w ill



and w ho w onɋt m ajor in psychology. I
still read Jam es for pleasure now  and
then, but it alm ost sickens m e even to
thum b through m ost of the introductory
psychology books published in recent
years. They represent a dum bing-dow n of
the w hole field! I doubt that textbooks of
this ilk exist in the biological or physical
sciences, because they w ouldnɋt be
tolerated by either the students or the
faculty. O f course there are a few
perfectly respectable introductory texts in
psychology. It is up to instructors to be
discrim inating and search for them .

M iele: Perhaps part of the problem
com es from  the origins and associations
of the w ords. B efore the scientific term



Ɏheredity,ɏ w e had the w ord Ɏhereditary.ɏ
ɎH ereditaryɏ can m ean Ɏgenetic, not
environm entalɏ; but it can also m ean Ɏby
right of birth,ɏ as in Ɏthe hereditary D uke
of N orthum berland.ɏ The term  Ɏgeneticɏ
is easily confused w ith Ɏeugenics.ɏ D o
you think the origins and associations of
the w ords Ɏheredityɏ and Ɏhereditaryɏ
w ith aristocracy, and later, of Ɏeugenicsɏ
w ith N azism , have cast a dark cloud over
the scientific study of m ental ability?

Jensen: They shouldnɋt, but Iɋm  sure
they have cast a shadow , if not your dark
cloud. A nd hopefully our increase in
scientific know ledge is clearing the skies.
ɎH eredityɏ sim ply refers to the
transm ission of genes from  parents to



their offspring; genes are the physical
units of heredity. ɎH ereditaryɏ m eans
about the sam e thing, but often im plies
the passing on of parental genes that
affect som e observable characteristic of
one or both parents to one or m ore of
their offspring. A  Ɏhereditarianɏ is
som eone w ho holds that som e part of the
variation in m ental and behavioral as w ell
as physical traits is attributable to genetic
variation w ithin the species. The w ord
Ɏgeneticɏ pertains to genes, or to
characteristics know n to be influenced by
genes.

M iele: A nd Ɏeugenicsɏ?

Jensen: W hen Sir Francis G alton coined



the w ord Ɏeugenic,ɏ w hich literally
m eans Ɏgood beginningɏ or Ɏgood
genes,ɏ he m eant the hereditary basis of
characteristics such as good health,
longevity, the absence of birth defects or
physical or m ental handicaps, personally
and socially advantageous m ental
abilities, and favorable personality traits.

To dispel any Third R eich or
H olocaust guilt by association im plied in
your question, let m e quote exactly w hat
G alton said about eugenics in his
autobiography, M em ories of M y Life:

M an is gifted w ith pity and
other kindly feelings; he has
also the pow er of preventing



m any kinds of suffering. I
conceive it to fall w ithin his
province to replace N atural
Selection by other processes
that are m ore m erciful and not
less effective. This is
precisely the aim  of Eugenics.

Even if w e donɋt use the term ,
eugenics is practiced throughout the
civilized w orld today through genetic
counseling, am niocentesis, and D N A
testing for various genetic diseases such
as Tay-Sachs, H untingtonɋs chorea, and
m any other genetic anom alies. A nd it is
the prospective parents w ho are
requesting these fam ily planning



procedures. G overnm ent is not ordering
them . W hat opposition there is these days
com es from  a few  on the political left and
m any m ore on the religious right.

M iele: You still havenɋt answ ered the
second part of m y questionɇ  D o you
think all this talk of genes and heredity,
and its association w ith aristocracy,
eugenics, and even N azism , have forever
bedeviled the scientific study of the
nature of m ental ability?

Jensen: N o, I donɋt believe that the
scientific study of the inheritance of
m ental ability is really bedeviled by these
w rong or evil things from  past history. I
donɋt put the G altonian conception of



eugenics, as stated in the quote I gave
you, in that category. N or do I see any
intrinsic relationship betw een aristocracy
or N azism  and the scientific study of the
g factor, behavior genetics, and
individual or group differences.

There are those, how ever, w ho for
w hatever reason deny the reality of
individual differences or the evidence
that individual differences have genetic
as w ell as environm ental causes. Som e
have tried to link psychom etrics and
behavioral genetics w ith Fascism ,
N azism , H itler, or w hatever and
hereditarian psychologists have been
subjected to such defam atory
propaganda. The N ew  York Review  of
Books review  of m y 1980 book Bias in



M ental Testing (w hose findings w ere
subsequently confirm ed by a special
com m ittee of the N ational A cadem y of
Sciences) ran w ith a cartoon of m e in
w hat looks like a N azi storm  trooper
uniform ! A nd a C anadian psychologist
w ho studies the evolutionary basis of
racial differences in m ental ability w as
caricatured in a new spaper cartoon as
shaking hands w ith H itler. That
abysm ally low  level of criticism  m erely
show s their desperation. They arenɋt
w orth recognizing.

M iele: O kay. Then letɋs get back to the
technical term  used in behavior genetics,
Ɏheritability.ɏ



Jensen: H ere w e have to shift gears
drastically, because Ɏheritabilityɏ m eans
som ething very different from  the term s
Ɏheredity,ɏ Ɏhereditary,ɏ and Ɏinherited.ɏ
Iɋm  w illing to bet that only a m inority of
Ph.D .ɋs in psychology know  the
definition of Ɏheritability.ɏ So letɋs get its
m eaning straight right now .

Technically, Ɏheritabilityɏ is defined
as the statistically estim ated proportion of
the population variance in a given trait
that is attributable to genetic factors.
Variance (Var.) is calculated as the
arithm etic average (or m ean) of all the
squared deviations of each individual
m easurem ent from  the overall m ean of all
the m easurem ents. [See the Prim er on
Variance and H eritability that begins on



page 74, after the introduction to this
chapter.]

H ereɋs the key point: The heritability
of any trait is the proportion of the total
trait variance due to genetic variance. A s
a very rough analogy, think of the pie
charts show ing federal revenue you see in
the new spaper that show , say, 25 percent
com es from  corporate incom e tax, 70
percent from  individual incom e tax, and
the rem aining 5 percent from  excise
taxes, tariffs, and inheritance tax.

G eneticists m ake a further distinction
betw een narrow  heritability and broad
heritability. Technically, narrow
heritability is the proportion of total
variance due to the additive effects of
genes only. B road heritability consists of



the narrow  heritability plus the variance
resulting from  genetic interactions w hose
effects are not sim ply additive (that is,
not 2 + 3 = 5, but 2 Õ 3 = 6); from
assortative m ating (the tendency of like
to m arry like, w hich increases total
variation); and from  a very special
com ponent called genotype-by-
environm ent (G  Õ E) covariation. G  Õ E
covariation refers to cases in w hich genes
and the environm ent are both favorable
(or unfavorable) for the developm ent of a
particular trait, as in the case of a child
w ho is genetically gifted m usically and
also grow s up in a highly m usical
environm ent, like M ozart.

M iele: So are you saying that heritability



can cut the nature-nurture G ordian knot?
W hat about the classic exam ple of the
sam e seeds sow n in different soils that
goes back to C harles C ooley, the founder
of the A m erican Sociological
A ssociation? O r m aybe back even
further, to Jesus in the Parable of the
Sow er and the Seeds:

B ehold the sow er w ent out to
sow . A nd as he sow ed, it
happened one indeed fell by
the roadside; and the birds of
heaven ate it. A nd another fell
on the rocky place w here it
did not have m uch earth. A nd
it sprang up at once, due to
not having deepness of earth.



A nd the sun rising it w as
scorched. A nd through not
having root, it w as dried out.
A nd another fell am ong the
thorns, and the thorns grew  up
and choked it, and it did not
yield fruit. A nd another fell
into the good ground and
yielded fruit, going-up and
increasing; and one bore
thirty, and one sixty, and one a
hundred-fold. (M ark 4:3Ɇ8)

Jensen: I love your apt quotation from
the N ew  Testam ent. Its poetic language
offers a w elcom e relief from  all m y
technical term inology. A nd todayɋs



behavior genetic research pretty m uch
tells us the sam e thing.

Essentially, heritability estim ates do
cut the nature-nurture G ordian knot for
any m easurable traits by separating the
total variation into the part due to
variation in genes and the part due to
variation in environm ent. I prefer the
term s Ɏgenetic influencesɏ and
Ɏnongenetic influencesɏ because so m any
people think environm ent m eans just the
psychological, social, and cultural m ilieu
in w hich a person grow s up. These
nongenetic influences begin virtually at
the m om ent of conception. They have
direct effects on the brainɋs developm ent
and are probably the m ost im portant of
all environm ental effects on g. They



include intrauterine conditions related to
the m otherɋs age, health, and blood type;
incom patibility betw een m other and
fetus; nutrition; certain m edications; and
substance abuse. Then there are perinatal
conditions such as anoxia, birth traum a,
and extrem e prem aturity. A nd also
postnatal conditionsɇ m ainly early
nutrition and the various childhood
diseases. M y analysis of IQ  differences in
M Z (m onozygotic, or identical) tw ins,
w ho have the sam e genes, suggests that
nearly all these effects are
disadvantageous.

M iele: B ut does that m ean that factors
like hom e environm ent, parent-child
interaction, schooling, and fam ily incom e



have no effect on a personɋs g?

Jensen: N o, later environm ental
influences have their effects largely on
w hat a person does w ith his or her level
of g rather than on the level of g itself.
These effects are fully recognized by
geneticistsɇ the sources of environm ental
variance are every bit as interesting to
them  as the genetic variance. The
im portant point is that by m eans of
quantitative genetic analysis, such as the
calculation of heritability, w e are able to
get good estim ates of the relative
strengths of the environm ental and the
genetic influences on a given
characteristic in a given population at a
given tim e. A nd by the sam e m eans w e



can look at the relative effects of genes
and environm ent on a particular trait over
the course of developm ent, from  infancy
to later m aturity.

M iele:That all seem s so contrary to
everything w eɋve com e to believe about
the im portance of education. D o you have
any evidence to support those statem ents?

Jensen: C onsider the heritability of
height. In our population, height has a
heritability of about 0.30 in infancy,
w hich gradually increases, up to about
0.95 in early adulthood. IQ  show s a
sim ilar developm ental increase in
heritability, going from  about 0.40 in
early childhood to about 0.70 in



adulthood, then up to about 0.80 in older
adults. If environm ent and experience
w ere the chief determ inants of m ental
grow th throughout our life span, you
w ould predict that the longer w e have
lived, the low er the heritability of IQ ,
because the difference betw een our life
experience and those of our kin should
accum ulate. B ut just the opposite is found
to be true. IQ  behaves like height and
other physical traits in that the
resem blance betw een genetic relatives
increases w ith age, despite their
differences in cum ulative life experience.

M iele: B ut critics point out that
heritability estim ates are dependent on
the population studied and the conditions



under w hich that population developed.
D onɋt those qualifications dull the edge
of the behavior genetic knife? R ather
than cleanly cutting the nature-nurture
G ordian knot, w hat w e see is a fuzzy and
frayed tangle.

Jensen: Those critics w rite as if
behavioral geneticists w erenɋt aw are of
these points. The basic genetic m odel is
that the total variance w e see in any trait,
term ed the phenotypic variance (var.P), is
com posed of the genetic variance (var.G )
plus the nongenetic variance (var.E), also
called the environm ental variance, or



H eritability (h2) is sim ply the ratio of
the genetic variance to the total variance:

So by definition, heritability can vary
over som e range of values depending on
the degree of genetic variation in the
population (var.G ) and the am ount of
environm ental variation (var.E). If you
look at the second equation, you can see
that the sm aller var.E becom es, the higher
h2, until you reach the point at w hich
there is no environm ental variation at all
(that is, var.E. = 0.00), at w hich point h2
= 1.00. A s var.G  gets sm aller, h2 also
decreases, until h2 = 0.00 and e2 = 1.00 Ɇ



h2 = 1.00 Ɇ 0.00 = 1.00. If everyoneɋs
environm ent is pretty m uch the sam e,
heritability w ill be very high because the
only thing that really varies is the genes.
Likew ise, if there is very little genetic
variation, as for exam ple in highly inbred
strains of corn or laboratory m ice,
heritability w ill be very low . In a country
w here part of the population suffers from
m alnutrition w hile others are w ell fed, the
heritability of height is low er (because of
greater environm ental variation) than in a
country w here everyone is reasonably
w ell nourished.

The other point about heritability
follow s as a corollaryɇ a heritability
estim ate is not a constant like the speed
of light, nor is it m eant to yield som e



single, constant value. R ather, heritability
is an inherently inconstant population
statistic, like the average birthrate, the
average m ortality, or the average height
of adult m en or w om en. The heritability
of IQ  estim ated in different studies varies
as a function of the test used, the age of
the subjects, and the degree to w hich the
subjects vary in socioeconom ic status and
educational level. The heritability of IQ
fluctuates som ew hat from  sam ple to
sam ple and study to study from  about
0.40 to 0.80, w ith the average for all
studies falling som ew here betw een 0.60
and 0.70. B ut such an overall average
isnɋt really as inform ative as know ing the
heritability in a particular population
under specified conditions.


